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Senate  committee  reported  S.  IOOU  with  amend¬ 
ment.  Senate  Report  U08.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  90-537 


COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT  ACT.  Authorizes  construction  the 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  the  purposes  of  furnishing 
water  and  municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water -deficient  areas 
of  Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or 
exchange  of  water,  control  of  floods,  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  fish  and  wildlife  resource,  and  enhancement  of  recreation 
opportunities.  Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
designate  and  add  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation  2,500 
acres  of  suitable  lands  under  his  jurisdiction  now  a  part  of  the 


Tonto  National  Forest. 
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H  CONGRESS  |  |  r|  O  O  AA 
1st  Session  J-|#  JoUU 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  EEPEESENTATIVES 

January  23, 1967 

Mr.  Aspinall  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Aftaiis 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Colorado  Eiver  Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I — COLOEADO  EIVEE  BASIN  PEOJECT: 

4  OBJECTIVES 

5  Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Colorado 

6  Eiver  Basin  Project  Act”. 

7  Sec.  102.  The  Congress  recognizes  that  the  present  and 

8  growing  water  shortages  in  the  Colorado  Eiver  Basin  con- 

9  stitute  urgent  problems  of  national  concern,  and  accordingly 

10  authorizes  and  directs  the  National  Water  Commission  estab- 

11  lished  in  title  II  of  this  Act  and  the  Water  Resources  Coun- 
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cil,  established  by  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  89-80) ,  to  give  highest  priority  to  the  preparation 
of  a  plan  and  program  for  the  relief  of  such  shortages,  in 
consultation  with  the  States  and  Federal  entities  affected, 
as  provided  in  this  Act.  This  program  is  declared  to  be  for 
the  purposes,  among  others,  of  regulating  the  flow  of  the 
Colorado  River;  controlling  floods;  improving  navigation; 
providing  for  the  storage  and  delivery  of  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  reclamation  of  lands,  including  supple¬ 
mental  water  supplies,  for  municipal,  industrial,  and  other 
beneficial  purposes;  improving  water  quality;  providing  for 
basic  public  outdoor  recreation  facilities;  improving  condi¬ 
tions  for  fish  and  wildlife;  and  the  generation  and  sale  of 
hydroelectric  power  as  an  incident  of  the  foregoing  purposes. 
TITLE  II— THE  NATIONAL  WATER  COMMISSION; 
INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 
Sec.  201.  (a)  There  is  established  the  National  Water 
Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Commission”) . 

(b)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of  seven  mem¬ 
bers,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  and  serve  at 
his  pleasure.  No  member  of  the  Commission  shall,  during 
his  period  of  service  on  the  Commission,  hold  any  other 
position  as  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States, 
except  as  a  retired  officer  or  retired  civilian  employee  of  the 
United  States. 
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(c)  The  President  shall  designate  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Chairman”) 
from  among  its  members. 

(d)  Members  of  the  Commission  may  each  be  compen¬ 
sated  at  the  rate  of  $100  for  each  day  such  member  is 
engaged  in  the  actual  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission.  Each  member  shall  be  reimbursed  for  travel 
expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  73b— 2 )  for  persons  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment  service  employed  intermittently. 

(e)  The  Commission  shall  have  an  executive  director, 
who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Chairman  with  the  approval 
of  the  President  and  shall  be  compensated  at  the  rate  pro¬ 
vided  by  law  for  level  IV  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary 
Schedule.  The  executive  director  shall  have  such  duties 
and  responsibilities  as  the  Chairman  may  assign. 

Sec.  202.  (a)  The  Commission  shall  (i)  review  pres¬ 
ent  and  anticipated  national  water  resource  problems,  mak¬ 
ing  such  projections  of  water  requirements  as  may  be 
necessary  and  identifying  alternative  ways  of  meeting  these 
requirements — giving  consideration,  among  other  things,  to 
conservation  and  more  efficient  use  of  existing  supplies,  in¬ 
creased  useability  by  reduction  of  pollution,  innovations  to 
encourage  the  highest  economic  use  of  water,  interbasin 
transfers,  and  technological  advances  including,  hut  not  lim- 
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1  ited  to  desalting,  weather  modification  and  waste  water  puri- 

2  fication  and  reuse;  (2)  consider  economic  and  social  conse- 

3  quences  of  water  resource  development,  including,  for  ex- 

4  ample,  the  impact  of  water  resource  development  on  regional 

5  economic  growth,  on  institutional  arrangements,  and  on 

6  esthetic  values  affecting  the  quality  of  life  of  the  Ameri- 

7  can  people;  (3)  advise  on  such  specific  water  resource 

8  matters  as  may  he  referred  to  it  hy  the  President  and  the 

9  Water  Resources  Council  established  in  section  101  of  the 

10  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (79  Stat.  245)  (herein- 

11  after  referred  to  as  the  “Council”)  ;  and  (4)  conduct  such 

12  specific  investigations  as  are  authorized  herein  or  as  here- 

13  after  may  be  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

14  (b)  The  Commission  shall  consult  with  the  Council  re- 

15  garding  its  studies  and  shall  furnish  its  proposed  reports  and 

16  recommendations  to  the  Council  for  review  and  comment. 

17  The  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  President  such  interim 

18  and  final  reports  as  it  deems  appropriate,  and  the  Council 

19  shall  submit  to  the  President  its  views  on  the  Commission’s 

20  reports.  The  President  shall  transmit  the  Commission’s  final 

21  report  to  the  Congress  together  with  such  connnents  and 

22  recommendations  for  legislation  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

23  (c)  The  Commission  shall  terminate  not  later  than  six 

24  years  from  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

25  Sec.  203.  (a)  The  Commission  may  (1)  hold  such 


5 


1  hearings,  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and  places,  take  such  testi- 

2  mony,  and  receive  such  evidence  as  it  may  deem  advisable; 

3  (2)  acquire,  furnish,  and  equip  such  office  space  as  is  nec- 

4  essary;  (3)  use  the  United  States  mails  in  the  same  manner 

5  and  upon  the  same  conditions  as  other  departments  and 

6  agencies  of  the  United  States;  (4)  without  regard  to  the  civil 

7  service  laws  and  regulations  and  without  regard  to  the  Classi- 

8  fication  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  employ  and  fix  the  compen- 

9  sation  of  such  personnel  as  may  he  necessary  to  carry  out 

10  the  functions  of  the  Commission:  Provided,  That  of  such 

11  personnel  no  more  than  five  persons  may  receive  compensa- 

12  tion  equivalent  to  the  compensation  established  for  grade  18 

13  under  the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended;  (5)  pro- 

14  cure  services  as  authorized  by  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August 

15  2,  1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  a,t  rates  not  to  exceed  $100  per 

16  diem  for  individuals;  (6)  purchase,  hire,  operate,  and  main- 

17  tain  passenger  motor  vehicles;  (7)  enter  into  contracts  or 

18  agreements  for  studies  and  surveys  with  public  and  private 

19  organizations  and  transfer  funds  to  Federal  agencies  and 

20  river  basin  commissions  created  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the 

21  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  to  carry  out  such  aspects  of 

22  the  Commission’s  functions  as  the  Commission  determines 

23  can  best  be  earned  out  in  that  manner;  and  (8)  incur  such 

24  necessary  expenses  and  exercise  such  other  powers  as  are 
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1  consistent  with  and  reasonably  required  to  perform  its  func- 

2  tions  under  this  title. 

3  (b)  Any  member  of  the  Commission  is  authorized  to 

4  administer  oaths  when  it  is  determined  by  a  majority  of  the 

5  Commission  that  testimony  shall  be  taken  or  evidence  re- 

6  ceived  under  oath. 

7  Sec.  204.  (a)  Subject  to  general  policies  adopted  by 

8  the  Commission,  the  Chairman  shall  be  the  chief  executive  of 

9  the  Commission  and  shall  exercise  its  executive  and  admin- 

10  istrative  powers  as  set  forth  in  section  203  (a)  (2)  through 

11  section  203  (a)  (8). 

13  (b)  The  Chairman  may  make  such  provision  as  he 

13  shall  deem  appropriate  authorizing  the  performance  of  any 

14  of  his  executive  and  administrative  functions  by  the  execu- 
1^  live  director  or  other  personnel  of  the  Commission. 

10  Sec.  205.  (a)  The  Commission  shall,  to  the  extent 
17  practicable,  utilize  the  services  of  the  Federal  water  resource 

15  agencies. 

(b)  Upon  request  of  the  Commission,  the  head  of  any 
30  Federal  department  or  agency  or  river  basin  commission 

21  created  pursuant  to  title  II  of  the  Water  Resources  Plan- 

22  ning  Act  is  authorized  ( 1 )  to  furnish  to  the  Commission,  to 

23  the  extent  permitted  by  law  and  within  the  limits  of  available 

24  funds,  including  funds  transferred  for  that  purpose  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  203  (a)  (7)  of  this  Act,  such  information  as 
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may  be  necessary  for  carrying  out  its  functions  and  as  may 
be  available  to  or  procurable  by  such  department  or  agency, 
and  (2)  to  detail  to  temporary  duty  with  this  Commission 
on  a  reimbursable  basis  such  personnel  within  his  admin¬ 
istrative  jurisdiction  as  it  may  need  or  believe  to  be  useful 
for  carrying  out  its  functions,  each  such  detail  to  be  with¬ 
out  loss  of  seniority,  pay,  or  other  employee  status. 

(c)  Financial  and  administrative  services  (including 
those  related  to  budgeting,  accounting,  financial  reporting, 
personnel,  and  procurement)  shall  be  provided  the  Com¬ 
mission  by  the  General  Services  Administration,  for  which 
payment  shall  be  made  in  advance,  or  by  reimbursement  from 
funds  of  the  Commission  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  agreed 
upon  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  and  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services:  Provided ,  That  the  regulations 
of  the  General  Services  Administration  for  the  collection  of 
indebtedness  of  personnel  resulting  from  erroneous  payments 
(5  U.S.C.  46e)  shall  apply  to  the  collection  of  erroneous 
payments  made  to  or  on  behalf  of  a  Commission  employee, 
and  regulations  of  said  Administrator  for  the  administra 
tive  control  of  funds  (31  U.S.C.  665g)  shall  apply  to  ap¬ 
propriations  of  the  Commission:  And  provided  further,  That 
the  Commission  shall  not  be  required  to  prescribe  such 
regulations. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  The  Council,  in  consultation  with  the 
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Commission,  acting  in  accordance  with  the  procedure  pre¬ 
scribed  in  section  103  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act, 
shall  within  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  following  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Act  establish  principles,  standards,  and  proce¬ 
dures  for  the  program  of  investigations  and  submittal  of 
plans  and  reports  authorized  by  this  section  and  section 
208.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to 
as  the  “Secretary”) ,  under  the  direction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  in  conformity  with  the  principles,  standards,  and 
procedures  so  established,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
authority  granted  in  section  205,  is  authorized  and 
directed  to — 

(1)  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range  water  sup¬ 
ply  available  for  consumptive  use  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  of  current  water  requirements  therein,  and  of  the 
rate  of  growth  of  water  requirements  therein  to  at  least 
the  year  2030; 

(2)  investigate  sources  and  means  of  supplying 
water  to  meet  the  current  and  anticipated  water  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  including  reductions 
in  losses,  importations  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system,  desalina¬ 
tion,  weather  modification,  and  other  means; 

(3)  investigate  projects  within  the  lower  basin  of 
the  Colorado  River,  including  projects  on  tributaries  of 
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the  Colorado  River,  where  undeveloped  water  supplies 
are  available  or  can  he  made  available  by  replacement 
or  exchange; 

(4)  undertake  investigations,  in  cooperation  with 
other  concerned  agencies,  of  the  feasibility  of  proposed 
development  plans  in  maintaining  an  adequate  water 
quality  throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin; 

(5)  investigate  means  of  providing  for  prudent 
water  conservation  practices  to  permit  maximum  bene¬ 
ficial  utilization  of  available  water  supplies  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin; 

(6)  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of  the  long- 
range  water  supply  in  States  and  areas  from  which  water 
may  be  imported  into  the  Colorado  River  system,  to¬ 
gether  with  estimates  of  the  probable  ultimate  require¬ 
ments  for  water  within  those  States  and  areas  of  origin, 
for  all  purposes,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  consump¬ 
tive  use,  navigation,  river  regulation,  power,  enhance¬ 
ment  of  fishery  resources,  pollution  control,  and  disposal 
of  wastes  to  the  ocean,  and  estimates  of  ,the  quantities 
of  water,  if  any,  that  will  be  available  in  excess  of  such 
requirements  in  the  States  and  areas  of  origin  for  ex¬ 
portation  to  the  Colorado  River  system;  and 

(7)  investigate  current  and  anticipated  water  re- 
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quirements  of  areas  outside  the  natural  drainage  areas 
of  the  Colorado  Eiver  system  which  feasibly  can  be 
served  from  importation  facilities  en  route  to  the 
Colorado  Eiver  system. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  pre¬ 
pare  reconnaissance  reports  of  a  staged  plan  or  plans  for 
projects  adequate,  in  its  judgment,  to  meet  the  requirements 
reported  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  conformity 
with  section  207. 

(c)  The  plan  for  the  first  stage  of  works  to  meet  the 
future  requirements  of  the  areas  of  deficiency  and  surplus 
as  determined  from  studies  performed  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  import  works  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  two  million  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet 
annually  for  use  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
Eiver  below  Lee  Ferry,  including  satisfaction  of  the  obli¬ 
gations  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  losses  of  water  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  performance  of  that  treaty.  Plans  for  im¬ 
port  works  for  the  first  stage  may  also  include  facilities  to 
provide  water  in  the  following  additional  quantities: 

(1)  Up  to  two  million  acre-feet  annually  in  the 
Colorado  Eiver  for  use  in  the  Lower  Colorado  Eiver 
Basin ; 

(2)  Up  to  two  million  acre-feet  annually  in  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


11 


Colorado  River  system  for  use  in  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin,  directly  or  by  exchange; 

(3)  Such  additional  quantities,  not  to  exceed  two 
million  acre-feet  annually,  as  the  Secretary  finds  may 
be  required  and  marketable  in  areas  which  can  be  served 
by  said  importation  facilities  en  route  to  the  Colorado 
River  system. 

(d)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfaction  of  the 
requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  constitutes  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  upper  di¬ 
vision  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming)  and 
States  of  the  lower  division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Ne¬ 
vada)  shall  be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which  may  have 
been  imposed  upon  them  by  article  III  (c)  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  when  the  President  issues  the  proclamation 
specified  in  section  305(b)  of  this  Act. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  annually  to  the  Com¬ 
mission,  the  President,  and  the  Congress  reports  covering 
progress  on  the  investigations  and  reports  authorized  by  this 
section. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  In  planning  works  to  import  water  into 
the  Colorado  River  system  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
drainage  areas  of  the  system,  the  Secretary  shall  make  pro¬ 
vision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection  of  the  interests 
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of  the  States  and  areas  of  origin,  including  (in  the  case  of 
works  to  import  water  for  use  in  the  lower  basin  of  the 
Colorado  River)  assistance  from  the  development  fund  estab¬ 
lished  by  title  IV  of  this  Act,  to  the  end  that  water  supplies 
may  be  available  for  use  therein  adequate  to  satisfy  their 
ultimate  requirements  at  prices  to  users  not  adversely  affected 
by  the  exportation  of  water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future,  for  water 
within  any  State  lying  wholly  or  in  part  within  the  drainage 
area  of  any  river  basin  and  from  which  water  is  exported 
by  works  planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have  a  priority 
of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of  the  waters  of  that  river 
basin,  for  all  purposes,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water 
delivered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works,  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  by  interstate  agreement. 

Sec.  208.  (a)  On  or  before  December  31,  1970,  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  a  proposed  reconnaissance  report  on 
the  first  stage  of  the  staged  plan  of  development  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  affected  States  and  Federal  agencies  for  their 
comments  and  recommendations  which  shall  be  submitted 
within  six  months  after  receipt  of  the  report. 

(b)  After  receipt  of  the  comments  of  the  Commission, 
affected  States,  and  Federal  agencies  on  such  reconnaissance 
report,  but  not  later  than  January  1,  1972,  the  Secretary 
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1  shall  transmit  the  report  to  the  President  and,  through  the 

2  President,  to  the  Congress.  All  comments  received  by  the 

3  Secretary  under  the  procedure  specified  in  this  section  shall 

4  he  included  therein.  The  letter  of  transmittal  and  its  attach- 

5  ments  shall  be  printed  as  a  House  or  Senate  document. 

6  Sec.  209.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

7  priated  such  sums  as  are  required  to  carry  out  the  purposes 

8  of  this  title. 

9  TITLE  III— AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTECTION 

10  OF  EXISTING  USES 

11  Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  shall  construct,  operate,  and 

12  maintain  the  lower  basin  units  of  the  Colorado  Piver  Basin 
18  project  (herein  referred  to  as  the  “project”),  described  in 

14  sections  302,  303,  304,  305,  and  306. 

15  Sec.  302.  The  main  stream  reservoir  division  shall  con- 

16  sist  of  the  Hualapai  (formerly  known  as  Bridge  Canyon) 

17  unit,  including  a  dam,  reservoir,  powerplant,  transmission 

18  facilities,  and  appurtenant  works,  and  the  Coconino  and 

19  Paria  River  silt-detention  reservoirs:  Provided,  That  (1) 

20  Hualapai  Dam  shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  impound  water 

21  at  a  normal  surface  elevation  of  one  thousand  eight  hundred 

22  and  sixty-six  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  (2)  fluctuations  in 

23  the  reservoir  level  shall  be  restricted,  so  far  as  practicable, 

24  to  a  regimen  of  ten  feet,  and  (3)  this  Act  shall  not  be 

25  construed  to  authorize  any  diversion  of  water  from  Hualapai 
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Reservoir  except  for  incidental  uses  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 
The  Congress  hereby  declares  that  the  construction  of  the 
Hualapai  Dam  herein  authorized  is  consistent  with  the  Act 
of  February  26,  1919  (40  Stat.  1175). 

Sec.  303.  (a)  As  fair  and  reasonable  payment  for  the 
permanent  use  by  the  United  States  of  not  more  than 
twenty-five  thousand  acres  of  land  designated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  necessary  for  the  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  Hualapai  unit,  said  land  being  a  part  of  the 
tract  set  aside  and  reserved  by  the  Executive  order  of 
January  4,  1883,  for  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the  Hualapai 
Tribe  of  Arizona  (1  Kappler,  Indian  Laws  and  Treaties, 
804) ,  $16,398,000  shall  be  transferred  in  the  Treasury, 
during  construction  of  the  unit,  to  the  credit  of  the  Hualapai 
Tribe  from  funds  appropriated  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  for  construction  of  the  project  and,  when  so 
transferred,  shall  draw  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  centum 
per  annum  until  expended.  The  funds  so  transferred  may 
be  expended,  invested,  or  reinvested  pursuant  to  plans,  pro¬ 
grams,  and  agreements  duly  adopted  or  entered  into  by  the 
Hualapai  Tribe,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  in 
accordance  with  the  tribal  constitution  and  charter. 

(b)  As  part  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
Hualapai  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  (1)  construct  a  paved 
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1  road,  having  a  minimum  width  of  twenty-eight  feet,  from 

2  Peach  Springs,  Arizona,  through  and  along  Peach  Springs 

3  Canyon  within  the  Hualapai  Indian  Reservation,  to  provide 

4  all-weather  access  to  the  Hualapai  Reservoir;  and  (2)  make 

5  available  to  the  Hualapai  Tribe  up  to  twenty-five  thousand 

6  kilowatts  and  up  to  one  hundred  million  kilowatt-hours  an- 

7  nually  of  power  from  the  Hualapai  unit  at  the  lowest  rate 

8  established  by  the  Secretary  for  the  sale  of  firm  power  from 

9  said  unit  for  the  use  of  preferential  customers:  Provided, 

10  That  the  tribe  may  resell  such  power  only  to  users  within 

11  the  Hualapai  Reservation :  Provided  further,  That  the  Hua- 

12  lapai  Tribal  Council  shall  notify  the  Secretary  in  writ- 

13  ing  of  the  reasonable  power  requirements  of  the  tribe  up 
11  to  the  maximum  herein  specified,  for  each  three-year  period 

15  in  advance  beginning  with  the  date  upon  which  power  from 

16  the  Hualapai  unit  becomes  available  for  sale.  Power  not 

17  so  reserved  may  be  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  the 

18  benefit  of  the  development  fund. 

19  (c)  Except  as  to  such  lands  which  the  Secretary  deter- 

20  mines  are  required  for  the  Hualapai  Dam  and  Resen  oir 

21  site  and  the  construction  of  the  operating  campsite  and  town- 

22  site,  all  minerals  of  any  kind  whatsoever,  including  oil  and 

23  o-as  but  excluding  sand  and  gravel  and  other  building  and 

24  construction  materials,  within  the  areas  used  by  the  United 

25  States  pursuant  to  this  section  are  hereby  reserved  to  the 
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1  Hualapai  Tribe:  Provided ,  That  no  permit,  license,  lease  or 

2  other  document  covering  the  exploration  for  or  the  extraction 

3  of  such  minerals  shall  be  granted  by  the  tribe  nor  shall  the 

4  tribe  conduct  such  operations  for  its  own  account,  except 

5  under  such  conditions  and  with  such  stipulations  as  are  neces- 

6  sary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States  in  the  con- 

7  struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Hualapai  unit. 

8  (d)  The  Hualapai  Tribe  shall  have  the  exclusive  right, 

9  if  requested  in  writing  by  the  tribe,  to  develop  the  recreation 

10  potential  of,  and  shall  have  the  exclusive  right  to  control 

11  access  to,  the  reservoir  shoreline  adjacent  to  the  reservation, 

12  subject  to  conditions  established  by  the  Secretary  for  use  of 

13  the  reservoir  to  protect  the  operation  of  the  project.  Any 

14  recreation  development  established  by  the  tribe  shall  be  con- 

15  sistent  with  the  Secretary’s  rules  and  regulations  to  protect 

16  the  overall  recreation  development  of  the  project.  The  tribe 

17  and  the  members  thereof  shall  have  nonexclusive  personal 

18  rights  to  hunt  and  fish  on  the  reservoir  without  charge,  but 

19  shall  have  no  right  to  exclude  others  from  the  reservoir  ex- 

20  cept  as  to  those  who  seek  to  gain  access  through  the  Huala- 

21  pai  Reservation,  nor  the  right  to  require  payments  to  the 

22  tribe  except  for  the  use  of  tribal  lands  or  facilities :  Provided , 

23  That  under  no  circumstances  will  the  Hualapai  Tribe  make 

24  any  charge,  or  extract  any  compensation,  or  in  any  other 

25  manner  restrict  the  access  or  use  of  the  paved  road  to  be  con- 
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1  structed  within  the  Hualapai  Indian  Reservation  pursuant  to 

2  this  Act.  The  use  by  the  public  of  the  water  areas  of  the 

3  project  shall  be  pursuant  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the 

4  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

5  (e)  Except  as  limited  by  the  foregoing,  the  Hualapai 

6  Tribe  shall  have  the  right  to  use  and  occupy  the  area  of  the 

7  Hualapai  unit  within  the  Hualapai  Reservation  for  all  pur- 

8  poses  not  inconsistent  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 

9  maintenance  of  the  project  and  townsite,  including,  but  not 

10  limited  to,  the  right  to  lease  such  lands  for  farming,  grazing, 

11  and  business  purposes  to  members  or  nonmembers  of  the 

12  tribe  and  the  power  to  dispose  of  all  minerals  as  provided 

13  in  paragraph  (c)  hereof. 

14  (f)  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Secretary  that  all  or 

15  any  part  of  the  lands  utilized  by  the  United  States  pursuant 

16  to  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  is  no  longer  necessary  for 

17  purposes  of  the  project,  such  lands  shall  be  restored  to  the 

18  Hualapai  Tribe  for  its  full  use  and  occupancy. 

19  (g)  Ho  part  of  any  expenditures  made  by  the  United 

20  States,  and  no  reservation  by  or  restoration  to  the  Hualapai 

21  Tribe  of  the  use  of  land  under  any  of  the  provisions  of  this 

22  section  shall  be  charged  by  the  United  States  as  an  offset  or 

23  counterclaim  against  any  claim  of  the  Hualapai  Tribe  against 

24  the  United  States  other  than  claims  arising  out  of  the  utiliza- 
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tion  of  lands  for  the  project:  Provided,  however,  That  the 
payment  of  moneys  and  other  benefits  as  set  forth  herein 
shall  constitute  full,  fair,  and  reasonable  payment  for  the 
permanent  use  of  the  lands  by  the  United  States. 

(h)  All  funds  authorized  by  this  section  to  be  paid  or 
transferred  to  the  Hualapai  Tribe,  and  any  per  capita  dis¬ 
tribution  derived  therefrom,  shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms 
of  State  and  Federal  income  taxes. 

(i)  No  payments  shall  be  made  or  benefits  conferred 
as  set  forth  in  this  section  until  the  provisions  hereof  have 
been  accepted  by  the  Hualapai  Tribe  through  a  resolution 
duly  adopted  by  its  tribal  council.  In  the  event  such  resolu¬ 
tion  is  not  adopted  within  six  months  from  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act,  and  litigation  thereafter  is  instituted  regarding  the 
use  by  the  United  States  of  lands  within  the  Hualapai  Res¬ 
ervation  or  payment  therefor,  the  amounts  of  the  payments 
provided  herein  and  the  other  benefits  set  out  shall  not  be 
regarded  as  evidencing  value  or  as  recognizing  an}r  right  of 
the  tribe  to  compensation. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  The  Central  Arizona  unit  shall  consist 
of  the  following  principal  works :  ( 1 )  a  system  of  main  con¬ 
duits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pumping 
plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants),  for 
diverting  and  carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme 
Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall  have  a 
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1  capacity  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feet  per  second 

2  (A)  unless  the  definite  plan  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Recla- 

3  mation  shows  that  additional  capacity  (i)  will  provide  an 

4  improved  benefit-to-cost  ratio  and  (ii)  will  enhance  the  abil- 

5  ity  of  the  Central  Arizona  unit  to  divert  water  from  the 

6  main  stream  to  which  Arizona  is  entitled  and  (B)  unless  the 

7  Secretary  finds  that  the  additional  cost  resulting  from  such 

8  additional  capacity  can  be  financed  by  funds  from  sources 

9  other  than  the  funds  credited  to  the  development  fund  pur- 

10  suant  to  section  403  of  this  Act  and  without  charge,  directly 

11  or  indirectly,  to  water  users  or  power  customers  in  the  States 

12  of  California  and  Nevada;  (2)  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir 

13  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suitable  alternative ;  ( 3 )  Buttes 

14  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated  as  to  not 

15  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the 

16  Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered 

17  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Ari- 

18  zona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Val- 

19  ley  Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Number 

20  59)  ;  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which'  shall  be  con- 

21  structed  to  an  initial  capacity  of  ninety-eight  thousand  acre- 

22  feet  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  pennit  subsequent  enlarge- 

23  ment  of  the  structure  (to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of 

24  section  304  (c)  and  (d)  )  ;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reser- 

25  voir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants ;  (7)  Salt- 
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1  Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities,  powerplants, 

2  and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9)  related  water  dis- 

3  tribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

4  (b)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress, 

5  water  from  the  natural  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River 

6  system  diverted  from  the  main  stream  helow  Lee  Ferry  for 

7  the  Central  Arizona  unit  shall  not  he  made  available  di- 

8  rectly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having 

9  a  recent  irrigation  history  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 

10  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife  refuges, 

11  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State-administered 

12  wildlife  management  areas.  It  shah  be  a  condition  of  each 

13  contract  under  which  such  water  is  provided  under  the 

14  Central  Arizona  unit  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  measures, 

15  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  to  control  ex- 

16  pansion  of  irrigation  from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation 

17  in  the  contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and  distribution 

18  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after  its  delivery 

19  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  he  provided 

20  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judgment  to 

21  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  (3)  neither  the  con- 

22  tractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to 

23  pump  ground  water  from  lands  located  within  the  exterior 

24  boundaries  of  any  Federal  reclamation  project  or  irrigation 

25  district  receiving  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  unit  for 
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1  any  use  outside  such  Federal  reclamation  project  or  irriga- 

2  tion  district,  unless  the  Secretary  and  the  agency  or  orga- 

3  nization  operating  and  maintaining  such  Federal  reclamation 

4  project  or  irrigation  district  shall  agree  or  shall  have  pre- 

5  viously  agreed  that  a  surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and 

6  that  drainage  is  or  was  required;  and  (4)  all  agricultural, 

7  municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  return  flow,  seepage, 

8  sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  located  in  or  flowing  from 

9  contractor’s  service  area  originating  or  resulting  from  (i) 

10  waters  contracted  for  from  the  Central  Arizona  unit  or 

11  (ii)  waters  stored  or  developed  by  any  Federal  reclamation 

12  project  are  reserved  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  United 

13  States  as  a  source  of  supply  for  the  service  area  of  the 

14  Central  Arizona  unit  or  for  the  service  area  of  the  Federal 

15  reclamation  project,  as  the  case  may  be:  Provided,  That  not- 

16  withstanding  the  provisions  of  clause  (3)  of  this  sentence, 

17  the  agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  return 

18  flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  in  or  from 

19  any  such  Federal  reclamation  project,  may  also  he  pumped 

20  or  diverted  for  use  and  delivery  by  the  United  States  else- 

21  where  in  the  service  area  of  the  Central  Arizona  unit,  if  not 

22  needed  for  use  or  reuse  in  such  Federal  reclamation  project. 

23  (c)  The  Secretary  may  require  as  a  condition  in  any 

24  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  from  the  Central 
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Arizona  unit  that  the  contractor  agree  to  accept  main  stream 
water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  supplies 
from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary 
shall  so  require  in  contracts  with  such  contractors  in  Arizona 
who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila  River  system,  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  make  available  to  users  of  water  from  the 
Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional  quantities  of 
water  as  provided  in  and  under  the  conditions  specified  in 
subsections  (e)  and  (f)  of  this  section:  Provided,  That 
such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  be  accomplished  with¬ 
out  economic  injury  or  cost  to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

(d)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream 
water  for  the  Central  Arizona  unit  (if  such  shortages  or 
reductions  should  occur) ,  contractors  which  have  yielded 
water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream  waiter 
supplied  by  that  unit  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive 
main  stream  water,  as  against  other  contractors  supplied 
by  that  unit  which  have  not  so  yielded  wafer  from  other 
sources,  but  only  in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water 
so  yielded. 

(e)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  unit,  the 
Secretary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  wrater  users  in  New 
Mexico  for  w^ater  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  wrater  sources,  in  amounts  that  will  permit  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not  to  exceed  an  annual 
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average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eighteen 
thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and 
above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340) .  Such  increased 
consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until  and  shall  continue  only 
so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  downstream 
Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any 
diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  diversions  from 
the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources. 
In  determining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full 
consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality 
of  the  waters  involved. 

(f)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to  contract  with 
water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its 
tributaries  and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not  to 
exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre-feet,  including 
reservoir  evaporation.  Such  further  increases  in  consumptive 
use  shall  not  begin  until  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as 
works  capable  of  importing  water  into  the  Colorado  River 
system  have  been  completed  and  water  sufficiently  in  excess 
of  twro  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  per  annum 
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1  is  available  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for 

2  consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water  for  the  ex- 

3  changes  herein  authorized  and  provided.  In  determining  the 

4  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be 

5  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

6  (g)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  sub- 

7  sections  (e)  and  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  all 

8  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the  de- 

9  cree  entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  Dis- 

10  trict  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States  against 

11  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity 

12  Number  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  existing  on  the  effective 

13  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  to  water  from 

14  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources, 

15  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made  only  to  the 

16  extent  possible  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders 

17  of  such  rights. 

18  Sec.  305.  (a)  Article  II  (B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the 

19  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali- 

20  fornia  (376  U.S.  340)  shall  be  so  administered  that  in  any 

21  year  in  which,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is  insuf- 

22  ficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water  available  for  re- 

23  lease  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  million  five 

24  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 

25  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main  stream  for  the  Central 
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Arizona  unit  shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability 
of  water  in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  aggregate 
annual  consumptive  use  by  holders  of  present  perfected 
rights,  by  other  users  in  the  State  of  California  served  under 
existing  contracts  with  the  United  States  by  diversion  works 
heretofore  constructed  and  by  other  existing  Eederal  reserva¬ 
tions  in  that  State,  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  of  main  stream  water,  and  by  users  of  the  same 
character  in  Arizona  and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State 
of  Nevada  shall  not  be  required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  pro¬ 
portion  greater  than  would  have  been  imposed  in  the  absence 
of  this  section  305  (a) .  This  section  shall  not  affect  the 
relative  priorities,  among  themselves,  of  water  users  in  Ari¬ 
zona,  Nevada,  and  California  which  are  senior  to  diversions 
for  the  Central  Arizona  unit,  or  amend  any  provisions  of 
said  decree. 

(b)  The  limitation  stated  in  paragraph  (a)  shall  cease 
whenever  the  President  shall  proclaim  that  works  have  been 
completed  and  are  in  operation,  capable  in  his  judgment  of 
delivering:  annually  not  less  than  two  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  of  water  into  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system;  and  that  such 
sources  are  adequate,  in  the  President’s  judgment,  to  supply 
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such  quantities  without  adverse  effect  upon  the  satisfaction 
of  the  foreseeable  water  requirements  of  any  State  from 
which  such  water  is  imported  into  the  Colorado  River  sys¬ 
tem.  Such  imported  water  shall  be  made  available  for  use 
in  accordance  with  subsection  (c)  of  this  section. 

(c)  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  River  is  augmented  by  such  importations  in 
order  to  make  sufficient  water  available  for  release,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  article  II  (B)  (1)  of  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  1  nited  States  in  Arizona 
against  California  (376  U.S.  340) ,  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre-feet 
in  Arizona,  four  million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
California,  and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Nevada, 
respectively,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  additional  water 
available  to  users  of  main  stream  water  in  those  States  at  the 
same  costs  and  on  the  same  terms  as  would  he  applicable 
if  main  stream  water  were  available  for  release  in  the  quan¬ 
tities  required  to  supply  such  consumptive  use,  taking  into 
account,  among  other  things,  (1)  the  nonreimbursable  allo¬ 
cation  to  the  replenishment  of  the  deficiencies  occasioned  by 
satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  provided  for  in 
section  401,  and  (2)  such  assistance  as  may  be  available 
from  the  development  fimd  established  by  title  IV  of  this 
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(d)  Imported  water  made  available  for  use  in  the  lower 
basin  to  supply  aggregate  annual  consumptive  uses  from 
the  main  stream  in  excess  of  seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  shall  be  offered  by  the  Secretary  for 
use  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  in 
the  proportions  provided  in  article  11(B)  (2)  of  said 
decree.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  prices  therefor  which 
take  into  account  such  assistance  as  may  be  available 
from  the  development  fund  established  by  title  IV  of  this  Act 
in  excess  of  the  demands  upon  that  fund  occasioned  by  the 
requirements  stated  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section.  With¬ 
in  each  State,  opportunity  to  take  such  water  shall  first  be 
offered  to  persons  or  entities  who  are  water  users  as  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act,  and  in  quantities  equal  to  the  defi¬ 
ciencies  which  would  result  if  the  total  quantity  available  for 
consumptive  use  from  the  main  stream  in  such  State  were 
only  the  quantity  apportioned  to  that  State  by  article  II  (B) 

( 1 )  of  said  decree. 

(e)  Imported  water  made  available  for  use  in  the  upper 
basin  of  the  Colorado  Biver,  directly  or  by  exchange,  shall 
be  offered  by  the  Secretary  for  contract  by  water  users  in 
the  States  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  in 
the  proportions,  as  among  those  States,  stated  in  the  Upper 
Colorado  Biver  Basin  Compact,  and  at  prices  which  take  into 
account  such  assistance  as  may  be  available  from  the  Upper 
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1  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  in  excess  of  the  demands  upon 

2  that  fund  occasioned  by  the  requirements  of  the  Colorado 

3  River  Storage  Project  Act. 

4  (f)  Imported  water  not  delivered  into  the  Colorado 

5  River  system  hut  diverted  from  the  works  constructed  to 

6  import  water  into  that  system  shall  be  made  available  to 

7  water  users  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 

8  Sec.  306.  The  main  stream  salvage  unit  shall  include 

9  programs  for  water  salvage  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main 

10  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and  for  ground  water  recovery. 

11  Such  programs  shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a 

12  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife 

13  in  the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

14  Sec.  307.  The  Secretary  shall  construct,  operate,  and 

15  maintain  such  additional  works  as  shall  from  time  to  time 

16  he  authorized  by  the  Congress  as  units  of  the  project. 

17  Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the 

18  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recrea- 

19  tion  opportunities  in  connection  with  the  project  works 

20  authorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  he  in  accordance 

21  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 

22  Act  (79  Stat.  213). 

23  Sec.  309.  The  Secretary  shall  integrate  the  Dixie  proj- 

24  ect  and  Southern  Nevada  water  supply  project  heretofore 

25  authorized  into  the  project  herein  authorized  as  units  thereof 
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1  under  repayment  arrangements  and  participation  in  the 

2  development  fund  established  by  title  IV  of  this  Act  con- 

3  si  stent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

4  Sec.  310.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

5  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title  the  sum  of  $1,167,000,- 

6  000  based  on  estimated  costs  as  of  October,  1963,  plus 

7  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason 

8  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indicated 

9  by  engineering  cost  indices  applicable  to  the  types  of  con- 

10  struction  involved. 

11  TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DE- 

12  VELOPMENT  FUND:  ALLOCATION  AND  RE- 

13  PAYMENT  OF  COSTS :  CONTRACTS 

14  Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower  basin  unit 

15  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter  authorized,  or  separate 

16  feature  thereof,  the  Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of 

17  constructing  said  unit  or  features  to  (1)  commercial  power, 

18  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply, 

19  (4)  flood  control,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  con- 

20  trol,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9)  the  replen- 

21  ishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available 

22  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by  performance  of  the 

23  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States 

24  (treaty  series  994),  (10)  the  additional  capacity  of  the 

25  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals  of  the  Central  Aiizona 
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unit  referred  to  in  section  304(a),  item  (1),  in  excess  of 
two  thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feet  per  second,  and  (11) 
any  other  purposes  authorized  under  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws.  Costs  of  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado 
Fiver  flows  available  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned 
by  compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (including 
losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from  regulatory  reservoirs,  and 
regulatory  losses  at  the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred  in  the 
transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water  in  discharge 
of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 
All  funds  paid  or  transferred  to  Indian  tribes  pursuant  to 
this  Act,  including  interest  on  such  funds  in  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States,  and  costs  of  construction  of  the  paved 
road,  authorized  in  section  303  (b)  hereof,  shall  be  non¬ 
reimbursable.  The  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Fecreation 
Act  ( 7 9  Stat.  213).  Costs  allocated  to  nonreimbursable  pur¬ 
poses  shall  be  nonretumable  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
Costs  allocated  to  the  additional  capacity  of  the  system  of 
main  conduits  and  canals  of  the  Central  Arizona  unit,  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  section  304(a),  item  (1),  in  excess  of  two 
thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feet  per  second  shall  be  re¬ 
covered  as  directed  in  section  304  (a) . 
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Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment 
capability  of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  any 
unit  of  the  project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  irriga¬ 
tion  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision  of  water  for  in¬ 
cidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and  within  the  re¬ 
payment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the  Act 
of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  as  are  be¬ 
yond  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate 
fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  known  as  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund  (hereinafter 
called  the  ‘ ‘development  fund”),  which  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  as  hereafter  provided  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  title  III. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  aforesaid  provisions  of  title  III  of  this  Act  shall 
he  credited  to  the  development  fund  as  advances  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  available  for  such 
purpose. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  development 
fund — 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  facilities  herein  and  hereafter  authorized 
in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act  (except  en- 
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trance,  admission,  and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges 
and  proceeds  received  from  recreation  concessionaires)  ; 
and 

(2)  all  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  projects  which,  after  completion  of  re¬ 
payment  requirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and 
Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  requirements  of  those  projects. 

(d)  All  revenues  collected  and  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  he  available,  without 
further  appropriation,  for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacements  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for, 
all  facilities  of  the  project,  within  such  separate  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  he  included  in  annual  appropriation  Acts; 

(2)  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  section  502 
of  this  Act; 

(3)  payments  as  required  by  subsection  (f)  of  this 
section;  and 

(4)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State 
of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminu¬ 
tion  of  the  production  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge 
Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  be- 
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1  tween  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico 

2  as  set  forth  in  section  304  of  this  Act. 

3  (e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  shall 

4  not  be  available  for  construction  of  the  works  comprised 

5  within  any  imit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter  authorized 

6  except  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 

7  (f)  Revenues  in  the  development  fund  in  excess  of  the 

8  amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  ( 1 ) , 

9  (2) ,  and  (4)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid 

10  annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


( 1 )  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  project  or  separable 
feature  thereof,  authorized  pursuant  to  title  III  of  this 
Act  which  are  allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power, 
or  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  pursuant  to 
this  Act,  within  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years 
from  the  date  of  completion  of  each  such  unit  or 
separable  feature,  exclusive  of  any  development  period 
authorized  by  law; 

(2)  the  costs  which  are  allocated  to  recreation  or 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
(79  Stat.  213)  ;  and 

(3)  interest  (including  interest  during  construction) 
on  the  unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  com- 
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mercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  sup¬ 
ply  features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (h)  of  this  section,  and  interest  due 
shall  be  a  first  charge. 

(g)  To  the  extent  that  revenues  remain  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  after  making  the  payments  required  by  subsections 
(d)  and  (f)  of  this  section,  they  shall  be  available,  upon 
appropriation  by  the  Congress,  to  repay  the  costs  incurred  in 
connection  with  units  hereafter  authorized  in  providing  (i) 
for  the  importation  of  water  into  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  for  use  below  Lee  Ferry  as  provided  in  section 
206  (c)  to  the  extent  that  such  costs  are  in  excess  of  the  costs 
allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado 
River  flows  available  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned 
by  performance  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  as  provided 
in  section  401,  and  (ii)  protection  of  States  and  areas  of 
origin  of  such  imported  water  as  provided  in  section  207  (a) . 

(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the 
reimbursable  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  project  which  are 
properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating 
construction  of  such  unit,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed  aver- 
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age  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstand¬ 
ing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither  due  nor 
callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the  date  of 
issue. 

(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Congress  annually  for  all  operations  financed  by  the  devel¬ 
opment  fund. 

Sec.  404.  (a)  Irrigation  repayment  contracts  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  repayment  of  the  obligation  assumed  under  any  irri¬ 
gation  repayment  contract  with  respect  to  any  project  con¬ 
tract  unit  or  irrigation  block  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more 
than  fifty  years  exclusive  of  any  development  periods  author¬ 
ized  by  law;  contracts  authorized  by  section  9(e)  of  the 
Keclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat.  1196;  43  U.S.C. 
485h  (e)  )  may  provide  for  delivery  of  water  for  a  period  of 
fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical 
price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several 
points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits  and 
from  such  other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  des¬ 
ignate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to  irrigation  water 
supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available  thereunder 
may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  municipal  or 
industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such  water  is  not 
required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(b)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 


1  supply  from  the  project  may  be  made  without  regard  to  the 

2  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclama- 

3  tion  Project  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat.  1194)  ;  may  provide  for 

4  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre-foot 

5  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery 

6  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits;  and  may  provide  for 

7  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to 

8  clause  ( 1 )  of  said  section  and  for  the  delivery  of  water  over 

9  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (2) 

10  thereof. 

11  Sec.  405.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the  Secretary 

12  shall  report  to  the  Congress,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year 

13  ending  June  30,  1968,  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from 

14  and  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the 

15  project  and  each  unit  thereof  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

16  The  report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to  reflect 

17  accurately  the  Federal  investment  allocated  at  that  time  to 

18  power,  to  irrigation,  and  to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of 

19  return  and  repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated  rate  of 

20  progress,  year  by  year,  in  accomplishing  full  repayment. 

21  TITLE  V— UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

22  AUTHORIZATIONS  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

23  Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction, 

24  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Eed- 

25  era!  reclamation  project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
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1  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  Federal  recla- 

2  mation  projects,  Colorado,  as  participating  projects  under 

3  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43 

4  U.S.C  620) ,  and  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning 

5  reports  on  other  participating  projects,  subsection  (2)  of 

6  section  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  deleting 

7  the  words  “Pine  River  extension”,  and  inserting  in  lieu 

8  thereof  the  words  “Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek, 

9  West  Divide,  San  Miguel”.  Section  2  of  said  Act  is  hereby 

10  further  amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Par shall,  Trouble- 

11  some,  Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek, 

12  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit 

13  Growers  extension,  Animas-La  Plata”,  and  inserting  after 

14  the  words  “Yellow  Jacket”  the  words  “Basalt,  Middle  Park 

15  (including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure  units) , 

16  Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  and 

17  Tomichi  Creek  units) ,  Lower  Yampa  (including  the  Juniper 

18  and  Great  Northern  units) ,  Upper  Yampa  (including  the 

19  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)  ”,  and  by  insert- 

20  ing  after  the  word  “Sublette”  the  words  “(including  the 

21  Kendall  Reservoir  on  Green  River  and  a  diversion  of  water 

22  from  the  Green  River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in 

23  Wyoming) ,  Uintah  unit  and  Ute  Indian  imit  of  the  Central 

24  Utah,  San  Juan  County  (Utah),  Price  River,  Grand 
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County  (Utah),  Ute  Indian  unit  extension  of  the  Central 
Utah,  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper  (Utah)  ”.  The  amount 
which  section  12  of  said  Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated 
is  hereby  further  increased  by  the  sum  of  $360,000,000  plus 
or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  required,  by 
reason  of  changes  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engi¬ 
neering  cost  indexes  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction 
involved.  This  additional  sum  shall  be  available  solely  for 
the  construction  of  the  projects  herein  authorized. 

(b)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project 
shall  be  constructed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance 
with  the  engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  May  4,  1966,  and  plant¬ 
ed  as  House  Document  436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  project  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Federal  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and 
unless  the  States  of  Colorado  and  Hew  Mexico  shall  have 
ratified  the  following  compact  to  which  the  consent  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  hereby  given: 

“AmMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT  COMPACT 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  Hew  Mexico, 
in  order  to  implement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Federal  Reclamation  Project,  Colorado-Hew  Mexico,  a  pro¬ 
posed  participating  project  under  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105) ,  and  being  moved  by  con- 
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siderations  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 
compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the  follow¬ 
ing  articles : 

“article  I 

“A.  The  ri<i'ht  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado 
and  New  Mexico  from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  sys¬ 
tems,  including  return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from 
Animas  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico  under  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation  Project  shall  be 
valid  and  of  equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by 
decree  of  the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in 
Colorado  for  that  project,  providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico 
are  within  the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state  by 
articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  (a) 
of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
shall  not  he  construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

“article  ii 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory 
when  it  shall  have  been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each 
of  the  signatory  States.” 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and  Seed- 
skadee  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage 
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project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acreage  for  which 
any  single  ownership  may  receive  project  water  at  one  hun¬ 
dred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

(d)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water  for  any  project 
or  any  parts  thereof  constructed  under  the  authority  of  this 
Act  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  within  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colorado  only,  the  Secretary 
is  directed  to  comply  with  the  constitution  and  statutes  of  the 
State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  appropriation;  with 
State  and  Federal  court  decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto; 
and  with  operating  principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  approved  by  the  State  of  Colorado. 

(e)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations” 
contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that  section  of  Senate  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  80,  Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session, 
entitled  “Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities  and  Aux¬ 
iliary  Features,”  shall  mean  and  refer  to  the  appropriation 
heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  Federal 
reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and  the  Secretary  is  directed 
to  act  in  accordance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines  and  observes 
the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i) ,  and  does  not  in  any 
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1  way  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under 

2  said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under  the  laws  of 

3  the  State  of  Colorado. 

4  Sec.  502.  Tb  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  es- 

5  tablisbed  under  section  5  of  tlie  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70 

6  Stat.  107),  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River 

7  development  fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder 

8  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  755) ,  for  all 

9  expenditures  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper 

10  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation 

11  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of 

12  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant 

13  to  the  criteria  for  the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27 

14  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962).  For  this  purpose  $500,- 

15  000  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  power- 

16  plant,  commencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be 

17  transferred  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fimd  to 

18  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  applica- 

19  tion  of  said  amounts  to  the  purposes  stated  in  section  2(d) 

20  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  until  such 

21  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To  the  extent  that  any  de- 

22  ficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987, 

23  the  amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  trans- 

24  ferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  the 
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Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund,  as  provided 
in  paragraph  (d)  of  section  403. 

TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS:  DEFINI¬ 
TIONS :  CONDITIONS 

Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  he  in  conflict  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057) , 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31), 
the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States 
(Treaty  Series  994) ,  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California, 
and  others  (376  U.S.  340) ,  or,  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  herein,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat. 
1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  774)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70 
Stat.  105) . 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  administer  his  responsibilities  under  this  Act 
in  such  manner  that  he,  his  permittees,  licensees,  and 
contractees  shall  in  no  way  encroach  upon,  alter,  or 
affect  the  Colorado  River  Compact  apportionment  of 
waters  to  the  upper  and  lower  basins. 

(2)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive 
uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
after  each  successive  five-year  period,  beginning  with 
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tlie  five-year  period  starting  on  October  1,  1965.  Such 
reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with  the  States 
of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to 
the  President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors  of 
each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

(3)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  upon  the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado 
River  Compact. 

(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are  directed  to 
comply  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  of 
the  laws,  treaty,  compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and  release  of 
water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in  the  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  all  facilities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  and  in 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  works  which  may  he 
authorized  hereafter  for  construction  for  the  importation  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the  event  of 
failure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency  to  so  comply,  any 
affected  State  may  maintain  an  action  to  enforce  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder  of  the  United 
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States  as  a  party  in  such  suit  or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or 
otherwise. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  expand  or 
diminish  either  Federal  or  State  jurisdiction,  responsibility  or 
rights  in  the  field  of  water  resources  planning,  development, 
or  control;  nor  to  displace,  supersede,  limit  or  modify  any 
interstate  compact  or  the  jurisdiction  or  responsibility  of  any 
legally  established  joint  or  common  agency  of  two  or  more 
States,  or  of  two  or  more  States  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  ;  nor  to  limit  the  authority  of  Congress  to  authorize  and 
fund  projects. 

Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  fully  comply  with  and  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  and  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for  the  coordi¬ 
nated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and 
operated  under  the  authority  of  this  Act,  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  and 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act.  To  effect  in 
part  the  purposes  expressed  in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria 
shall  make  provision  for  the  storage  of  water  in  storage  units 
of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and  releases  of  water 
from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of  priority: 

( 1 )  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described 
in  article  III  (c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such 
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1  deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper 

2  division,  but  in  any  event  such  releases,  if  any,  shall  termi- 

3  nate  when  the  President  issues  the  proclamation  specified  in 

4  section  305  (b)  of  this  Act. 

5  (2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  III  (d)  of  the  Colo- 

6  rado  River  Compact,  less  such  quantities  of  water  delivered 

7  into  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of  the 

8  States  of  the  upper  division  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
3  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system. 

10  ( 3 )  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  speci- 

11  fied  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent 

12  that  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colo- 

13  rado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three  lower 

14  division  States  and  taking  into  consideration  all  relevant 

15  factors  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic  streamflows, 
10  the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabilities  of  water 

17  supply) ,  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  de- 

18  liveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impairment  of 

19  annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
30  Colorado  River  Compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  re- 

21  quired  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i) 

22  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the 

23  lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  IH(e)  of  the 

24  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made 

25  when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active 
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storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active  stor¬ 
age  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from 
Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  criteria  proposed 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  submitted  to  the  governors  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other  parties  and  agen¬ 
cies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their  review 
and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  proposed 
criteria,  but  not  later  than  January  1,  1969,  the  Secretary 
shall  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Pederal  Register.  Begin¬ 
ning  January  1,  1970,  and  yearly  thereafter,  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  governors  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the  actual 
operation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  com¬ 
pact  water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current 
year.  As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unfore¬ 
seen  circumstances,  the  Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the 
criteria  to  better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  correspondence  with  the 
Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  ap¬ 
propriate  consultation  with  such  state  representatives  as  each 
governor  may  designate. 
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(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  shall  be  administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
criteria. 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall 
not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water  in 
the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to 
impair,  conflict  with  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 
powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  in 
constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  units  of  the 
project  herein  and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretaiy  shall 
be  governed  by  the  Eederal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of 
June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof 
or  supplementary  thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  a  supplement. 

Sec.  605.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  which  are 
defined  in  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  have  the  mean¬ 
ings  there  defined. 

(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  downstream  from  Lee  Eerry  within  the  United 
States,  including  the  reservoirs  thereon. 

(c)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream 
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water  in  the  lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any 
person  or  legal  entity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main  stream 
water  when  available  thereunder. 

(d)  ‘'Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in 
reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be 
released  through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico, 
Utah,  and  Wyoming. 
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90th  CONGRESS 
1  st  Session 


S.  1004 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  16,1967 

Mr.  Hayden  (for  himself,  Mr,  Fannin.  Mr.  Cannon,  and  Mr.  Jackson) 
introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  Section  1.  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Central 

4  Arizona  Project  Act.” 

5  Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing;  irrigation 

6  water  and  municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water  deficient 

7  areas  of  Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct 

8  diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  generation  of  electric  power 
f)  and  energy,  control  of  floods,  conservation  and  development 
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of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of  recreation 
opportunities,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  central  Arizona  project, 
consisting  of  the  following  principal  works:  (1)  a  system 
of  main  conduits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and 
pumping  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping 
plants) ,  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu 
to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall 
have  a  capacity  of  not  less  than  three  thousand  cubic  feet  per 
second;  (2)  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping 
plant  or  suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
which  shall  he  so  operated  as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of 
any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those 
rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  Dis¬ 
trict  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Number  59)  ;  (4)  Hooker 
Dam  and  Reservoir  which  shall  he  constructed  to  an  initial 
capacity  of  ninety-eight  thousand  acre-feet  and  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  permit  subsequent  enlargement  of  the  structure 
(to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (i)  of  this 
section;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson 
aqueducts  and  pumping  plants ;  (7)  Salt-Gila  aqueduct ;  (8) 
canals,  regulating  facilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants,  and 
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electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9)  related  water  distribu¬ 
tion  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

(b)  (1)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  non-Federal  interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal 
generating  powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall 
acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of  the  capacity  of  such 
plant,  including  delivery  of  power  and  energy  over  ap¬ 
purtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 
delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection 
with  the  central  Arizona  project.  Power  and  energy  ac¬ 
quired  thereunder  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by 
the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  connection  with  the 
central  Arizona  project.  The  agreement  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

(i)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction  cost,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  interest  during  construction,  of  the  powerplant, 
and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission  facilities  serv¬ 
ing  the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United 
States  therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities. 
The  Secretary  shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such 
costs  available  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,  including  the  period  of  prepara- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 


tion  of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  installments 
as  will  facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule; 

(ii)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  provision  for  depreciation  (except  as  to  depre¬ 
ciation  on  the  pro  rata  share  of  construction  cost  borne 

the  United  States  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
subdivision  (i)  shall  be  prorated  between  the  United 
States  and  the  non-Uederal  interests  on  the  basis  of  the 
ratios  determined  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  sub¬ 
division  (i)  ; 

(iii)  The  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate 
credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal  lands  administered 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  are  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  powerplant  and  appurtenances. 

(c)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress, 
water  from  the  central  Arizona  project  shall  not  be  made 
available  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not 
having  a  recent  irrigation  history  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife 
refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State- 
administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(d)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  central  Arizona  project  within  the  State  of 
Arizona  may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it 
is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be  pursuant  to  master  con- 
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tracts  with  organizations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  bound¬ 
aries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other 


arrangements  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water 
from  the  central  Arizona  project  available  to  users  within  its 
boundaries  shall  he  subject  to  the  Secretary’s  approval  and 
the  United  States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such 


action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to  such 
contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 


be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user. 


The  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to 
the  supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the 
boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d) 
of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h 
(d)  )  with  respect  to  any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation 
block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more  than 
fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pursuant  to  section 
9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  1  .S.C. 
485h  ( e )  )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a 
period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an 
identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
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conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to  irri¬ 
gation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available 
thereunder  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  mu¬ 
nicipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such 
water  is  not  required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  central  Arizona  project  may  be  made  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section 
9  (c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h  (c)  )  ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an 
identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
conduits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of 
fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  ( 1 )  of  said  section  and 
for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

( e )  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under 
the  central  Arizona  project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be 
in  effect  measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary, 
to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from  aquifers  affected  by 
irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and 
distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after 
its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  be 
provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judg- 
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merit  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  (3)  neither 
the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others 
to  pump  ground  water  from  lands  located  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  any  Federal  reclamation  project  or  irrigation 
district  receiving  water  from  the  central  Arizona  project  for 
any  use  outside  such  Federal  reclamation  project  or  irrigation 
district,  unless  the  Secretary  and  the  agency  or  organization 
operating  and  maintaining  such  Federal  reclamation  project 
or  irrigation  district  shall  agree  or  shall  have  previously 
agreed  that  a  surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drain¬ 
age  is  or  was  required;  and  (4)  all  agricultural,  municipal 
and  industrial  waste  water,  return  flow,  seepage,  sewage 
effluent,  and  ground  water  located  in  or  flowing  from  con¬ 
tractor’s  service  area  originating  or  resulting  from  (i)  waters 
contracted  for  from  the  central  Arizona  project  or  (ii) 
waters  stored  or  developed  by  any  Federal  reclamation 
project  are  reserved  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  United 
States  as  a  source  of  supply  for  the  service  area  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  or  for  the  service  area  of  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  project,  as  the  case  may  he:  Provided,  That  not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  clause  (3)  of  this  subsection, 
the  agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  return 
flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent,  and  ground  water  in  or  fiom 
any  such  Federal  reclamation  project,  may  also  be  pumped 
or  diverted  for  use  and  delivery  by  the  United  States  else- 
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where  in  the  service  area  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  if 
not  needed  for  use  or  reuse  in  such  Federal  reclamation 
project. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under 
which  water  is  provided  from  the  central  Arizona  project  that 
the  contractor  agree  to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange 
for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  supplies  from  sources  other 
than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila 
River  system,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico 
additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the 
conditions  specified  in  subsection  (i)  of  this  section:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  he  accom¬ 
plished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  such  Arizona 
contractors. 

(g)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream 
Colorado  River  water  for  the  central  Arizona  project,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream  water  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main 
stream  water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that  unit 
which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  only 
in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 
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the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in 
New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources,  in  amounts  that  will  permit 
consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not  to  exceed  an 
annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation, 
over  and  above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article 
IV  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340).  Such  in¬ 
creased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until  and  shall 
continue  only  so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water 
to  downstream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  beins:  accom- 
plished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient 
to  replace  any  diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such 
diversions  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  under¬ 
ground  water  sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required 
for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any 
differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved.  All  addi¬ 
tional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection  shall 
be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in 
United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights 
S.  1004 - 2 
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existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and 
Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and 
shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without  economic 
injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation 
opportunities  in  connection  with  the  central  Arizona  project 
works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act  (79  Stat.  213) . 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment 
capability  of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  the 
central  Arizona  project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to 
irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision  of  water  for 
incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and  within  the 
repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  as  are 
beyond  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable. 

Sec.  5.  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of 
the  reimbursable  costs  of  the  central  Arizona  project  which 
are  properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
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fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating 
construction  of  such  project,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed 
average  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  out¬ 
standing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither 
due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the 
date  of  issue. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  programs  for 
water  salvage  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  and  for  ground  water  recovery.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  shall  he  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable 
degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the 
area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat. 
107) ,  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  755) ,  for  all  expenditures 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam 
during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 
the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851, 
July  19,  1962) .  For  this  purpose  $500,000  for  each  year 
of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing 
with  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred  from 
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the  Colorado  River  development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to 
the  purposes  stated  in  section  2  (d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accom¬ 
plished.  To  the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reim¬ 
bursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of 
the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  he  transferred  to 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues 
derived  from  the  sale  of  electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover 
Dam. 

Sec.  8.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter, 
amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Colorado  River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  water 
treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States  (Treaty 
Series  994) ,  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California,  and  others  (376 
U.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat,  1057),  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774)  or  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105) . 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(a)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive 
uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
after  each  successive  five-year  period,  beginning  with 
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the  five-year  period  starting  on  October  1,  1965.  Such 
reports  shall  he  prepared  in  consultation  with  the  States 
of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  Kiver  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors  of  each 
State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  compact  ; 

(b)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  upon  the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado 
River  compact. 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for 
the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  those  statutes,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act.  the  Colorado  River 
compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact  and  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed 
in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  stor¬ 
age  project  and  releases  of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the 
following  listed  order  of  priority : 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described 
in  article  III  (c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  if  any  such 
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deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper 
division. 

(2)  Eeleases  to  comply  with  article  III  (d)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  Kiver  compact. 

( 3 )  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  speci¬ 
fied  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent 
that  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  Eiver  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three  low¬ 
er  division  States  and  taking  into  consideration  all  relevant 
factors  (including,  hut  not  limited  to,  historic  streamflows, 
the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabilities  of  water 
supply),  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  de¬ 
liveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impairment  of 
annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
Colorado  Eiver  compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  re¬ 
quired  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i) 
to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the 
lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  III  (e)  of  the 
Colorado  Eiver  compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made 
when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  ac¬ 
tive  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as 
practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active 
storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills 
from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Xot  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  criteria  proposed 
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in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  he  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other  parties  and 
agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  January  1,  1969,  the 
Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance 
with  this  section  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1970,  and  yearly  there¬ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to 
the  Governors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report 
describing  the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria 
for  the  preceding  compact  water  year  and  the  projected 
operation  for  the  current  year.  As  a  result  of  actual  oper¬ 
ating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve 
the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  hut 
only  after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  appropriate  consultation 
with  such  State  representatives  as  each  Governor  may 
designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  shall  he  administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
criteria. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  con- 
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siunptive  use  of  water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  by  the  Colorado  River  compact 
shall  not  he  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water 
in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to 
impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 
powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  12.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act, 
in  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  central 
Arizona  project,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat. 
388  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto) 
to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement. 

Sec.  13.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  which  are 
defined  in  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  mean¬ 
ings  there  defined. 


(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United 
States,  including  the  reservoirs  thereon. 

(c)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream 
water  in  the  lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any 
person  or  legal  entity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main  stream 
water  when  available  thereunder. 
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1  (cl)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in 

2  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be 

3  released  through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

4  (e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States  of 

5  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah, 

6  and  Wyoming. 

7  Sec.  14.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 

8  out  of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropri- 

9  ated,  such  sums  as  may  be  required  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
10  of  this  Act. 
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Travel  expense 

[Please  include  all  travel,  whether  paid  by  you  or  not;  If  prepurchased  for  you  by  committee,  write  “prepaid"  under 
“Amount  claimed”  in  last  column.  Attach  all  transportation  ticket  stubs,  whether  purchased  by  you  or  by  the 
committee] 


Xf  ode  of  travel 
(trail),  plane,  bus, 
privats  automobile) 

Date  (month 
and  day) 

Points  of  travel 

Rate 
per  mile 

Amount 

claimed 

Prom — 

To- 

Total,  travel  expens' 


Miscellaneous  expense 


Date  19.— 

\Type  of  expenditure  (taxi,  telephone,  clerical  assistance,  etc.) 

Amount 

claimed 

. 2 

Total,  miscellaneous  expense. 

Per  diem\laimcd 
[Please  list  date  and  hour  of  departure  and  arrival] 


$../ . 


From— 

To  (inclusive)— \ 

Number 
of  days 

Rate  per 
May 

Amount 

claimed 

Total,  per  diem. 

Grand  total. 

Sign  here  . 


FLAMMABLE  FABRICS  ACT  AMEND¬ 
MENTS  OF  1967 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President, 
January  16,  in  a  statement  outlining 
prospective  work  of  the  Consumer 
committee,  I  promised  to  introduce 
lation  to  transform  the  limited  tenths  of 
the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  into ,.4  com¬ 
prehensive  fire  safety  law  for  house¬ 
hold  and  personal  fabrics. 

I  now  send  to  the  desk  for/appropriate 
reference  on  behalf  of  myself  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersfey  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams],  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act 
Amendments  of  1967./  I  am  gratified  to 
report  that  this  bilLTias  been  developed 
in  close  cooperation  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairmah  of  the  House  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee, 
Mr.  Staggers*’  and  the  administration. 

The  hazards  caused  by  the  flamma¬ 
bility  of  oiothing  and  other  household 
fabrics  Wave  long  been  known  to  the 
medical  profession  and  fire  protection 
agencies.  Unfortunately,  the  general 
public  does  not  fully  comprehend  the 
extent  of  the  hazard — only  the  victim, 
parents,  and  friends  fully  understand 
/the  painful,  scarring  consequences  of 
human  burns. 


Jurns  from  ignition  of  clothing  and 
,lher  household  fabrics  clearly  copstitute 
/an  extremely  serious  health  problem  in 
the  United  States.  Thousands  of  Ipen, 
women,  and  children  are  burned,  mi^iy 
fatally,  when  their  clothing  accident 
catches  fire.  According  to  a  Public? 
Health  Service  estimate,  150,000  persons 
in  this  country  are  burned  each  year  in 
clothing  fires.  Thousands  more  are 
burned  from  bedding  and  other  fabric 
fires.  Because  of  their  slow  reactions, 
an  unusually  high  proportion  of  burns 
occur  amongst  children,  the  elderly  and 
the  infirm. 

Statistics  on  numbers  burned,  how¬ 
ever,  do  not  begin  to  reveal  the  mag¬ 
nitude  of  the  problem.  Injuries  from 
bums  impose  tremendous  costs  on  the 
victims.  The  economic  costs  alone  are 
exorbitant  but  the  intangible  costs  in 
terms  of  human  suffering  are  many  times 
scarcely  bearable. 

Dr.  George  F.  Crikelair,  professor  of 
surgery  and  director  of  Plastic  Surgery 
Service,  Columbia-Presbyterian  Medical 
Center,  New  York  City,  aptly  stated  the 
tragic  consequences  of  a  serious  bum: 

It  Is  painful,  debilitating,  the  morbidity  is 
extreme,  the  mortality  high,  and  the  time, 
cost,  and  work  involved  unbelievable.  Given 


a  patient  who  is  seriously  burned,  the  initial 
hospital  time  may  be  five  to  six  months  in¬ 
volving  numerous  operations,  countless 
hours  of  nursing  and  medical  ca^e,  and 
astronomical  supplies  of  blood,  intravenous 
liquids,  dressings  and  drugs.  Rec/mstructive 
work  may  go  on  for  three  or  foqf  years. 

The  tragedy  of  bums,  of' course,  does 
not  end  here.  As  Dr.  Crikelair  noted: 

And  we  know  that  even  when  burn  victims 
survive,  our  techniques /for  the  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  damaged  hand/  and  deeply  scarred 
ears  and  noses  are  /till  less  perfect  than 
we’d  like.  The  anfewer  is  obviously  pre¬ 
vention.  / 

The  Flammable  Fabrics  Act,  enacted, 
in  1953,  represented  the  reaction  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  a  series  of  shocking  news  stories 
which  appeared  at  the  time,  of  young 
girls  burned  by  sweaters  so  highly  fiarft- 
mable  that  they  exploded  into  flames  in 
the  presence  of  a  lighted  match,  -  or 
cigatette. 

This  act  has  served  adequately  to  rid 
the  country  of  so-called  explosive 
clothing.  However,  there  is  disturbing 
evidence  of  the  widespread  distribution 
of  dangerously  flammable  fabrics  which 
are  beyond  the  reach  of  this  law. 

The  Flammable  Fabrics  Act  now  in¬ 
corporates  a  specific  standard  to’  be. 
utilized  in  measuring  the  flammability  of 
wearing  apparel.  Neither  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  nor  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  through  its  standards  pro¬ 
cedures,  are  authorized  to  amend  the 
standard. 

The  degree  of  protection  offered  by  the 
present  standard  is  ofttimes  inade¬ 
quate.  In  many  cases  the  impression  of 
protection  is  an  illusion.  A  prominent 
Washington  reporter,  whose  daughter 
was  tragically  and  cruelly  burned  whgn 
her  flannel  pajamas  were  suddenly  con¬ 
sumed  by  fire,  took  the  charred  remains 
of  the  pajamas  to  the  Textile  Bureau  of 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  for 
prosecution.  The  Trade  Commission 
was  powerless.  The  pajamas  were  not 
flammable  under  the  standard  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Flammable  Fabrics  Act. 

The  standard  promulgated  in  1953  may 
no  longer  provide  the  American  public 
with  a  sufficient  degree  of  protection-*. 
The  consumer  has  a  right  to  be  protected 
not  only  from  explosive  fabrics,  but  also, 
from  those  which  burn  at  an  unreason- 
ibly  rapid  rate.  As  technology  advances 
A  is  mandatory  that  a  mechanism  be 
provided  by  Which  technical  standards 
of  flammability  can  be  improved  and 
upgraded. 

The  amendment  proposed  today  would 
provide  that  mechanism — it  would  give 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  the  author¬ 
ity  to  raise  and  strengthen  standards 
whenever  he  finds  that  such  standards 
are  inadequate  for  the  protection  of  the 
public  interest.  \  . 

A  comprehensive  Flammable  Fabrics 
Act,  however,  requires  more  than  the 
broadening  of  standards.  Equally  im¬ 
portant  is  an  extension,  of  the  scope  of 
the  Act.  The  coverage\of  the  present 
Flammable  Fabrics  Act  Ms  limited  to 
wearing  apparel.  This  rigid  limitation 
has  resulted  in  many  anomalies.  For 
example,  the  Trade  Commission  deter¬ 
mined  that  it  had  the  power  to 'halt  the 
sale  of  flammable  bridal  veils  but  not 
flammable  baby  blankets.  And,  a  fabric 
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which  can  be  banned  from  use  in  a 
sweater  can  be  sold  without  restriction 
as  a  drape  or  carpet,  upholstery  fabric, 
or  blanket. 

It  is  indisputable  that  many  household 
fabrics  constitute  fire  hazards.  Thou¬ 
sands  areNburned  each  year  from  bed¬ 
ding  and  hbjne  furnishing  fires.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  weafying  apparel,  the  consumer 
surely  deserves  protection  from  danger¬ 
ously  flammable  drapes,  bedding,  rugs 
and  other  fabrics.  The  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  would  provide,  this  protection  by 
extending  the  scope  of  the  act  to  include 
all  fabrics  and  related  products. 

A  major  obstacle  in  our  efforts  to  up¬ 
grade  flammability  standards  has  been 
the  lack  of  reliable  statistics  on  injuries 
and  deaths  caused  by  flammable  fabrics. 
None  of  the  public  or  privatexagencies 
concerned  with  fire  hazards  ban  say 
with  certainty  how  many  victims\there 
are  of  fabric  burnings.  And  there  is  no 
central  clearing  house  where  inforr 
tion  from  various  agencies  can  be  coni', 
bined  and  analyzed. 

Under  the  proposed  amendment,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  may  establish 
standards  for  fabrics  other  than  wearing 
apparel  if  he  determines  that  an  unrea¬ 
sonable  hazard  exists.  The  need  for  a 
standard,  however,  cannot  be  determined 
in  a  vacuum.  Reliable  statistics  are 
needed  to  identify  those  products  or  fab¬ 
rics  which  constitute  a  significant  health 
hazard. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
arid  Welfare  is  best  equipped  to  fulfill 
this  information-gathering  function, 
tfhder  the  proposed  amendment,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  HEW,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  would  be  di- 
■  rected  to  conduct  a  comprehensive  and 
continuing  investigation  of  the  deaths, 
injuries,  and  economic  losses  resulting 
from  accidental  bums. 

The  legislation  proposed  today  would 
not  eliminate  all  risks  of  flammability, 
for  most  fabrics,  in  varying  degrees,  are 
flammable.  Rather,  the  thrust  of  the 
legislation  is  to  bar  from  the  market¬ 
place  those  fabrics  which  are  unreason¬ 
ably  hazardous. 

The  future,  however,  presents  a  bright 
hope  for  reducing  the  risks  even  fur¬ 
ther.  During  the  past  decade  significant 
technological  progress  has  been 
achieved  in  developing  flame-retardan 
clothing  and  other  fabrics.  Fabrics 
treated  with  flame-retardant  chemiffrils 
either  do  not  bum  or  burn  so  slowljvthat 
they  will  not  cause  burns  undep' ordi¬ 
nary  conditions. 

Unfortunately,  except  for  wo6l,  which 
is  naturally  fire  resistant,  few'  fabrics  of 
this  kind  are  available  for  oonsumer  use 
in  the  United  States.  Aqriording  to  in¬ 
dustry  representatives, /the  cost  and 
quality  of  chemicall/treated  fabrics 
have  been  barriers  t/widespread  use. 

It  appears  likely., however,  that  these 
obstacles  will  soorybe  overcome.  A  con¬ 
ference  on  burns  and  flame  retardant 
fabrics,  recently  held  in  New  York,  spot¬ 
lighted  recent  developments.  Attending 
were  representatives  of  the  Government, 
the  medical  and  health  professions,  pri¬ 
vate  industry,  and  the  consumer  public. 
Tre/.2r* 1  result  of  the  meeting  was  the 
establishment  of  a  broadly  based  perma¬ 
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nent  organization  dedicated  to  first,  the 
development  of  improved  flame-retard- 
ant  fabrics;  second,  the  education  and 
protection  of  the  consumer  public;  and 
third,  the  exchange  of  knowledge  among 
all  groups  concerned. 

The  formation  of  this  association  is  a 
most  encouraging  sign.  I  am  delighted 
that  industry  and  other  private  organi¬ 
zations  have  recognized  the  hazards 
posed  by  flammable  fabrics  and  are  tak¬ 
ing  active  steps  to  reduce  these  hazards. 
Under  the  legislation  proposed  today, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  will  be  in  a 
position  to  cooperate  with  and  assist 
these  organizations  in  their  develop¬ 
mental  work. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  1003)  to  amend  the  Flam¬ 
mable  Fabrics  Act  to  increase  the  pro¬ 
tection  afforded  consumers  against  in¬ 
jurious  flammable  fabrics,  introduced  by 
Mr.  Magnuson  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
v Williams  of  New  Jersey),  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
th^Committee  on  Commerce. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  CENTRAL 
ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  myself,  Senator  Fannin,  and 
Senator  Jackson,  of  Washington,  a  bill 
to  construct  the  central  Arizona  project 
which  will  provide  Arizona  with  the  wa¬ 
ter  it  must  have  to  augment  a  rapidly 
diminishing  underground  water  supply. 

Arizona  has  a  desperate  need  for  water 
and  we  have  attempted  to  develop  a 
workable  plan  that  answers  this  over¬ 
riding  need.  I  have  introduced  similar 
legislation  in  years  past  but  I  feel  that 
our  present  proposal  has  an  excellent 
chance  of  winning  the  support  necessary 
to  pass  Congress. 

The  bill  authorizes  construction  of  an 
aqueduct  capable  of  carrying  Arizona’s 
share  of  Colorado  River  water  from  Lake 
Havasu  into  central  Arizona. 

Arizonans  have  fought  for  a  long  time 
to  replenish  their  diminishing  supply  of 
water.  Now  we  feel  that  through  this 
workable  compromise,  based  on  our  ex-  j 
periences  and  needs,  Arizonans  can 
count  on  help  from  our  many  friends  \ 
throughout  the  country. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson], 

Mr.  JACKSON'.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
a  great  pleasure  for  me  to  join  with  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  in  cosponsoring  the  legislation  he 
has  introduced  today  to  authorize  the 
construction  of  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect.  Other  Members  of  the  Senate  are 
aware  that  I  have  supported  the  central 
Arizona  project  in  the  past  so  that  Ari¬ 
zona  can  receive  water  to  which  it  is 
legally  entitled.  Bills  authorizing  the 
project  were  passed  by  the  Senate  during 
the  81st  and  82d  Congresses.  More  re¬ 
cently,  in  1964  the  Senate  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  a 
bill  which  would  have  authorized  the 
central  Arizona  project. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  within  the 
next  few  days  the  administration  will 
also  be  submitting  a  bill  to  authorize  a 


development  program  for  the  lower 
Colorado  River  and  the  central  Arizona 
project.  The  major  provisions  of  this 
bill  were  outlined  at  a  news  conference 
held  by  Secretary  Udall  on  February  1. 
At  that  time  I  commented  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  described  by  Secretary  Udall  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  “a  sound  basis  for  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  Congress  and  a  program 
which  can  go  forward  without  the  dis¬ 
putes  between  States  and  regions  which 
have  plagued  the  previous  proposals.” 
As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee,  I  will  intro¬ 
duce  the  bill  requested  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration  when  it  is  submitted. 

I  am  hopeful  that  following  public 
hearings  and  diligent  consideration  of 
the  pertinent  bills  before  the  committee, 
we  will  be  able  to  report  to  the  Senate 
a  bill  which  will  meet  the  legitimate 
needs  of  Arizona  and  the  country. 

The  Nation  as  a  whole  and  especially 
those  of  us  who  have  had  the  privilege 
to  serve  in  the  Senate  with  Carl  Hayden 
have  reason  to  be  grateful  to  him  for 
his  dedicated  service  to  the  country  dur¬ 
ing  his  long  and  distinguished  career 
in  Congress.  I  am  confident  that  his 
many  friends  will  wish  to  join  with  him 
in  supporting  this  important  and  needed 
legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the 
construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  central  Arizona  project, 
Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  introduced  by  Mr.  Hayden  (for 
himself  and  other  Senators) ,  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  if  it  has  not  already 
been  granted,  that  the  bill  just  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  may  lie  at  the  desk  for  10  days  for 
cosponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

COM.MITMENT  PROCEDURE  FOR 

PERRONS  FOUND  NOT  GUILTY  BY 

REASON  OF  INSANITY 

Mr.  TrDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  fok  myself  and  Senator  Morse, 
for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to  create 
the  verdict  oKnot  guilty  by  reason  of 
insanity  in  Federal  criminal  procedure 
and  to  establish  a/procedure  for  the  com¬ 
mitment  of  persons\so  adjudged  if  after 
such  verdict  they  are  determined  to  be 
dangerous,  because  of  \heir  mental  con¬ 
dition,  to  themselves  ok  other  persons. 
This  bill  is,  in  large  part,\he  same  as  S. 
3753,  which  I  introduced  during  the  sec¬ 
ond  session  of  the  89th  Corwess. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  at  the  present 
time  a  serious  void  in  Federal  ariminal 
procedure.  I  became  acutely  aware  of 
this  loophole  while  serving  as  theSU.S. 
district  attorney  for  the  district\of 
Maryland.  The  gap  in  Federal  proce 
dure  was  exposed  by  the  activities  of 
young  man  who  had  an  unquenchable 
urge  to  fly  airplanes,  although  he  had 
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L5.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Aspinall  spoke  of  the  " growing  amount  of  attention”  on  th/ 
"complex  problems  of  the  agriculture  industry"  and  inserted  a  speech  made  b] 
a  rancher  at  a  meeting  of  farmers  and  ranchers  sponsored  by  ASCS.  pp.  H8359- 

v60 


16.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  following  program  for  the  week 

of  July  10:  Tues.,  Consent  Calendar,  3  suspensions--civil  rights  bill,  Fede¬ 
ral  employees  life  insurance  bill,  and  career  status  for  temporary  employees 
bill.  wW.,  water  resources  bill.  p.  H8316 

17.  ADJOURNED  uK^il  Mon.,  July  10.  p.  H8368 

SENATE 

18.  MEAT  IMPORTS.  Serk  Hruska  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  1588,  "t^at  is  intended  to 

revise  and  tightenS^ip  our  present  system  for  app  lying ^/import  quotas  on  meat." 
pp.  S9176-7 

19.  GRAIN.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  a  statement  by  the/foont.  Farmers*  Union  urging 

the  enactment  of  S.  7,  t\  provide  a  special  export  wheat  payment  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  price  support  foi  corn  beginning  with  the  1967  crop  shall  be  at  a 
national  average  rate  of  noK  less  than  90  percent  of  parity,  or  comparable 
farm  income -increasing  legislation,  pp.  S9165-6 

20.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  hriticiz^d  the  increase  in  Federal  employment 

since  the  President  issued  a  "freeze"  tar  dev  in  Sept.  p.  S9165 

21.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Young,  N.  D. ,  inserted/ata  article,  "The  Federal  Budget  is  Getting 
Smaller,"  based  on  an  interview  w/th  s\(j.  Hayden,  pp.  S9178-9 

22.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Percy  inserted  several  pro  &nd  con  articles  on  S.  1592,  the  pro¬ 

posed  National  Home  Ownerships  Foundation  Acfc^  pp.  S9 181-6 

Sen.  Percy  inserted  an  article,  "Guidelines  for  Effective  Federal  Housing 
Policy."  pp.  S9196-8 

23.  TAX  SHARING.  Sen.  Baker^inserted  an  article  in  support  of  a  Federal-State 

revenue  sharing  program,  p.  S9190 

24.  WATERSHEDS.  Sen.  R^ker  commended  and  inserted  a  speectKby  SCS  Administrator 

Williams  on  the  small  watershed  program  and  its  development  of  projects  for 
flood  prevention,  agricultural  water  management,  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  fish  and  wildlife  development,  and  recreation  through  local  organiza¬ 
tions.  pp,/^9 194-5 

25.  PACKAGING/  Sen.  Hart  urged  that  funds  be  made  available  to  implement  the  truth- 

in-packaging  bill  passed  in  the  89th  Congress,  pp.  S9198-9 

26.  TRUTHHlN-LENDING.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendment 

S./b,  the  truth- in- lending  bill.  (S.  Rept.  392)  .  p.  S9154 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7501,  the  Treasury, 
Post  Office,  and  Executive  Office  appropriation  bill.  This  bill  will  now 
sent  to  the  President,  pp.  S9152-3 


27. 


\ 


The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  10368,  the 
legislative  appropriation  bill  (S.  Rept.  393).  pp.  S9163-4 


28.  ECONOMY.  Sen.  Percy  discussed  the  economic  strength  of  the  U*  S.  and,  stated, 
"The  administration  should  immediately  disclose  the  budgetary  outlook  and  its 
own  policies  to  promote  stability.  This  requires  a  resubmission  of  its  fiscal 
1968  expenditure  proposals.  Our  economic  strength  is  essential  to  j6wx  own 
and  that  of  the  free  world."  pp.  S9143-4 


security 


29.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  favorably  re¬ 
ported  with  amendments  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  1004,  authorizing 
construction  and  operation  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  p.  D553 


30.  ADJOURNED  until  Mdn. ,  July  10.  p.  S9201 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


31.  MINERALS.  Rep.  Saylor  inserted  an  article,  "The  Influence  of  the  Minerals  In¬ 
dustry  on  General  Econom^fs."  pp.  A3356-60  /  ^ 

32.  OPINION  POLL.  Rep.  Shriver  Inserted  the  resul of  a  questionnaire,  including 
items  of  interest  to  this  Department,  pp.  Ao3 64-5 


33.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Bolling  inserted  aV^  articl^/on  the  practical  consequences  of  the 
poverty  campaign,  p.  A3371 


34.  LANDS;  RECREATION.  Rep.  Dingell  insured  an  article  pointing  out  that  lands  for 
conservation  and  recreation  for  the/ fuWre  are  going  to  be  impossible  to  ac¬ 
quire  because  of  the  rapid  upward/spiraKin  land  prices,  pp.  A3377-8 


35.  POLLUTION.  Extension  of  remark/  of  Rep.  Hanna  stressing  the  need  for  educa¬ 
tional  programs  to  combat  Undesirable  environmental  effects,  p.  A3383 


36.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Bolling  inserted  four  articles  expressing  support  of  the 
results  of  the  Kennedy  round  of  trade  negotiations,  pp.  A3389-91 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


37.  FLOOD  INSURANCE.  W.  R.  11270  by  Rep.  Rodino,  H.  R.  11273  by  Rep.  Biester  and 
H.  R.  11274  by  R^p.  Cahill,  to  amend  the  Federal  Flood  Insurance  Act  of  1956, 
to  provide  for/a  national  program  of  flood  insurance;  to  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee. 


38. 


EDUCATION.  /H.  R.  11265  by  Rep.  Perkins  and  H.  R.  11276  by  Rep. 
authorize*'  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  Adult  Education  Act  oj 
additional  years;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 


iawkins ,  to 
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IMPORTS.  H.  R.  11275  by  Rep.  Daniels,  to  authorize  a  duty  on  soluble  Vof fee ; 
to/ways  and  Means  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  pp.  H8322-4 

H.  R.  11286  by  Rep.  Utt,  to  amend  the  tariff  schedules  of  the  United ^States 
'with  respect  to  the  rate  of  duty  on  olives  packed  in  certain  airtight  con* 
tainers;  to  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 


a7,  /It-'/ 


18.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  1004,  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
central  Arizona  project. (S.  Rept,  408).  p.  S10276 


Sen.  Jackson  inserted  a  statement  by  Sen.  Hayden  expressing  the  view; 

recommendations  of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Interior  and  Insular 
AffW-rs  Committee  on  S.  1004  and  urging  its  enactment,  pp.  S10406-8 


'and" 


19. 


ECONOMY X  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  several  articles  and  tables  showing  a  compari¬ 
son  of  p^ice  trends  and  stated,  "However  disconcerting  these  increases  are, 
they  do  not  indicate  increases  stemming  from  demand  pressures, /but  rather  some 
special  developments  in  agriculture,  some  cost  push  increases^  and  some  longrun 
or  structurai\price  changes,  and  they  should  not  be  constriy^d  as  any  justifi¬ 
cation  for  a  tax  increase."  pp.  S10291-7 

Sen.  Miller  criticized  the  Administration' s  record  ory^inf lation  and  urged 
that  domestic  spending  be  reduced,  pp.  S10307-9 

20.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  I*^pxmire  commended  Sen.  Boggs  and  his  Subcommittee  on 

Foreign  Economic  PolicV for  work  in  assessing  U.  S/  foreign  trade  policy  and 
inserted  a  statement  by\en.  Boggs  on  this  subject,  pp.  S 1030 1-2 

21.  PERSONNEL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on/6.  R.  11089,  to  provide  addi¬ 

tional  group  life  insurance  for  Government  employees*  pp.  S 10357-8 

X.  *  X 

22.  REA  LOANS.  Received  from  this  Department  A  report  on  approval  of  a  loan  to  a 
cooperative  in  Wis.  for  the  financing  ox  certain  generation  and  transmission 
facilities;  to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  S10276 

23.  WHEAT.  Received  from  GAO  a  report  oA  review  of  certain  aspects  of  the  wheat 

export  program  conducted  by  the  C^C;  to \^he  Government  Operations  Committee, 
p.  S 10 2 7 7 

Sen.  Carlson  was  added  as  a/cosponsor  t^S.  649,  to  provide  for  a  voluntary 
wheat  certificate  program,  pa  S10288 

24.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Sens.  Dominick,  Tower,  and  Musfcie  were  added  as  cosponsors  to 
S.  1796,  to  impose  quotas  on  the  importation  of  certain  textile  articles, 
p.  S10289 


25.  TAX  SHARING.  Sen.  Baxter  urged  the  release  of  a  Presidential  task  force  report 

on  Federal  revenu^sharing  prepared  in  1964, inserted  a  \tudy  on  this  subject 
(pp.  S 10 359 -60) ,/and  inserted  a  Van  Buren  County  resolution  favoring  his  tax 
sharing  bill  (jyf  S10417). 

26.  POLLUTION.  S4n.  Brewster  inserted  an  article,  "Industry  Actio\To  Combat 
Pollution./  pp.  S 10 373-8 

27.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS.  Sen.  Muskie  reviewed  Federal-State  relations  and 
inserted  an  article  dealing  with  the  "steps  which  the  President  hasNtaken  to 
str^gthen  the  partnership  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  Stages. 
ppy^S  10400  - 1 

)0D.j  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  ordered  favorably  reported  (i 
did  not  actually  report)  with  amendments  S.  2138,  the  emergency  food  and 
medicine  distribution  bill,  p,  D6U8 


28a.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  July  31.  p.  S10U30 
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ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


29.  ^OREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Frelinghuysen  inserted  an  article,  "Representative  Goo/ell 

Sees  Need  of  Changes  in  Alliance  Aid."  p.  A3805  / 

\Rep.  Scheuer  inserted  a  Columbia  University  professor's  testimony Expressing 
his\'views  on  the  world  population  problem  and  its  relation  to  our  foreign  aid 
program."  p.  A3806-8  / 

30.  POVERTY,  \tnsertion  by  Rep.  Bolling  of  an  article  praising  the  work  of  the  pover* 

ty  programvin  Kansas  City.  p.  A3800  / 

Sen.  ByrfcL  Va. ,  inserted  an  article,  "'Buying  Publicity  for  War  on  Poverty." 
pp.  A3801-2  \  / 

Rep.  TaylorSinserted  an  article  commending  the  Job  Coots  (pp.  A3812-3)  and 
Rep.  Wright  inserted  an  article  telling  how  community  action  programs  battle 
poverty  (pp.  A38l\-14) .  / 

31.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Watkins,  during  debate  on  the 

public  works  appropriation  bill,  urging  the  defeat7  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
hydroelectric  project,  'o.  A3817  /  ** 

32.  OPINION  POLL.  Rep.  Smith,  Okla. ,  inserted  tiWresults  of  a  questionnaire  in¬ 

cluding  items  of  interest  to\this  Departmey:.  pp.  A3818-19 

33.  RECLAMATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Ren/  Wyatt  favoring  the  proposed  Monraouth- 

Dallas  irrigation  project  and  inserting7 an  Oreg.  Legislature  resolution  urging 
early  action  on  this  project.  pp.NAE22-3 

34.  POLLUTION.  Extension  of  remarks  o^Reps.  Hanna  urging  fast  committee  action  on 

the  proposed  Air  Quality  Act.  d/  A3835K 

Rep.  Dingell  inserted  an  article,  "AsNWe  See  It:  Clean  Water  Plan  Fouled 
by  Redtape  and  Red  Ink."  p.  A3837  \ 

35.  MEXICAN -AMERICANS .  Rep.  Roybal  inserted  an  article  by  Rep.  Gonzalez  on  the 

progress  being  made  to  strengthen  the  opportunities  for  the  Mexican-Americans. 
pp.  A3838-9  /  \ 


36.  MEAT  INSPECTION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Greeivv  Pa.,  in  support  of  his 

bill  to  extend  Fed/val  meat  inspection  standards  to  plants  handling  intrastate 
meat.  p.  A3843  /  \ 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


37.  EMPLOYMENT. /H.  R.  11834  by  Rep.  Adams  and  H.  R.  11886  by  Rep\  Anderson,  Tenn. , 

to  provide  incentives  for  the  creation  by  private  industry  of^additional  em¬ 
ployment7  opportunities  for  residents  of  urban  poverty  areas;  to\Ways  and  Means 
Commit/cee.  \ 

38.  FOOD7 ADDITIVES.  H.  R.  11837  by  Rep.  Hostner  and  others,  H.  R.  11838  by  Rep. 

Hansen,  Idaho,  H.  R.  11839  by  Rep.  Cunningham,  H.  R.  11840  by  Rep.  Mr^shall, 
/H.  R.  11841  by  Rep.  Addabbo,  H.  R.  11842  by  Rep.  Brown,  Calif.,  to  amend  the 
/  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  to  include  a  definition  of  food  supple- 
/  ments;  to  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee.  Remarks  of  Rep.  Hosraer 
/  pp.  H9536-7  \ 
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Mr.  Hayden,  from  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

together  with 

MINORITY  AND  INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  1004] 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  to  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  Arizona-New  Mexico, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably 
thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommends  that  the  bill  (as 
amended)  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows : 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  following 
language : 

Section  1.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Central  Arizona 
Project  Act”. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation  water  and 
municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water-deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and 
western  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water, 
generation  of  electric  power  and  energy,  control  of  floods,  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of 
recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  consisting  of  the 
following  principal  works:  (1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals, 
including  a  main  canal  and  pumping  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct 
and  pumping  plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  fi’om  Lake 
Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall  have 
a  capacity  of  not  less  than  three  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2) 
Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suitable  alter- 
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native;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated 
as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the 
Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  J une  29, 
1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59) ;  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  effect  to  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (f),  (g),  and  (h)  of  this  section;  (5) 
Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping 
plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities, 
hydroelectric  powerplants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9) 
related  water  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  appurtenant 
works:  Provided.  That  for  a  period  of  27  years  from  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  in  any  year  in  which,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
there  will  be  insufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water  to  satisfy 
the  consumptive  uses  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand,  four  mil¬ 
lion  four  hundred  thousand,  and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  respectively,  diversions  for  the  said 
purposes  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so  limited  as  to 
assure  the  availability  of  water  in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for 
the  aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  of  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  the  State  of  California-  Except  as  to  the  terms 
and  provisions  of  this  priority,  the  rights  of  Arizona  under  the  deci¬ 
sion  in  Arizona  against  California  (373  U.S.  546)  are  not  affected, 
abridged,  or  impaired.  The  terms  “consumptive  use”  and  “main¬ 
stream”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  have  the  meanings  assigned  to  those 
terms  in  the  decree  in  Arizona  against  California,  dated  March  9, 
1964  (376  US.  340). 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with  non-Fed- 
eral  interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating  powerplant 
whereby  the  United  States  shall  acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of 
the  capacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery  of  power  and  energy 
over  appurtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon  de¬ 
livery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection  with  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project.  Power  and  energy  acquired  thereunder  may  be 
disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  agreement  shall  pro¬ 
vide,  among  other  things,  that — 

(i)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that  portion  of 
the  total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplant  and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission 
facilities  serving  the  United  States,  as  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States  there¬ 
in  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary  shall 
make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  available  to  the  non-Fed- 
eral  interests  during  the  construction  period,  including  the  period 
of  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  installments 
as  will  facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule,  but  no  funds  other 
than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be  made  available  by  the 
Secretary  until  he  determines  that  adequate  contractual  arrange¬ 
ments  are  in  effect  covering  water  and  fuel  supplies  for  the  ther¬ 
mal  generating  powerplant ; 
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(ii)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  including  pro¬ 
visions  for  depreciation  (except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro  rata 
share  of  construction  cost  borne  by  the  United  States  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (i) )  shall  be  apportioned  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an  equit¬ 
able  basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (i) ; 

(iii)  The  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate  credit  for 
any  interests  in  Federal  lands  administered  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the  powerplant  and 
appurtenances ; 

(iv)  Costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  subdivisions 
(i)  and  (ii)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest  and  interest  during 
construction,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  franchise  fees,  and  (d) 
such  other  costs  as  shall  be  specified  in  the  agreement. 

(2)  The  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection  shall  be  located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is  served  by 
water  diverted  from  the  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system 
above  Lee  Ferry,  consumptive  use  of  water  in  connection  therewith 
shall  be  charged  against  the  apportionment  to  Arizona  made  by  article 
III  (a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31) 
and  such  use  shall  not  increase  Arizona’s  entitlement  to  consumptive 
use  under  said  compact. 

(c)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress,  water  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available  directly  or 
indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation 
history  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian 
lands,  national  wildlife  refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  State-administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(d)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona  may,  in  the 
event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment, 
be  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which  have  power 
to  levy  assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their 
boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  arrange¬ 
ments  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Proiect  available  to  users  within  its  boundaries  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  Secretary’s  approval  and  the  United  States  shall,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  such  action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party 
to  such  contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts  be 
entered  into  between  the  United  States  and'any  user.  The  provisions  of 
this  subparagraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying  of  water  to  an 
Indian  tribe  for  use  wtihin  the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d)  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d))  with  respect  to  any 
proiect  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic 
period  of  not  more  than  fifty  years ;  any  water  service  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43 
U  S  C.  485h  ( e) )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a  period 
of  fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of 
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delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other 
points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  designate;  and  long-term 
contracts  relating  to  irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water 
made  available  thereunder  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary 
for  municipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such 
water  is  not  required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard  to 
the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation 
Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c));  may  provide  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water 
of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main 
canals  and  conduits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period 
of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and  for 
the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant 
to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

(e)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  measures, 
adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of 
irrigation  from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service 
area;  (2)  the  canals  and  distribution  systems  through  which  water 
is  conveyed  after  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors 
shall  be  provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judg¬ 
ment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3)  neither  the  con¬ 
tractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to  pump  ground 
water  from  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a 
contractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any 
use  outside  said  contractor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary  and  such 
contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a  surplus 
of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required.  Such 
contracts  shall  be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satisfaction  of  all 
existing  contracts  between  the  Secretary  and  users  in  Arizona  hereto¬ 
fore  made  pursuant  to  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat. 
1057). 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under  which  water 
is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  contractor  agree 
to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  exist¬ 
ing  supplies  from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary 
shall  so  require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from 
the  Gila  River  system,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional 
quantities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the  conditions  specified 
in  subsection  (h)  of  this  section :  Provided ,  That  such  exchanges  and 
replacements  shall  be  accomplished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to 
such  Arizona  contractors. 

(g)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream  Colorado 
River  water  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  ex¬ 
change  for  main  stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall  have  a 
first  priority  to  receive  main  stream  water,  as  against  other  users  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other 
sources,  but  only  in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 
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(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizon  Project,  the  Secretary 
shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water  from 
the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources,  in 
amounts  that  will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not 
to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
eighteen  thousand  acre- feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and 
above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340).  Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until 
and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water 
to  downstream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in 
accordance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  diminu¬ 
tion  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  diversions  from  the  Gila 
River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources.  In  determining 
the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given 
to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved.  All  additional 
consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all 
rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the  decree  entered 
by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on 
June  29, 1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District 
and  others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  exist¬ 
ing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  to 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water 
sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent 
possible  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

(i)  For  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  no  water  from  the  projects  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be 
delivered  to  any  water  user  for  the  production  on  newly  irrigated 
lands  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  or  any  amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of 
such  commodity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop 
would  normally  be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply  as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  calls  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  production  of  such  commodity  in  the  interest  of  national 
security. 

(j)  The  Secretary  shall  integrate  the  Dixie  project,  heretofore 
authorized,  into  the  repayment  arrangement  and  participation  in  the 
Development  Fund  established  by  section  5  of  this  Act  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project  works  authorized  pursuant 
to  this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213) . 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment  capability  of 
Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (including 
provision  of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and 
within  the  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1, 1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  as  are  beyond  repay¬ 
ment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 
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Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate  fund  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereafter  called  the  “Development 
Fund”) ,  which  shall  remain  available  until  expended  as  hereafter  pro¬ 
vided,  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  this  Act,  and  to 
be  expended  or  applied  in  connection  with  water  conservation  and 
development  for  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  as  may  hereafter 
be  prescribed  by  the  Congress. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
aforesaid  provisions  of  section  2,  and  such  projects  as  are  hereafter 
authorized  by  the  Congress  for  water  conservation  and  development 
for  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  shall  be  credited  to  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  as  advances  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  and 
shall  be  available  for  such  purposes. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  Development  Fund— 

( 1 )  All  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
the  works  and  facilities  authorized  pursuant  to  section  2  and 
hereafter  authorized  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
(except  entrance,  admission,  and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges 
and  proceeds  received  from  recreation  concessionnaires) ;  and 

(2)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon  and 
Parker-Davis  projects  which,  after  completion  of  repayment  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  proj¬ 
ects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  requirements  of  those  projects: 
Provided 5,  however ,  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  continue  the  in-lieu-of-taxes  payments  to  the  States  of  Arizona 
and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  so  long  as  revenues  accrue  from  the 
operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project. 

(3)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  portion  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie,  located  in  the  States  of 
Nevada  and  Arizona  which,  after  completion  of  repayment  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  said  part  of  the  Pacific  Northwest -Pacific  South¬ 
west  intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona,  are 
surplus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  requirements  of  said  portion  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  and  related  facilities. 

(d)  All  revenues  collected  and  credited  to  the  development  fund 
pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  available,  without  further  appropriation, 
for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ments  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of  the 
project  within  such  separate  limitations  as  may  be  included  in 
annual  appropriation  Acts ; 

(2)  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  section  8  of  this  Act; 

(3)  payments  as  required  by  subsection  (f)  of  this  section ;  and 

(4)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State  of  Arizona 
for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production 
of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from 
exchanges  of  water  between  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  2  of  this  Act. 
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(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  Development  Fund  shall  not  be  avail¬ 
able  for  construction  of  the  works  authorized  pursuant  to  section  2 
of  this  Act  except  on  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 

(f)  Revenues  in  the  Development  Fund  in  excess  of  the  amount 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  (1),  (2),  and  (4)  of 
section  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  the  project  or  separable  feature  thereof,  author¬ 
ized  pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act  which  are  allocated  to 
irrigation,  commercial  power,  or  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  pursuant  to  this  Act,  within  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty 
years  from  the  date  of  completion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable 
feature,  exclusive  of  any  development  period  authorized  by  law : 
and 

(2)  interest  (including  interest  during  construction)  on  the 
unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  features  of  the  project 
at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (g)  of  this  section,  and 
interest  due  shall  be  a  first  charge. 

(g)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the  reimburs¬ 
able  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  are  properly  allocated 
to  commercial  power  development  and  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for 
initiating  construction  of  such  project,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed 
average  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding 
marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for 
redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

(h)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  an¬ 
nually  for  all  operations  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  programs  for  water  salvage 
along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and  for 
ground  water  recovery.  Such  programs  shall  be  consistent  with  main¬ 
tenance  of  a  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and 
wildlife  in  the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project, 
Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and 
San  Miguel  Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado,  as  participating 
proiects  under  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105; 
43  U.S.C.  620),  and  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning  re¬ 
ports  on  other  participating  projects,  subsection  (2)  of  section  1  of 
said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Pine  River 
extension”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  San  Miguel”.  Section  2  of  said 
Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Parshall, 
Troublesome.  Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek, 
East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  exten¬ 
sion,  Animas-La  Plata”,  and  inserting  after  the  words  “Yellow 
Jacket”  the  words  “Basalt,  Middle  Park  (including  the  Troublesome, 
Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure  units),  Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East 
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River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units),  Lower  Yampa  (includ¬ 
ing  the  Juniper  and  Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Yampa  (includ¬ 
ing  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)”,  and  by  inserting 
after  the  word  “Sublette”  the  words  “(including  the  Kendall  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Green  River  and  a  diversion  of  water  from  the  Green  River 
to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming),  Uintah  unit  and  Ute 
Indian  unit  of  the  central  Utah,  San  Juan  County  (Utah),  Price 
River,  Grand  County  (Utah),  Ute  Indian  unit  extension  of  the  central 
Utah,  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper  (Utah)”.  The  amount  which  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  said  Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further 
increased  by  the  sum  of  $360,000,000  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if 
any,  as  may  be  required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construction  costs 
as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indexes  applicable  to  the  type  of 
construction  involved.  This  additional  sum  shall  be  available  solely 
for  the  construction  of  the  proiects  herein  authorized. 

(b)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project  shall  be  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  engineering 
plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
on  May  4,  1966.  and  printed  as  House  Document  436.  Eighty-ninth 
Congress:  Provided ,  That  the  project  construction  of  the  Animas-La 
Plata  Federal  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and 
unless  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified  the 
following  compact  to  which  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given : 

“Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  in  order  to 
implement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclama¬ 
tion  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  proposed  participating  proiect 
under  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105),  and  be¬ 
ing  moved  by  considerations  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  con¬ 
clude  a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the  follow¬ 
ing  articles : 

“Article  I 

“A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado  and  New 
Mexico  from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including  re¬ 
turn  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas  River  diversions,  for 
uses  in  New  Mexico  under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation 
Project  shall  be  valid  and  of  equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted 
by  decree  of  the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colo¬ 
rado  for  that  project,  providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within 
the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state  by  articles  III  and  XIV  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  (a)  of  Article 
IX  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be  construed 
to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

“Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory  when  it  shall 
have  been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory  States.” 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata.  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating  proj- 
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ects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  establish  the  nonexcess 
irrigable  acreage  for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive  project 
water  at  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

(d)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations”  contained  in 
paragraph  (i)  of  that  section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled  “Manner  of  Operation 
of  Project  Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features,”  shall  mean  and  refer 
to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  Federal 
reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in 
accordance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is  the  sense  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  this  directive  defines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  para¬ 
graph  (i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obli¬ 
gations  arising  under  said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  8.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  established  under 
section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107),  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  established  by  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774), 
for  all  expenditures  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover 
Dam  during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for  the  filling 
of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19, 1962).  For  this 
purpose  $500,000  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  power- 
plant,  commencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred 
from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the  pur¬ 
poses  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To  the  extent  that 
any  deficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues  derived  from 
the  sale  of  electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover  Dam. 

Sec.  9.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend, 
repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
compact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  water  treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994) ,  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  and  others 
(376  U.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Adjustment  Act  ( 54  Stat.  774) ,  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  (70  Stat.  105). 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(a)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive  uses  and  losses 
of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year  period  starting  on 
October  1,  1965.  Such  reports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown 
of  the  beneficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on  a  State-by-State 
basis.  Specific  figures  on  quantities  consumptively  used  from  the 
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major  tributary  streams  flowing  into  the  Colorado  River  shall 
also  be  included  on  a  State-by-State  basis.  Such  reports  shall 
be  prepared  in  consultation  with  the  States  of  the  lower  basin 
individually  and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission, 
and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  to 
the  Governors  of  each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River 
compact ;  .  . 

(b)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water  originat¬ 
ing  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon 
the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River  compact. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for  the  coordi¬ 
nated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and  operated 
under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  and 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
those  statutes,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the 
Colorado  River  compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact  and  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed  in 
this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the  storage  of 
water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project  and 
releases  of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of 
priority : 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described  in  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  if  any  such  deficiency  exists 
and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper  division. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d)  of  the  Colorado  River 
compact. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  specified  in 
clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary, 
after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and 
representatives  of  the  three  lower  division  States  and  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  all  relevant  factors  (  including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic 
streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabilities  of 
water  suply),  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  deliveries 
under  clauses  (1  )and  (2)  without  impairment  of  annual  consumptive 
uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River  compact :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  water  not  so  required  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from 
Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the 
States  of  the  lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e)  of 
the  Colorado  River  compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made  when 
the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active  storage  in 
Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage  in 
Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active  storge  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to 
avoid  anticipated  spills  from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  criteria  proposed  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such 
other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for 
their  review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  proposed 
criteria,  but  not  later  than  January  1, 1969,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt 
appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and  publish  the 
same  in  the  Federal  Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1970,  and  yearly 
thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
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Governors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the 
actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  compact 
water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current  year.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the 
Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve  the  pur¬ 
poses  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  corre¬ 
spondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  and  appropriate  consultation  with  such  State  representatives 
as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  shall  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  12.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  consumptive  use  of 
water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system  by 
the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any 
use  of  such  water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  impair,  conflict 
with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission. 

Sec.  13.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat.  1063;  16  U.S.C. 
791a-823)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  reach  of  the  Colorado  River 
between  Lake  Mead  and  the  present  western  boundary  of  the  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by 
Congress. 

Sec.  14.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act  in  constructing, 
operating,  and  maintaining  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June 
17,  1902 ;  32  Stat.  388  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement. 

Sec.  15.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  which  are  defined  in  the 
Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  meanings  there  defined. 

(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River 
downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including  the 
reservoirs  thereon. 

(c)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream  water  in  the 
lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any  person  or  legal  entity, 
entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Arizona  against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main 
stream  water  when  available  thereunder. 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in  reservoir  stor¬ 
age,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through  the  exist¬ 
ing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming. 

Sec.  16.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  including  prepayment  for  power 
generation  and  transmission  facilities,  but  exclusive  of  distribution 
and  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands,  $768,000,000  (October 
1963  prices)  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by 
reason  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by 
engineering  cost  indexes  applicable  to  the  types  of  construction  in¬ 
volved  herein,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000,000  for  construction  of  distri¬ 
bution  and  drainange  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands  and,  in  addition 
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thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  project. 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

The  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power  Resources  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  90th  Congress, 
first  session,  held  hearings  on  May  2-5,  1967,  on  S.  1004  and  related 
bills.  The  principal  purpose  of  S.  1004,  as  introduced  by  Senator 
Hayden  (for  himself,  Senators  Fannin,  Cannon,  and  Jackson)  on 
February  16,  1967,  was  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  Arizona-New  Mexico. 
The  Central  Arizona  Project  is  designed  to  enable  the  State  of  Ari¬ 
zona  to  put  to  beneficial  use  waters  from  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  which  it  is  presently  unable  to  use  because  of  a  lack 
of  diversion  works,  and  to  thereby  meet  a  critical  need  for  a  supple¬ 
mental  water  supply  in  the  densely  populated  central  portion  of  the 
State. 

The  bill  as  reported  also  authorizes  five  reclamation  projects  in 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin ;  establishes  a  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  development  fund;  and  includes  provisions  concerning  river 
regulation  and  reservoir-operating  criteria  which  were  agreed  upon 
by  representatives  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  during  recent 
years. 

The  bill  was  presented  directly  to  the  full  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  for  executive  consideration  on  June  9,  1967.  Fol¬ 
lowing  6  days  of  executive  sessions  on  June  9,  22,  23,  27,  28,  and  29, 
1967,  the  committee  ordered  S.  1004,  as  amended,  reported  favorably 
to  the  Senate. 

The  central  feature  of  this  bill — the  Central  Arizona  Project — 
has  been  approved  by  the  Senate  twice  in  previous  Congresses.  (For 
a  detailed  discussion  of  the  legislative  history  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  see  sec.  V  of  this  report.) 

II.  COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATION 

Based  on  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  issues,  all  of  the  alterna¬ 
tives,  and  the  needs  of  the  State  of  Arizona  and  the  Colorado  Basin 
States,  the  committee  strongly  recommends  that  the  Senate  pass  S. 
1004,  as  amended,  and  as  reported  by  the  committee. 

III.  SUMMARY 

S.  1004  provides  the  framework  for  continued  and  expanded  re¬ 
gional  water  resource  development  and  planning  in  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin. 

Major  features  of  the  bill  include: 

(1)  The  Central  Arizona  Project  with  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir 
in  New  Mexico.  The  essential  project  facilities  consist  of  an  aqueduct 
system  to  convey  Colorado  River  water  to  central  Arizona  together 
with  the  necessary  regulating  reservoirs  and  works.  In  brief,  these  are : 
The  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants;  the  Salt  Gila  aque¬ 
duct  and  pumping  plant ;  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir ;  Tucson  aqueduct 
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and  pumping  plants  (Colorado  River  source) ;  Buttes  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir;  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  (New  Mexico) ;  Charleston  Dam 
and  Reservoir;  Tucson  aqueduct  (San  Pedro  River  source).  The  total 
cost  of  the  project,  exclusive  of  the  power  prepayment  arrangements 
described  below,  is  $665,237,000.  Under  Reclamation  law  the  reimburs¬ 
able  cost  of  the  project  will  be  returned  to  the  Treasury  over  a  50-year 
repayment  period.  A  detailed  description  of  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  features  is  found  in  section  VII  of  this  report. 

The  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  will  require  a  high-lift  initial  pumping 
plant  at  Lake  Havasu  and  a  series  of  lower  lift  pumping  plants  at 
appropriate  places  along  the  way. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  purchase  the 
pumping  power  required  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  through 
prepayment  arrangements,  from  non-Federal  interests  (private  and 
public  utilities  in  the  Southwest  ) ,  who  will  own,  construct  and  operate 
a  large  fossil  fuel  thermal  generating  plant.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
estimates  indicate  that  the  project  will  require  approximately  470 
megawatts  of  electrical  pumping  power.  The  United  States  will  also 
acquire  the  right  to  have  the  power  delivered  to  the  places  of  use  on 
jointly  shared  transmission  facilities  where  available.  The  total  cost 
for  prepayment  of  the  eelctrical  power  to  be  used  by  the  projects  is 
$103,210,000.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  would  repay  to  the  Treasury 
the  full  amount  of  the  prepayment  costs  with  appropriate  interest,  and 
would  also  pay  the  annual  operating  costs.  A  detailed  description  of 
the  arrangements  for  prepayment  for  the  electrical  power  is  found  in 
sections  2(b)  (1)  to  2(b)  (2)  of  the  section-by-section  analysis  of  this 
report. 

(3)  The  authority  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  license  hy¬ 
droelectric  projects  on  the  Colorado  River,  between  Lake  Mead  and 
the  present  western  boundaries  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park, 
is  suspended  subject  to  future  action  by  the  Congress. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  does  not  require  the  construction  of  a 
new  dam  on  the  Colorado  River  for  water  supply,  pumping  power,  or 
for  the  sale  of  power  to  gain  revenues  for  the  development  fund. 

Therefore,  the  committee  finds  that  decisions  affecting  the  future 
of  this  stretch  of  the  Colorado  River  should  be  reserved  for  later  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  Congress.  An  evaluation  by  the  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion  as  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  their  February  15  and  April  28  reports,  will  be 
useful  in  making  wise  judgments  affecting  this  important  natural 
resource. 

(4)  A  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund  is  established 
into  which  will  be  placed :  (1)  all  revenues  collected  in  connection  with 
the  operation  of  the  works  authorized  in  this  bill;  (2)  all  surplus 
Federal  revenues  from  the  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  projects  after 
they  are  paid  for;  and  (3)  all  surplus  Federal  revenues  from  the  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  power  intertie  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  after  completion  of  repay¬ 
ment  requirements. 

Balances  in  the  development  fund  for  selected  future  dates,  after 
having  provided  financial  assistance  in  the  sum  of  $122  million  to  the 
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Central  Arizona  Project,  and  not  considering  possible  assistance  to  the 
Dixie  project  ($25  to  $30  million),  are  as  follows: 


Year : 


Balance 


2025 

2047 

2050 


$377,  302,  000 
1, 186,  612,  000 
1,  281,  921,  000 


(Following  payout  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  the  year  2025, 
the  project  would,  by  the  year  2050,  repay  this  money  plus  an  addi¬ 
tional  $315  million.  The  balance  of  the  revenues  in  the  development 
fund  are  “to  be  expended  or  applied  in  connection  with  water  conser¬ 
vation  and  development  for  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin”  as  de¬ 
termined  by  future  acts  of  the  Congress. 

(5)  Five  Upper  Basin  projects,  the  Animas-LaPlata  project  in 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico,  and  the  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  in  Colorado,  are  authorized  for  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance. 

The  total  cost  of  these  projects  is  $360  million.  The  portion  of  these 
costs  which  are  reimbursable  under  reclamation  law  will  be  repaid 
to  the  Treasury. 

(6)  A  priority  is  given  to  the  State  of  California  for  4.4  million 
acre-feet  annually  of  Colorado  River  water  (the  maximum  California 
entitlement  out  of  the  Lower  Basin  7.5  million  acre-feet  apportionment 
under  the  Colorado  River  compact).  This  water  priority  is  limited 
to  a  period  of  27  years  to  coincide  with  the  repayment  period  of  the 
original  bonds  issued  for  the  construction  of  the  Metropolitan  Water 
District  aqueduct  built  to  convey  water  from  the  Colorado  River  to 
Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego. 

(7)  Upper  Basin  benefits  in  addition  to  the  five  projects  mentioned 
in  paragraph  (5)  include — 

\a)  repayments  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  for 
payments  made  from  that  fund  to  compensate  for  power  defi¬ 
ciencies  at  Hoover  Power  Plant  resulting  from  the  filling  of  the 
Glen  Canyon  Dam ; 

( b )  provision  for  the  promulgation  of  equitable  criteria  for 
the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  reservoirs  constructed  in 
both  the  Upper  Basin  and  the  Lower  Basin ; 

( c )  provision  for  the  completion  of  planning  reports  on  pro¬ 
posed  projects  in  the  Upper  Basin  located  in  Colorado,  Wyoming, 
and  Utah  ; 

( d )  the  integration  of  the  Dixie  project  in  Utah  for  purposes 
of  participation  in  the  development  fund  (the  Dixie  project  is 
in  the  Lower  Basin;  however,  Utah  is  primarily  an  Upper  Basin 
State) ; 

( e )  related  fish,  wildlife,  and  recreation  benefits  inuring  both 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  from  the  construction  of  proj¬ 
ects  there  as  well  as  to  New  Mexico  and  Arizona. 

IV.  GENERAL  HISTORY  AND  LAW  OF  THE  COLORADO 

RIVER 

Much  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  and  particularly  the  Lower 
Basin,  is  heavily  dependent  upon  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  to 
make  the  area  habitable  and  productive.  For  some  60  years,  the  efficient 
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use  and  regulation  of  the  river  for  the  purposes  of  reclamation,  flood 
control,  and  production  of  electric  power  has  been  a  matter  of  concern 
to  all  of  the  States  through  which  the  river  flows.  Through  State  and 
Federal  reclamation  projects,  much  of  the  virgin  flow  of  the  Colorado 
River  has  been  put  to  beneficial  consumptive  use  within  the  States 
bordering  the  Colorado.  Additional  projects,  including  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  and  the  five  Upper  Basin  projects  proposed  in  this 
bill,  are  essential  to  enable  the  Colorado  Basin  States  to  put  their  fair 
share  of  Colorado  River  water  to  beneficial  use. 

As  the  uses  of  Colorado  River  water  increased  over  the  years,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  State  of  California,  the  other  basin  States  have  en¬ 
deavored  to  secure  their  rights  to  main  stream  Colorado  River  water 
in  the  fear  that  California  would  appropriate  to  her  permanent  and 
exclusive  use  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  waters  of  the  river  to  the 
detriment  of  the  more  slowly  developing  States  of  the  basin.  These  bit¬ 
ter  and  continuing  disputes  between  the  basin  States  have  not  been 
easily  resolved  and  the  present  development  of  the  river  resource  is 
the  product  of  years  of  protracted  negotiations  and  litigation.  The  con¬ 
tinuing  dispute  between  Arizona  and  California  over  their  respective 
rights  to  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  has,  for  many  years,  created  an 
insurmountable  obstacle  to  the  passage  of  legislation  to  authorize  the 
construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  related  facilities. 
(See  sec.  V  of  this  report  for  a  discussion  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Proiect’s  congressional  history.) 

The  following  is  a  brief  description  of  the  more  significant  mile¬ 
stones  in  the  development  of  the  Colorado  River. 

A.  Colorado  River  Compact 

Negotiations  between  the  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  led 
to  the  general  agreement  that  an  interstate  compact  between  the  basin 
Spates  would  provide  the  best  means  to  an  acceptable  and  equitable 
apportionment  of  the  river  and  would  give  the  States  of  the  Upper 
Basin  the  protection  they  desired. 

Congress  consented  to  the  negotiations  by  legislation  enacted  in 
1921  (42  Stat.  171)  and  the  first  meeting  of  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  Commission  was  convened  in  January  1922.  Initially,  it  had  been 
hoped  that  an  agreement  could  be  reached  to  apportion  all  of  the 
water  of  the  Colorado  River  among  the  States  in  the  basin.  It  soon 
became  apparent,  however,  that  this  was  impossible.  It  was  concluded 
that  only  a  division  of  water  between  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin 
could  be  accomplished  by  agreement  under  the  compact. 

Final  agreement  was  reached  and  the  compact  was  signed  on  No¬ 
vember  24,  1922.  (See  70  Cong.  Rec.  324  (1928) ;  “U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  Documents  on  the  Use  and  Control  of  the  Waters  of 
Interstate  and  International  Streams,”  p.  39  ( 1956) . 

In  general,  the  compact  provides  for  a  division  of  the  waters  of 
the  Colorado  River  between  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  States.  The 
provisions  relating  to  the  apportionment  between  the  Upper  and 
Lower  Basin  are  found  in  article  III  which  provides  as  follows: 

(a)  There  is  hereby  apportioned  from  the  Colorado  River 
System  in  perpetuity  to  the  Upper  Basin  and  to  the  Lower 
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Basin,  respectively,  the  exclusive  beneficial  comsumptive  use 
of  7,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  per  annum,  which  shall  in¬ 
clude  all  water  necessary  for  the  supply  of  any  rights  which 
may  now  exist. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  apportionment  in  paragraph  (a) 
the  Lower  Basin  is  hereby  given  the  right  to  increase  its  bene¬ 
ficial  consumptive  use  of  such  waters  by  one  million  acre-feet 
per  annum. 

(c)  If,  as  a  matter  of  international  comity,  the  United 
States  of  America  shall  hereafter  recognize  in  the  United 
States  of  Mexico  any  right  to  use  of  any  waters  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  System,  such  waters  shall  be  supplied  first  from 
the  waters  which  are  surplus  over  and  above  the  aggregate 
of  the  quantities  specified  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b) ;  and  if 
such  surplus  shall  prove  insufficient  for  this  purpose,  then, 
and  whenever  necessary  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division 
shall  deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  water  to  supply  one-half  of  the 
deficiency  so  recognized  in  addition  to  that  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (d). 

(d)  The  States  of  the  Upper  Division  will  not  cause  the 
flow  of  the  river  at  Lee  Ferry  to  be  depleted  below  an  aggre¬ 
gate  of  75,000,000  acre-feet  for  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  reckoned  in  continuing  progressive  series  beginning 
with  the  first  day  of  October  next  succeeding  the  ratification 
of  this  compact. 

(e)  The  States  of  the  Upper  Division  shall  not  withhold 
water,  and  the  States  of  the  Lower  Division  shall  not  require 
the  delivery  of  water,  which  cannot  reasonably  be  applied  to 
domestic  and  agricultural  uses. 

By  April  1923,  all  of  the  Colorado  Basin  States,  except  Arizona, 
had  ratified  the  compact.  Efforts  to  obtain  a  seven-State  ratification 
of  the  compact  and  a  basis  for  an  agreement  on  the  division  of  the 
water  of  the  Lower  Basin  continued  until  1928.  Neither  effort  was 
successful  by  that  date. 

Arizona  subsequently  ratified  the  compact  in  1944. 

B.  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  and  the  California  Limitation 

Act 

In  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057  (1928) ;  43 
U.S.C.  617  (1964)),  Congress  approved  the  Colorado  River  compact 
and  waived  the  compact  requirement  for  seven-State  approval.  A 
Presidential  proclamation  declaring  the  compact  and  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  to  be  in  effect  was  issued  June  25,  1929  (46  Stat. 
3000). 

The  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  while  waiving  the  requirement 
for  seven-State  approval,  did  provide  that,  in  the  absence  of  such 
approval,  the  compact  would  become  effective  only  when  approved 
by  California  and  at  least  five  of  the  other  basin  States.  It  further 
provided  that  California  would  be  required  to  agree  “irrevocably 
and  unconditionally”  to  limit  its  consumptive  use  of  Colorado  River 
water  to  an  amount  not  to  exceed  4.4  million  acre-feet  per  year  of  the 
waters  apportioned  to  the  Lower  Basin  by  article  III  (a)  of  the  com- 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


17 


pact,  plus  not  more  than  one-half  of  any  excess  or  surplus  unappor¬ 
tioned  by  the  compact. 

California  met  the  requirement  imposed  on  it  by  passing  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Limitation  Act  (California  Statutes  1929,  p.  38)  on  March  4, 
1929.  By  this  act,  California  agreed  to  limit  the  aggregate  annual 
consumptive  use  (diversions  less  returns  to  the  river)  of  water  from 
the  Colorado  River  to  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water  out  of  the  7.5 
million  acre- feet  of  water  allocated  to  the  Lower  Basin  by  article  III 
(a)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  plus  not  more  than  one-half  of 
any  excess  or  surplus  waters  unapportioned  by  the  compact. 

Thus,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  together  with  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Limitation  Act,  reserved  Lower  Basin  main  stream  water  for 
the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada,  and  provided  protection  to  the 
Upper  Basin  States  against  unlimited  development  beyond  the  allo¬ 
cated  4.4  million  acre-feet  in  the  State  of  California. 

The  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  also  authorized  the  Lower  Basm 
States  to  enter  into  a  more  comprehensive  apportionment  agreement 
on  the  suggested  basis  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  for  beneficial  consump¬ 
tive  use  in  California,  2.8  million  acre-feet  in  Arizona  and  0.3  million 
acre-feet  in  Nevada.  These  States  were  unable  to  agree  on  a  division 
of  Colorado  River  waters  on  the  basis  of  these  (or  any  other)  figures. 
Nonetheless,  subsequent  contracts  entered  into  between  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  entities  in  California,  Arizona,  and  Nevada  for 
water  in  these  quantities  were  held  to  be  the  binding  apportionment 
of  main-stream  water  by  the  1963  Supreme  Court  decision  in  Arizona 
v.  California  (373  U.S.  546  (1963)). 


C.  Mexican  Water  Treaty 

Article  III  (c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  of  1922  contemplated 
the  future  recognition  by  the  United  States  of  the  right  of  Mexico 
to  a  share  of  Colorado  River  water.  Treaty  negotiations  were  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Congress  in  1925  and  actually  attempted  in  1930,  but  were 
not  successful.  Ultimately,  however,  a  treaty  was  consummated  on 
February  3, 1944  (59  Stat.  1219).  The  treaty  guarantees  to  Mexico  the 
right  to  receive  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  annually.  It  also  provides 
that  in  times  of  surplus  the  United  States  will  endeavor  to  deliver  up 
to  1.7  million  acre-feet  and  in  times  of  extraordinary  drought  on  the 
river,  the  1.5  million  acre-feet  entitlement  may  be  reduced  in  propor¬ 
tion  to  the  reduction  of  consumptive  uses  which  occur  in  the  United 
States. 

D.  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 


On  October  11, 1948,  following  extended  negotiations,  the  States  of 
the  Upper  Basin  agreed  to  a  division  of  the  waters  allocated  to  the 
Upper  Basin  by  an  interstate  compact.  Under  the  compact,  50,000  acre- 
feet  per  annum  was  apportioned  to  Arizona  (a  small  portion  of  Ari¬ 
zona  is  situated  in  the  Upper  Basin)  and  the  remainder  of  the  Upper 
Basin  entitlement  was  apportioned  by  percentage,  as  follows : 

Percent 


Colorado  _ 

New  Mexico 

Utah  _ 

Wyoming  _ 


51.  75 
11.25 
23.00 
14.00 


81-838  0—67 


•2 
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For  the  official  text  of  the  Upper  Basin  compact  see  63  Stat.  31 
(1949).  It  is  also  reprinted  in  “U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  Docu¬ 
ments  on  the  Use  and  Control  of  the  Waters  of  Interstate  and  Inter¬ 
national  Streams,”  218  (1956). 

E.  Arizona  Water  Contract 

Following  the  completion  of  construction  of  Hoover  Dam  (then 
called  Boulder  Dam)  the  United  States,  acting  through  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  water  to  the 
State  of  Arizona.  The  United  States  had  already  entered  into  contracts 
with  users  in  California,  and  into  a  contract  with  the  State  of  Nevada. 
The  Arizona  contract  was  dated  February  9, 1944,  and  became  effective 
on  February  24, 1944.  The  contract  provided  for  the  delivery  of  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  per  annum  by  the  United  States  to  agen¬ 
cies  or  water  users  within  the  State  of  Arizona  who  entered  into  ap¬ 
propriate  contracts  with  the  United  States.  The  contract  also  provided 
that  all  consumptive  use  of  mainstream  Colorado  River  water  within 
the  State  should  be  deemed  pro  tanto  a  discharge  of  the  obligations  of 
the  contract.  A  portion  of  the  2.8  million  acre-feet  is  being  put  to  use 
at  the  present  time  by  users  along  the  river,  principally  in  the  vicinity 
of  Yuma,  Ariz. 

F.  Congressional  Moratorium  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project 

The  continuing  dispute  between  Arizona  and  California  over  their 
respective  rights  to  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  has  in  the  past 
constituted  an  unsurmountable  obstacle  to  the  passage  of  bills  to  au¬ 
thorize  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (see  sec.  V  of  this 
report  for  a  discussion  of  the  project’s  congressional  history).  On 
April  18, 1951,  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  during  deliberations  on  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  adopted  a  resolution  providing  that  consideration  of  further 
bills  relating  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project 

be  postponed  until  such  time  as  use  of  the  waters  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  is  either  adjudicated  or  binding  or 
mutual  agreement  as  to  the  use  of  the  waters  is  reached  by 
the  States  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Shortly  after  this  resolution  was  adopted,  an  action  was  instituted 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  by  the  State  of  Arizona 
against  the  State  of  California  to  obtain  such  an  adjudication. 

G.  Supreme  Court  Decision  and  Decree 

Arizona  v.  California  (373  U.S.  546) ,  was  filed  in  1952,  as  an  original 
action  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  by  Arizona  against 
California  and  seven  of  the  latter’s  public  agencies.  Arizona’s  purpose 
was  to  secure  an  adjudication  of  its  water  rights  as  required  by  the 
aforementioned  resolution.  The  United  States  and  Nevada  later  inter¬ 
vened,  and  New  Mexico  and  Utah  were  joined  as  additional  parties  on 
the  motion  of  California. 
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The  principal  issue  in  this  litigation  concerned  the  relative  entitle¬ 
ment  of  California  and  Arizona  to  the  use  of  water  from  the  Colorado 
River.  After  lengthy  preliminary  proceedings,  the  matter  was  heard 
by  Simon  H.  Rifkind,  Esq.,  as  special  master  appointed  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court.  The  trial  before  Judge  Rifkind  began  on  June  14, 1956, 
and  ended  August  28,  1958 ;  some  340  witnesses  were  heard  orally  or 
upon  deposition  and  approximately  25,000  pages  of  transcript  were 
filled. 

The  Master  reported  his  findings  and  his  recommended  decree  to 
the  Supreme  Court  on  January  16,  1961.  The  Court  heard  arguments 
on  January  8-11, 1962,  and  required  a  reargument  on  November  13-14, 
1962.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  was  rendered  June  3,  1963  (373  U.S. 
546).  The  Court’s  decree  carrying  its  opinion  into  effect  was  entered 
on  March  9, 1964  (376U.S.  340). 

The  first  major  aspect  of  the  decision  involved  the  question  of 
whether  the  Lower  Basin  allocation  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  includes 
only  the  water  in  the  main  stream,  or  whether  it  also  includes  the  water 
in  the  tributaries,  such  as  the  Gila.  The  Court  held  on  this  issue  that 
Congress  in  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  of  1928  divided  only  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and  not  the  main  stream  and 
tributaries.  Thus,  Arizona’s  uses  of  the  waters  of  the  tributaries  in 
that  State  do  not  diminish  her  entitlement  of  2.8  million  acre-feet 
from  the  main  stream. 

The  second  major  aspect  of  the  decision  involved  the  allocation  of 
shortages.  The  Court  held  and  decreed  that  under  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act  of  1928  and  the  contracts  made  by  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  that  act,  Arizona  is  entitled  2,800,000  acre-feet,  California  is  entitled 
4,400,000  acre-feet,  and  Nevada  is  entitled  300,000  acre-feet  if  suf¬ 
ficient  water  is  available  to  satisfy  7,500,000  acre-feet  of  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  from  waters  of  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River 
without  regard  to  the  Lower  Basin  tributaries. 

If  there  is  insufficient  main  stream  water  available  to  satisfy  the  an¬ 
nual  consumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  must  (1)  satisfy  “present  per¬ 
fected  rights”  (i.e.  those  existing  as  of  June  25,  1929 — the  date  of  the 
Presidential  proclamation  making  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act 
effective)  in  order  of  priority  and  without  regard  to  State  lines;  and 
(2)  apportion  any  amount  remaining  for  consumptive  use  “*  *  *  in 
such  manner  as  is  consistent  with  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  as 
interpreted  by  the  opinion  of  this  Court  herein,  and  with  other  appli¬ 
cable  Federal  statutes.” 

As  interpreted  by  the  Court,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  does 
not  provide  a  priority  to  existing  uses  except  in  the  recognition  and 
protection  of  “present  perfected  rights,”  existing  as  of  June  25,  1929. 

With  respect  to  this  issue  the  Court  said : 

There  remains  the  question  of  what  shall  be  done  in  time  of 
shortage.  The  Master,  while  declining  to  make  any  findings  as 
to  what  future  supply  might  be  expected,  nevertheless  decided 
that  the  Project  Act  and  the  Secretary’s  contracts  require  the 
Secretary  in  case  of  shortage  to  divide  the  burden  among  the 
three  States  in  this  proportion:  California  4.4/7.5;  Arizona 
2.8/7.5 ;  Nevada  .3/7.5.  While  pro  rata  sharing  of  water  short- 
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ages  seems  equitable  on  its  face,1  more  considered  judgment 
may  demonstrate  quite  the  contrary.  Certainly  we  should  not 
bind  the  Secretary  to  this  formula.  We  have  held  that  the 
Secretary  is  vested  with  considerable  control  over  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  Colorado  River  waters.  And  neither  the  Project 
Act  nor  the  water  contracts  require  the  use  of  any  particular 
formula  for  apportioning  shortages.  While  the  Secretary 
must  follow  the  standards  set  out  in  the  Act,  he  nevertheless 
is  free  to  choose  among  the  recognized  methods  of  apportion¬ 
ment  or  to  devise  reasonable  methods  of  his  own.  This  choice, 
as  we  see  it,  is  primarily  his,  not  the  Master’s  or  even  ours. 
And  the  Secretary  may  or  may  not  conclude  that  a  pro  rata 
division  is  the  best  solution. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  Secretary’s  decision  may 
have  an  effect  not  only  on  irrigation  uses  but  also  on  other 
important  functions  for  which  Congress  brought  this  great 
project  into  being — flood  control,  improvement  of  naviga¬ 
tion,  regulation  of  flow,  and  generation  and  distribution  of 
electric  power.  Requiring  the  Secretary  to  prorate  shortages 
would  strip  him  of  the  very  power  of  choice  which  we  think 
Congress,  for  reasons  satisfactory  to  it,  vested  in  him  and 
which  we  should  not  impair  or  take  away  from  him.  For  the 
same  reasons  we  cannot  accept  California’s  contention  that  in 
case  of  shortage  each  State’s  share  of  water  should  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  judicial  doctrine  of  equitable  apportionment 
or  by  the  law  of  prior  appropriation.  These  principles,  while 
they  may  provide  some  guidance,  are  not  binding  upon  the 
Secretary  where,  as  here,  Congress,  with  full  power  to  do  so, 
has  provided  that  the  waters  of  a  navigable  stream  shall 
be  harnessed,  conserved,  stored,  and  distributed  through  a 
government  agency  under  a  statutory  scheme. 

None  of  this  is  to  say  that  in  case  of  shortage,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  cannot  adopt  a  method  of  proration  or  that  he  may 
not  lay  stress  upon  priority  of  use,  local  laws  and  customs, 
or  any  other  factors  that  might  be  helpful  in  reaching  an 
informed  judgment  in  harmony  with  the  Act,  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  Basin  States,  and  the  welfare  of  the  Nation.  It 
will  be  time  enough  for  the  courts  to  intervene  when  and  if 
the  Secretary,  in  making  apportionments  or  contracts,  devi¬ 
ates  from  the  standards  Congress  has  set  for  him  to  follow, 
including  his  obligation  to  respect  “present  perfected  rights” 
as  of  the  date  the  Act  was  passed.  At  this  time  the  Secretary 
has  made  no  decision  at  all  based  on  an  actual  or  anticipated 
shortage  of  water,  and  so  there  is  no  action  of  his  in  this 
respect  for  ns  to  review.  Finally,  as  the  Master  pointed  out, 
Congress  still  has  broad  powers  over  this  navigable  inter¬ 
national  stream.  Congress  can  undoubtedly  reduce  or  enlarge 
the  Secretary’s  power  if  it  wishes.  Unless  and  until  it  does, 
we  leave  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary,  where  Con oress  placed 
it,  full  power  to  control,  manage,  and  operate  the  Govern- 


1  Prorntion  of  shortage  Is  the  method  agreed  unon  bv  the  United  States  and  Mexico  to 
adiust  Mexico’s  share  of  Colorado  River  water  should  there  be  Insufficient  water  to  supply 
each  country’s  apportionment. 
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ment’s  Colorado  River  works  and  to  make  contracts  for  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  water  on  such  terms  as  are  not  prohibited 
by  the  Project  Act. 

Under  the  opinion  and  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  Calif  ornia’s 
entitlement  of  4.4  million  acre- feet  per  annum  is  neither  superior  nor 
subordinate  to  Arizona’s  entitlement  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  per  annum 
nor  to  Nevada’s  300,000  acre-feet  per  annum.  The  rights  of  these  States 
are  of  equal  dignity.  Under  the  Supreme  Court’s  opinion  and  decree, 
except  as  Congress  otherwise  directs,  if  and  when  a  shortage  occurs  it 
will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Secretary  to  apportion  that  shortage 
on  the  basis  of  “an  informed  judgment  in  harmony  with  the  act,  the 
best  interests  of  the  basin  States,  and  the  welfare  of  the  Nation.” 

Any  apportionment  made  by  the  Secretary  is  subject  to  applicable 
Federal  law.  Section  2(a)  of  S.  1004  includes  a  directive  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  accord  the  State  of  California  a  4.4  million  acre-feet  priority 
for  27  years  over  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

V.  HISTORY  OF  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  has  a  long  history  with  Arizona’s 
desire  to  use  her  share  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  in  central 
Arizona  dating  back  to  at  least  1918. 

A.  Project  Planning  Reports 

In  1944,  Arizona  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  for  a  $400,000  cooperative  investigation  of  the  means  for 
utilizing  Colorado  River  water  in  the  State.  As  a  result  of  these 
investigations,  a  plan  for  a  Central  Arizona  Project  was  developed 
and  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  report  was  submitted  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  in  December  of  1947. 

The  original  plan  was  updated  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in 
an  appraisal  report,  dated  January  1962,  prepared  for  the  State  of 
Arizona.  The  report  was  further  refined  and  reevaluated  in  a  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  supplement  to  the  1947  report  dated  1963. 

Information  on  the  water  supply,  conveyance,  and  regulation  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  was  extracted  from  earlier  re¬ 
ports  and  presented  in  the  supplemental  information  report,  on  Central 
Arizona  Project,  January  1964,  a  supplement  to  the  Pacific  Southwest 
Water  Plan,  which  was  also  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  in  January  1964.  A  report  entitled  “Summary  Report — Central 
Arizona  Project  with  Federal  Prepayment  Power  Arrangements,  Feb¬ 
ruary  1967”  was  transmitted  to  the  House  and  Senate  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committees  by  the  Secretary  on  March  2, 1967,  to  sup¬ 
plement  his  letter  of  February  15,  1967,  to  the  Vice  President  trans¬ 
mitting  the  administration’s  draft  of  a  proposed  bill. 

The  conceptual  framework  and  principal  objectives  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  have  remained  substantially  unchanged  since  the 
1947  report.  Details  of  the  project  plan,  repayment  and  specific  fea¬ 
tures  have  been  changed,  however,  to  reflect  negotiations  among  the 
States,  legal  decisions,  and  additional  studies  which  have  taken  place. 
The  most  notable  of  the  changes  in  plan  is  that  the  Bridge  Canyon 
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(later  Hualapai)  Dam,  powerplant,  and  associated  silt  retention  dams 
and  power  transmission  facilities,  which  were  included  as  features  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  the  1947  report  were  excluded  from 
the  plan  presented  in  the  1964  supplement.  These  features  had  been 
included  as  a  separate  unit  in  the  Pacific  Southwest  water  plan. 
Assistance  to  irrigation  repayment  which  in  the  1947  report  was  to 
be  provided  from  power  revenues  from  the  dam  was  derived  from 
a  basin  development  fund  in  the  January  1964  supplement.  The  sum¬ 
mary  report  on  February  1967,  proposed  that  the  United  States,  by 
prepayment,  purchase  an  entitlement  to  delivery  of  a  portion  of  the 
electrical  output  of  a  non-Federally  owned  and  constructed  thermal 
powerplant  to  supply  the  pumping  power  requirements  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  The  summary  report  also  includes  a  repayment  pro¬ 
posal  based  upon  water  charges,  an  ad  valorem  tax,  and  project 
revenues. 

B.  Proposed  Legislation 

1.  PRIOR  TO  THE  8STH  CONGRESS 

Congressional  consideration  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  first 
began  in  the  78th  Congress  when  hearings  were  held  on  S.J.  Res.  304. 

Further  hearings  were  held  during  the  79th  Congress  on  bills  to 
authorize  a  project  similar  to  that  now  under  consideration  but  no 
action  was  taken  pursuant  to  the  hearings. 

Bills  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  were  again  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  80th  Congress.  Hearings  on  S.  1175  to  authorize  the 
Bridge  Canyon  project,  later  called  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
were  held  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Lands  in  June  and  July 
of  1947,  but  no  further  action  was  taken.  In  the  81st  Congress  bills 
were  introduced  and  hearings  were  held  in  both  Houses.  The  Senate 
passed  S.  75  in  the  second  session  (Feb.  21,  1950)  but  no  bill  was  re¬ 
ported  by  the  House  committee. 

Bills  were  reintroduced  in  the  82d  Congress.  The  Senate  committee 
reported  a  bill  (again  numbered  S.  75)  without  hearings  (Report  No. 
163)  and  it  passed  the  Senate  in  the  first  session  (June  5,  1951).  The 
House  Interior  Committee  also  held  hearings  in  the  first  session.  On 
April  18,  1951,  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  the  resolution  previously  quoted 
which  led  to  the  Arizona  v.  California  law  suit. 

Further  efforts  toward  legislative  action  were  suspended  pending 
the  outcome  of  the  litigation.  On  June  3,  1963,  the  Supreme  Court 
issued  its  opinion  (373  U.S.  546)  and  on  March  9,  1964,  its  decree 
(376  U.S.  340).  The  opinion  and  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  are 
summarized  elsewhere  in  this  report.  Bills  to  authorize  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  were  again  introduced  in  both  Houses  on  June  4, 
1963,  the  day  following  the  announcement  of  the  Court’s  opinion. 

2.  88TH  CONGRESS 

In  1963,  when  the  Supreme  Court’s  opinion  was  handed  down,  no 
Central  Arizona  Project  bills  were  before  the  Congress.  The  follow¬ 
ing  day,  June  4,  1963,  S.  1658  was  introduced  by  Senator  Hayden. 
Hearings  were  held  on  S.  1658  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation 
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and  Reclamation  on  August  27  and  28  and  October  1  and  2.  The  day 
prior  to  these  hearings,  in  response  to  a  request  made  by  Congressman 
Wayne  Aspinall  in  January  of  1963,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
transmitted  a  first  draft  of  a  Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan.  Because 
the  plan  as  presented  on  August  26  was  in  preliminary  form,  it  was 
impractical  for  the  committee  to  give  full  consideration  to  this  plan 
during  the  1963  hearings. 

A  second  round  of  hearings  was  held  by  the  Senate  subcommittee 
beginning  on  April  9, 1964.  At  that  time,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
presented  to  the  subcommittee  his  final  plan  for  the  development  of 
the  water  resources  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  on  a  broad  regional  basis. 
That  plan  acknowledged  the  feasibility  of  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect.  The  Secretary  further  submitted  a  draft  of  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan.  That  bill  provided  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  entire  Pacific  Southwest,  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Pacific  Southwest  Development  Fund,  and  the  creation 
of  a  Pacific  Southwest  Regional  Water  Commission.  From  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  that  bill  and  S.  1658  as  originally  introduced  by  Senator  Hay¬ 
den,  S.  1658  as  originally  introduced  was  amended  to  incorporate 
many  of  the  principles  contained  in  the  bill  as  proposed  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  The  amended  bill  was  reported  favorably  by  the  sub¬ 
committee  on  July  27,  1964. 

No  hearings  were  held  during  the  88th  Congress  on  the  House  bills  to 
authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  until  after  the  sine  die  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  88th  Congress.  On  November  9,  1964,  field  hearings  were 
held  in  Phoenix  by  the  House  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Subcom- 
mitee.  All  the  pending  bills  expired  with  the  close  of  the  88t,h  Congress. 

3.  89TH  CONGRESS 

During  the  88th  Congress  and  the  subsequent  congressional  recess, 
negotiations  were  in  progress  among  various  interests  in  the  States  of 
the  basin.  Numerous  bills  were  introduced  in  both  Houses  in  the  89th 
Congress  which  reflected  all  or  a  portion  of  the  compromises  and  agree¬ 
ments  resulting  from  these  negotiations,  as  well  as  portions  of  the  re¬ 
gional  development  concepts  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  water  plan  and 
the  earlier  S.  1658. 

No  action  was  taken  by  the  Senate  on  Colorado  River  Basin  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  89th  Congress.  The  continuing  negotiations  were,  however, 
reflected  in  action  by  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs.  The  House  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  held 
hearings  in  August  and  September  of  1965  on  H.R.  4671  and  similar 
bills  to  authorize  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  project.  After  fur¬ 
ther  subcommittee  hearings  in  May  of  1966,  the  House  committee  fa¬ 
vorably  reported  with  numerous  separate  and  dissenting  views,  H.R. 
4671  as  amended  (Rept.  No.  1849,  89th  Cong.,  second  sess.). 

This  bill  was  regional  in  scope  and  raised  a  number  of  issues  of 
national  concern.  The  bill  included  the  authorization  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project;  establishment  of  a  National  Water  Commission; 
provisions  for  augmentation  studies,  including  studies  of  transbasin 
diversions  of  water ;  provision  making  the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation 
a  national  obligation  and  satisfying  the  treaty  requirements  out  of 
water  to  be  imported  from  other  river  basins ;  authorization  of  Huala- 
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pai  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams ;  establishment  of  a  basin  development 
fund ;  provision  of  a  4.4  million  acre-foot  guarantee  to  California  until 
augmentation  could  be  accomplished;  authorization  of  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  and  West  Divide  partici¬ 
pating  projects  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  project ;  and  vari¬ 
ous  other  provisions  reflecting  the  results  of  interstate  negotiations. 
This  bill  was  not  acted  upon  further  in  the  89th  Congress. 

4.  DOTH  CONGRESS 

Immediately  after  the  90th  Congress  convened,  bills  were  once  again 
introduced  in  both  Houses  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
and  versions  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project.  The  bills  varied 
widely.  Some  were  identical  to  or  patterned  closely  after  H.R.  4671 
as  reported  by  the  House  committee  in  the  89th  Congress.  Variations 
reflected  attempts  to  achieve  compromises  on  the  points  of  opposition 
to  earlier  bills,  or  the  dissolution  of  earlier  agreements  and  compro¬ 
mises.  Bills  introduced  in  the  Senate  which  were  similar  to  H.R.  4671 
were  S.  861  (Kuchel),  and  S.  1242  (Allott),  and  S.  1409  (Moss). 

On  Feb.  15,  1967,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  which  incorporated  the  administration’s  recommendation  for 
Federal  prepayment  power  arrangements.  The  administration  bill  was 
introduced  in  the  Senate  as  S.  1013  (Senator  Jackson)  and  similar 
power  prepayment  arrangements  were  included  in  S.  1004  as  intro¬ 
duced  by  Senator  Hayden  (for  himself,  Senator  Fannin,  Cannon, 
and  Jackson). 

Hearings  were  held  before  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Water  and 
Power  Resources  on  bills  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or 
Colorado  River  Basin  projects  on  May  2-5,  1967.  Subsequent  execu¬ 
tive  sessions  before  the  full  committee  were  held  on  June  9,  22,  23,  27, 
28,  and  29. 

On  June  29,  1967,  after  it  was  determined  that  no  further  amend¬ 
ments  would  be  offered  to  the  bill,  the  committee  ordered  S.  1004 
favorably  reported  to  the  Senate.  The  vote  of  the  committee  on  re¬ 
porting  the  bill  was  14  to  3. 

The  committee’s  action  in  favorably  reporting  S.  1004  to  the  Senate 
represents  a  realistic  appreciation  of  the  soundness  of  the  basic  Fed¬ 
eral  power  prepayment  plan  recommended  by  the  Administration  on 
Feb.  15,  1967.  It  also  represents  a  realistic  assessment  of  the  critical 
water  needs  of  central  Arizona  and  the  need  to  go  forward  with  a 
plan  which  is  capable  both  of  doing  the  necessary  job  and  of  winning 
the  support  of  the  Congress,  the  administration,  the  Western  States, 
and  the  Nation. 

S.  1004  differs  from  H.R.  4671  (89th  Cong.)  and  similar  bills  which 
were  introduced  again  in  the  90th  Congress  primarily  on  two 
points:  First,  the  controversial  and  premature  study  provision  which 
authorized  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  studies  of  the  importation  of 
water  from  outside  the  Colorado  River  Basin  has  been  eliminated. 
Second,  authorization  of  the  controversial  Marble  Canyon  and  Huala- 
pai  Dams  has  been  eliminated.  The  committee  feels  that  the  Hualapai 
Dam  site  and  the  importation  questions  require  further  study  before 
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they  can,  consistent  with  the  national  interest,  be  seriously  considered 
for  Congressional  authorization.  The  National  Water  Commission 
would  appear  to  be  the  appropriate  institutional  vehicle  to  offer  an 
objective  and  thorough  evaluation  of  the  policy  implications,  the  al¬ 
ternatives  and  other  factors  related  to  both  of  these  subjects. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  has  been  before  eight  Congresses 
(78th,  79th,  80th,  81st,  82d,  88th,  89th,  and  90th),  first  in  simple 
form;  then  in  vastly  complicated  regional  form,  affecting  some  13 
States,  including  those  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  Texas,  Kansas, 
and  the  States  of  the  Pacific  Northwest ;  and  now,  in  S.  1004,  in  a  form 
which  constitutes  a  first  step  toward  a  broad  approach  to  long-term 
Colorado  River  Basin  waiter  problems. 

VI.  NEED  FOR  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Central  Arizona  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  and  most  arid  regions 
in  the  Nation.  Historically,  development  in  central  Arizona  lagged 
behind  most  regions  in  the  Nation  because  of  its  remoteness  and  its  arid 
climate.  Recently,  however,  population  and  economic  growth  has  ad¬ 
vanced  rapidly,  resulting  in  the  utilization  of  the  area’s  dormant 
wealth  in  agriculture,  mining,  lumbering  and  tourist  attractions. 

The  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  which  central  Arizona  is  a  vital 
part,  produces  more  than  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  vital  agricultural 
products  annually.  The  fact  that  the  Nation  has  this  production  now 
is  highly  important,  but  the  prospect  that  the  Nation  might  not  have 
it  in  the  future  is  alarming.  Many  specialty  crops  such  as  winter  lettuce, 
citrus  fruits,  garden  vegetables,  dates  and  melons  are  produced  in  this 
area.  Virtually  all  of  the  agriculture  depends  on  irrigation. 

A  market  exists  for  more  produce  of  this  kind  than  our  domestic 
Southwest  now  grows.  This  is  seen  in  the  fact  that  the  United  States 
presently  imports  $65  million  worth  of  this  type  farm  produce.  These 
imports  consist  principally  of  winter  vegetables  (melons,  tomatoes, 
peppers,  peas,  and  so  forth)  from  irrigated  areas  south  of  the  Arizona 
and  California  borders. 

Water  is  the  key  element  that  has  made  Arizona’s  economy  strong 
and  its  spectacular  recent  growth  possible.  Without  a  permanent  sup¬ 
ply  of  water,  much  of  this  area  would  revert  to  desert.  This  is  more 
than  a  future  possibility,  as  it  has  already  begun  to  happen  in  some 
areas  of  the  State  where  water  shortages  are  most  .critical. 

The  effects  of  declining  water  supply  are  first  felt  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  sector  of  an  area’s  economy.  Diminished  yields,  greater  depths 
to  ground  water,  lowered  water  quality,  and  higher  costs  are  first  felt 
by  farmers.  Cutbacks  in  irrigation  adversely  affect  local  businesses. 
Local  business  is  the  link  with  regional  and  national  trade,  and  reduc¬ 
tions  are  soon  transmitted  to  other  States  and  other  areas.  If  Arizona  s 
water  problems  are  not  resolved,  repercussions  will  be  manifested  in 
the  reduced  outflow  of  agricultural  products  and  the  reduced  inflow 
of  farm  machinery,  fertilizers,  and  other  farming  inputs. 

Urbanization  is  rapidly  expanding  in  Arizona  and  in  some  areas  is 
resulting  in  the  loss  of  prime  agricultural  land.  This  is  especially  true 
in  central  Arizona,  because  the  major  metropolitan  areas  have  sprung 
from  towns  in  the  irrigated  farming  areas,  and  the  very  economic  base 
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which  underlies  the  growth  and  vitality  of  these  cities  is  being  taken 
over  in  the  population  explosion.  For  example,  the  incorporated  area 
of  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  has  increased  from  17.1  square  miles  to  222.7  square 
miles  during  the  last  14  years.  The  demand  for  more  agricultural  land 
for  industry,  for  business,  for  residences,  for  schools,  parks,  and  recrea¬ 
tion,  will  continue  as  the  agriculture  land  base  declines. 

.  The  committee  feels  that  the  transition  from  an  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  dependent  on  irrigation  to  a  strong,  diversified  industrial  economy 
is  inevitable.  It  is  also  desirable,  because  industrial  and  municipal 
uses  of  water  will,  in  the  long  run,  support  a  larger  and  more  affluent 
population  than  will  predominantly  agricultural  uses  of  water.  And 
this  is  a  very  important  consideration  m  an  area  which  will  probably 
always  have  to  live  within  definite  constraints  on  the  availability  of 
water  supplies.  Basic  changes  such  as  these  in  the  structure  and  fabric 
of  a  region’s  economy  and  way  of  life  do  not  normally  occur  overnight, 
however;  and  when  they  do,  they  are  usually  accompanied  by  tragic 
dislocations  which  disrupt  the  economy  of  the  area,  the  well-being  of 
its  institutions  and  the  security  and  the  aspirations  of  its  people. 

The  committee’s  approval  and  endorsement  of  S.  1004  is  in  part 
based  on  a  recognition  of  the  need  for  a  gradual  transition  toward  a 
predominantly  municipal  and  industrial  use  of  water.  Accordingly, 
water  supplied  under  the  project  is  to  supplement  existing  supplies 
and  no  new  lands  are  to  be  irrigated.  Water  supplied  by  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  will  allow  Arizona  to  utilize  its  share  of  Colorado 
Kiver  water  awarded  and  decreed  by  the  Supreme  Court.  It  will  also 
provide  time  to  diversify  the  economy,  to  plan,  and  to  implement  pro¬ 
cedures  which  will  avoid  the  crises  which  too  often  accompany  a 
region’s  realization  that  economic  growth  must  take  place  within  the 
confines  of  a  limited  water  supply. 

The  outstanding  growth  of  manufacturing  in  the  past  10  years  is 
partially  a  result  of  the  contribution  of  agriculture  which  furnishes 
substantial  quantities  of  the  raw  materials  processed  through  the  fac¬ 
tories.  The  bulk  of  the  growth  in  manufacturing,  however,  has  resulted 
from  expansion  in  products  of  the  communications,  space,  and  aircraft 
industries.  This  trend  should  continue  in  the  future. 


ARIZONA’S  RANK  BY  7  IMPORTANT  INDEXES  OF  GROWTH 


Rank  among 
States 

Percent  gain, 
1953-63 

1 

97 

Growth  of  nonagricultural  employment _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2 

89 

2 

74 

2 

117 

1 

162 

3 

132 

2 

360 

Much  of  the  water  used  in  Arizona  in  the  past  has  come  from  large 
ground  water  basins.  Water  stored  in  these  reservoirs  has  accumu¬ 
lated  over  millions  of  years.  Mining  of  this  ground  water  resource 
(pumping  of  the  ground  water  at  a  rate  faster  than  it  can  be  re¬ 
charged  naturally),  has  largely  supported  the  area’s  growth. 

In  the  desert,  ground  water  recharge  from  precipitation  is  minimal. 
Historically,  the  major  source  of  natural  recharge  came  from  rivers 
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flowing  onto  and  across  the  desert.  Today  this  recharge  is  restricted 
to  exceptionally  wet  water  years  when  the  highly  developed  reser¬ 
voir  systems  fill  and  surplus  water  can  flow  downstream  into  the 
recharge  area.  As  the  streamflow  has  been  diverted  from  natural 
streams  into  canals  and  farmland  the  recharge  from  agriculture  and 
municipal  uses  has  increased.  However,  even  with  this  recharge  the 
current  average  annual  rate  of  ground  water  decline  in  the  area  has 
been  about  10  feet  per  year  with  a  large  portion  of  the  area  experienc¬ 
ing  a  decline  of  as  much  as  20  feet  or  more. 

The  average  water  table  depth  in  1940  was  only  about  70  feet  below 
ground  surface.  By  1964  the  average  had  dropped  to  200  feet  with 
depths  as  great  as  500  feet.  Pump  lifts  associated  with  these  water 
table  levels  vary  from  250  to  600  feet.  Judging  from  the  present  rate 
of  ground  water  withdrawal,  the  average  water  table  can  be  expected 
to  fall  about  300  feet  or  lower  'by  1975;  and  this  fall  in  water  tables 
will  be  accompanied  by  corresponding  increases  in  pumping  lift  from 
wells. 

Water  quality  frequently  becomes  poor  at  greater  depths  because 
of  deep  deposits  of  salts  and  gypsum.  This  poor  quality  water  must 
be  diluted  with  better  quality  water  from  other  sources  to  avoid  salt 
concentrations  which  exceed  the  minimum  agricultural  and  public 
health  standards.  In  fact,  a  great  deal  of  the  water  presently  used 
in  central  Arizona  now  exceeds  these  minimum  standards. 

Because  of  pumping  costs,  poor  water  quality,  and  the  physical 
limitations  imposed  by  the  variable  nature  of  the  underground  stor¬ 
age,  the  entire  volume  of  underground  water  cannot  be  considered 
available  for  use.  The  present  net  rate  of  overdraft  of  about  2  million 
acre-feet  per  year  will  drastically  deplete  this  largely  nonreplenish- 
able  resource  before  adequate  water  is  available  to  bring  supply  and 
demand  in  balance. 

Water  use  in  Arizona  in  the  past  has  been  predominantly  for 
agriculture.  As  late  as  1960  more  than  90  percent  of  the  water  used 
in  central  Arizona  was  used  for  agricultural  purposes.  As  the  urban 
areas  of  Phoenix  and  Tucson  expand,  this  relationship  of  water  use 
is  changing  rapidly.  The  rate  of  change  is  expected  to  accelerate  in 
the  future  as  the  population  continues  to  expand  and  as  industrial 
development  increases. 

Central  Arizona  Project  water  will  be  marketed  through  qualified 
contracting  agencies,  principally  municipalities  and  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts.  The  chief  immediate  result  of  purchases  of  project  water  by 
either  of  these  two  types  of  users  will  be  a  reduction  in  present  over¬ 
drafts  on  the  ground  water,  which  in  turn  will  result  in  prolonged 
availability  of  water  for  all  uses.  The  use  of  project  water  to  satisfy 
the  growing  urban  needs  will  slow  the  pace  of  the  preemption  of 
agricultural  water  which  is  now  taking  place. 

In  brief,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  needed  to — 

1.  Reduce  a  dangerous  overdraft  upon  ground  water  reserves. 

2.  Maintain  as  much  as  possible  of  the  area’s  1,250,000  acres  of 

irrigafed  farm  land.  .  . 

3.  Provide  a  source  of  additional  water  for  municipal  and 
industrial  use  that  will  be  required  during  the  next  30  years. 

The  need  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  was  succinctly  sum¬ 
marized  by  Stewart  Udall,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  during  the 
hearings  in  the  following  language : 
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In  respect  of  the  second  principal  objective  of  our  pro¬ 
posed  program  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  that  of  alleviat¬ 
ing  the  most  immediately  urgent  water  supply  deficiencies, 
the  required  action  at  this  time  in  the  Lower  Basin  remains 
the  authorization  and  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project. 

The  rapidly  lowering  ground  water  levels,  the  agricultural 
lands  going  out  of  production,  the  expanding  population,  the 
mounting  needs  for  municipal  and  industrial  water,  and  the 
prospects  of  economic  stagnation  if  relief  is  not  provided,  all 
urge  strongly  for  the  need  to  go  ahead  with  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project. 

I  think  this  needs  no  further  argument  to  establish  that  it  is 
the  great  and  pressing  need  in  the  basin  at  the  moment. 

The  committee  is  in  accord  that  Arizona’s  needs  for  supplemental 
water  from  the  Colorado  River  are  critical  and  will  become  more  so 
as  time  goes  on.  To  maintain  the  existing  agricultural  economy  and 
supply  the  needs  of  growing  municipal  and  industrial  uses,  it  is 
essential  that  this  program  proceed  without  delay. 
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VII.  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECTS 

A.  Central  Arizona  Project 

Project  facilities  authorized  by  this  bill  will  coordinate  the  use  of 
Colorado  River  water  and  the  local  water  resources  of  the  Gila  River 
Basin  to  provide  water  for  the  rapidly  expanding  metropolitan  areas 
of  Phoenix  and  Tucson,  for  agricultural  areas  presently  dependent 
upon  severely  overdrafted  ground  water  basins,  and  for  other  water- 
deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct 
diversion  or  exchange  of  water.  Additional  purposes  include  flood  con¬ 
trol,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  sediment  retention, 
salinity  control,  power  generation,  and  area  redevelopment. 

1.  PHYSICAL  FEATURES 

The  backbone  facilities  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  are  the  Gran¬ 
ite  Reef,  Salt-Gila,  and  Tucson  aqueducts,  which  will  convey  pumped 
Colorado  River  water  to  the  central  service  zone.  Major  project  fea¬ 
tures  include  (see  map — Fig.  1)  : 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants. 

Salt-Gila  aqueduct  and  pumping  plant. 

Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  (designated  as  McDowell  Dam  and 
Reservoir  in  the  1947  report)  or  suitable  alternative. 

Tucson  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants  (Colorado  River  source) . 

Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  (New  Mexico). 

Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Tucson  aqueduct  (San  Pedro  River  source) . 

Aqueduct  system. 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct. — The  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  will  transport 
water  diverted  from  Lake  Havasu  by  the  Havasu  pumping  plant  about 
200  miles  to  Orme  Dam  located  a  few  miles  northeast  of  Phoenix. 
The  designed  capacity  of  the  concrete-lined  aqueduct  is  3,000  cubic 
feet  per  second.  The  Granite  Reef  aqueduct,  in  addition  to  the  initial 
pumping  plant  at  Lake  Havasu,  will  require  a  series  of  lower 
lift  pumping  plants,  short  tunnels,  and  siphon  crossings  at  major 
drainages. 

Oi^nie  Dam  and  Reservoir. — Located  on  the  Salt  River  just  down¬ 
stream  from  its  junction  with  the  Verde  River,  the  Orme  Dam  will 
be  operated  with  the  present  Salt  River  project  storage  system  as 
well  as  the  aqueduct  system  from  the  Colorado  River.  Sediment-laden 
storm-flows,  originating  on  tributaries  below  Bartlett  and  Stewart 
Mountain  Dams,  will  be  regulated  and  controlled.  Coordinated  with 
operation  of  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct,  it  will  provide  regulatory 
storage  as  needed  for  both  Salt -Verde  flows  and  Granite  Reef  aque¬ 
duct  deliveries.  In  its  multiple-purpose  role  it  will  serve  as  an  after¬ 
bay,  reregulate  releases  from  upstream  reservoirs,  improve  the  Salt 
River  project  operating  conditions  by  removing  sediment,  create  a 
recreational  area  with  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  uses,  and  in  com¬ 
bination  and  coordination  with  the  upstream  reservoirs  and  down¬ 
stream  channelization,  provide  storage  to  meet  the  flood  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Salt  River  through  the  Phoenix  area. 
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Salt-Gila  aqueduct  and  'pumping  plant. — The  1,800-cubic-feet-per 
second-capacity  Salt-Gila  aqueduct  will  receive  water  either  directly 
from  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  or  by  releases  from  Orme  Reservoir. 
A  relatively  low-head  pumping  plant  is  required  to  lift  the  water  into 
the  aqueduct  from  either  source. 

Buttes  Bam  and  Reservoir. — Although  investigated  and  reported 
previously  as  a  separate  facility,  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir  was  in¬ 
cluded  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  the  1947 
report  and  in  the  1964  supplemental  report.  An  earthfill  structure,  the 
Buttes  Dam  will  form  a  reservoir  of  366,000  acre- foot  capacity.  Con¬ 
servation  storage  capacity  will  be  100,000  acre-feet,  and  266,000  acre- 
feet  of  capacity  will  be  used  for  sediment  and  flood  control  purposes. 

Tucson  aqueduct  ( Colorado  source ). — An  aqueduct  to  deliver  100,- 
000  feet  annually  to  the  Tucson  metropolitan  area  will  originate  at 
the  terminus  of  the  Salt-Gila  aqueduct.  This  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  will  be  conveyed  through  a  150-cubic  feet  per  second- 
capacity  pipeline  and  would  be  lifted  920  feet  by  a  series  of  pumping 
plants. 

Charleston  Bam  and  Reservoir. — On  the  San  Pedro  River  between 
Tombstone  and  Fort  Huachuca,  a  concrete  gravity  structure  rising 
158  feet  above  streambed,  with  earthen  wing  dams,  will  create  a  238,- 
000  acre-foot  capacity  reservoir.  Water  conservation  will  be  provided 
through  exchanges.  Recreation,  fish,  and  wildlife  uses,  sediment  deten¬ 
tion,  and  flood  control  benefits  will  also  accrue. 

Tucson  aqueduct  ( San  Pedro  source'). — This  conduit  will  convey 
about  12,000  acre-feet  annually  from  the  Charleston  Reservoir  to 
Tucson  and  vicinity. 

Hooker  Bam  and  Reservoir. — Hooker  Dam  would  be  a  concrete 
gravity  structure  on  the  Upper  Gila  River  above  the  Cliff-Gila  com¬ 
munity  in  New  Mexico.  The  dam  will  be  constructed  to  a  size  adequate 
to  provide  for  new  consumptive  uses  of  18,000  additional  acre  feet  of 
water  annually  by  New  Mexico  as  provided  in  subsections  2(f),  (g) 
and  (h)  of  this  bill.  The  reservoir  will  provide  water  supplies,  fish 
and  wildlife  uses,  recreation,  sediment  detention,  and  flood  control. 

Bistribution  systems. — In  all  areas  an  improvement  in  conveyance 
and  distribution  system  efficiencies  is  essential  to  obtain  optimum  wa¬ 
ter  development  and  use.  Widely  varying  capabilities  and  conditions 
exist  among  the  various  organized  districts  and  unorganized  areas. 
Lining  of  presently  unlined  and  future  conveyance  and  distribution 
systems  is  provided  for  in  current  project  plans. 

The  existing  facilities  of  the  Salt  River  and  San  Carlos  projects, 
the  Maricopa  County  Municipal  Water  Conservation  District,  and 
several  other  districts  are  based  on  integrated  surface  and  ground 
water  supplies.  Rehabilitation  and  lining  of  conveyance  and  distribu¬ 
tion  works  in  progress  by  these  districts  to  improve  their  system 
efficiencies  would  be  completed  under  project  conditions. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  authorization  of  up  to  $100  million  of 
appropriations  for  Federal  financing  of  distribution  systems  for  non- 
Indian  lands  under  the  Distribution  System  Loans  Act  (act  of  July  4, 
1955,  69  Stat.  244)  or  other  appropriate  programs.  This  work  will  be 
accomplished  by  loans  to  project  water  users  under  separate  contracts 
and  the  costs  are  therefore  not  included  in  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
costs  (see  sec.  16  of  the  section-by-section  analysis  for  details). 
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Construction  of  new  irrigation  systems  and  rehabilitation  and  lin¬ 
ing  of  existing  systems  for  the  seven  Indian  reservations  within  the 
project  area  are  included  in  the  project  costs. 

Additional  works. — Growing  and  potential  water  needs  of  the  area 
require  facilities  in  addition  to  those  included  in  the  project  works. 
Existing  facilities  of  other  agencies  which  could  be  operationally  inte¬ 
grated  into  the  Central  Arizona  Project  include  dams,  reservoirs,  and 
irrigation  works  serving  proposed  contracting  agencies  in  the  project 
area. 

The  proposed  channel  improvements  of  the  middle  Gila  River  and 
the  construction  of  Camelsback  Reservoir  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  continuing  soil  and  moisture  conservation  programs  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Soil  Conservation  Service  could  and 
should  be  integrated  or  coordinated  with  the  project.  Natural  channels 
used  for  water  transport  are  basically  canals  and,  when  used  as  part 
of  a  system,  their  efficiency  should  be  commensurate  with  their  use. 

Drainage  and  reuse  facilities. — The  control,  use,  and  disposal  of 
the  return  and  effluent  flows  to  be  made  available  in  the  project  area 
will  require  additional  study  to  properly  evaluate  the  benefits  accruing 
from  reuse  and  the  attendant  costs  of  physical  facilities.  The  cost  of 
such  facilities  woidd  not  affect  economic  and  financial  aspects  of  the 
project  as  presented  in  this  report  because  these  units  would  have  to 
be  justified  by  benefits  over  and  above  those  considered  herein. 

Drainage  facilities  contemplated  as  part  of  the  project  works  are 
open  drains  and  drainage  wells  upstream  from  Gillespie  Dam  on  the 
Gila  River.  Costs  of  these  facilities  are  included  in  the  project  cost. 

Power  generation  and  transmission  arrangements 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  make  prepayment 
arrangements  to  acquire  an  entitlement  to  the  delivery  of  a  portion  of 
the  electrical  output  of  a  large  thermal  generating  powerplant  to  serve 
project  pumping  needs.  The  thermal  plant  would  be  owned,  con¬ 
structed,  and  operated  by  non-Federal  interests  (private  and  public 
utilities  in  the  Southwest) .  The  right  will  also  include  delivery  of  the 
power  on  jointly  shared  transmission  facilities  where  available.  Cur¬ 
rent  studies  indicate  that  approximately  470  megawatts  of  capacity 
will  be  required  on  a  24-hour  per  day  basis  in  connection  with  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  with  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  sized  at 
3,000  cubic  feet  per  second.  As  a  result  of  the  prepayment  arrange¬ 
ments  the  project  will  obtain  power  for  pumping  at  a  low  cost  reflect¬ 
ing  the  economy  of  large  thermal  electric  powerplants;  shared  eco¬ 
nomical,  high-capacity,  extra-high- voltage  transmission  facilities  will 
be  used;  and  the  benefits  of  Federal  financing  will  be  obtained.  (For 
a  detailed  discussion  see  sections  2(b)  (1)  to  2(b)  (2)  of  the  section  - 
by -section  analysis.) 

Water  salvage  measures 

Included  in  the  bill  are  water  salvage  measures  consisting  of  ground 
water  recovery  in  the  Yuma  area  and  phreatophyte  clearing  along 
the  Lower  Colorado  River.  These  undertakings  will  yield  an  estimated 
320,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually  for  use  in  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  which,  particularly  in  years  of  low  water  supply,  will  be 
necessary  to  realize  the  projected  diversion  of  water  to  the  Central 
Arizona  Project. 
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Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge 

Fish  and  wildlife  measures  not  reflected  in  the  costs  of  multipur¬ 
pose  project  structures  incline  national  fish  hatcheries  for  both  warm 
water  fish  and  trout,  the  Cibola  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the  New 
Mexico  State  Fish  Hatchery,  and  a  rough  fish  eradication  program. 

2.  WATER  SUPPLY 

The  water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River  has  been  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  analyses  which  yielded  a  wide  spectrum  of  conclusions.  This  is 
because  Ave  are  here  dealing  with  the  amount  of  Avater  Avhich  will  be 
available  in  a  period  many  decades  in  the  future.  After  review  of 
various  studies,  the  committee  concluded  that  it  Avould  be  conservative 
and  yet  realistic  to  adopt  the  studies  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  is  feasible  under  even  the  most 
conservative  approach  taken  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  the  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  available  Avater. 

Within  the  frameAvork  of  the  legal  limitations  described  elseAvhere 
in  this  report,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  Avater  supply  Avill  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  physical  availability  of  Colorado  River  Avater.  Tavo  gen¬ 
eral  factors  apply  in  the  consideration  of  Avater  availability.  The  first 
is  the  Avide  fluctuation  in  the  natural  floAv  of  the  Colorado  River. 
Computed  annual  virgin  Aoavs  at  Lee  Ferry  since  1896  vary  from  about 
5.6  to  24  million  acre-feet.  Superimposed  upon  this  natural  variation 
is  an  increasing  depletion  due  to  increasing  consumptive  uses  in  the 
Upper  Basin  as  that  basin  develops  uses  for  its  remaining  share  of 
Colorado  River  Avater  as  determined  by  the  Colorado  River  compact. 

The  assumption  of  average  available  flows  upon  which  the  Colorado 
River  compact  Avas  predicated  has  not  been  borne  out  in  recent  decades 
of  record.  Primarily  because  of  this,  in  planning  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  had  to  design  the  project 
to  accommodate  a  fluctuating  and  decreasing  diversion  of  Avater  in 
future  years. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s  studies  underlying  the  analyses  in 
this  report  are  based  upon  a  method  of  operation  of  the  existing  stor¬ 
age  reservoirs  on  the  Colorado  River  Avhich  is  designed  to  maximize, 
Avithin  the  limitations  imposed  by  the  continuous  generation  of  power, 
the  average  annual  yield  over  the  entire  study  period.  As  a  basis  on 
Avhich  to  predict  the  probable  future  fluctuation  of  natural  flows  of 
the  river,  the  actual  recorded  Aoavs  for  the  period  1906  through  1965 
have  been  used.  These  Aoavs  have  been  corrected  for  existing  and  pro¬ 
jected  consumptive  uses  and  modified  in  accordance  Avith  proposed 
reservoir  operations  so  as  to  provide  a  basis  on  which  project  water 
supply  studies  may  be  made. 

The  Bureau’s  studies  are  based  upon  the  assumption  that  a  4.4  pri¬ 
ority  for  California  Avould  be  in  effect  throughout  the  full  50-year 
repayment  period  of  the  project.  S.  1004  provides  that  the  priority 
Avill  expire  27  years  after  the  effective  date  of  the  act  (this  date  Avas 
chosen  because  it  coincides  Avith  the  payout  date  of  the  Metropolitan 
Water  District  aqueduct) .  It  is  not  the  committee’s  intention  to  imply 
any  endorsement  of  the  continuation  of  this  priority.  The  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  studies  Avhich  assumed  a  4.4  priority  in  perpetuity  were 
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originally  prepared  for  analysis  of  previously  proposed  legislation. 
Even  under  this  analysis  the  Central  Arizona  Project  was  demon¬ 
strated  to  be  economically  and  financially  feasible.  The  feasibility  will 
be  improved  by  limiting  the  period  of  the  priority  to  27  years. 

The  committee  feels  that  recent  advances  in  desalination  and 
weather  modification  technology  coupled  with  technological  advances 
that  can  be  expected  in  these  and  other  fields  of  water  resource  manage¬ 
ment  in  the  next  few  years  will  make  it  highly  unlikely  that  it  will 
ever  be  necessary  for  California’s  entitlement  under  the  compact  to 
be  reduced. 

Redistribution  of  existing  supply  can  help  immeasurably  with  the 
water  needs  of  the  lower  basin.  Southern  California,  for  example,  has 
been  supplying  its  existing  needs  from  the  Los  Angeles  and  Owens 
River  in  California  and  existing  groundwater  sources.  In  addition, 
California  has  been  using  over  5  million  acre-feet  annually  from  the 
Colorado  River — although  limited  by  the  California  Limitation  Act 
to  an  aggregate  maximum  of  4.4  million  acre-feet,  per  year. 

In  anticipation  of  the  loss  of  a  small  portion  of  this  surplus  supply, 
when  Arizona  begins  to  use  her  full  entitlement,  California  has  ar¬ 
ranged  for  an  additional  supply  from  the  Owens  River  which  will 
provide  150,000  acre-feet  annually,  plus  2,011,500  acre-feet  annually 
from  the  Feather  River — a  water  importation  project  from  the 
Feather  River  in  northern  California.  Congress  has  recently  author¬ 
ized  a  desalination  plant  to  be  located  near  Long  Beach,  Calif.,  which 
will  produce  150  million  gallons  of  water  per  day,  enough  to  supply 
a  city  of  750,000  people.  In  addition,  the  Eel  River  Flood  Control 
&  Water  Conservation  Association,  representing  the  extreme  northern 
counties  of  California  served  by  the  Eel,  Trinity,  and  Klamath  Rivers, 
has  recommended  that  the  Congress  consider  these  waters  as  the  initial 
source  of  supplemental  water  to  be  developed  to  offset  shortages  in 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin.  The  use  of  these  waters  would  not 
only  supplement  additional  available  sources  already  existing  in 
northern  California  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  lower  basin,  but  would 
serve  as  a  flood  control  measure  for  these  northern  counties  which 
is  desperately  needed. 

Such  a  redistribution  of  existing  supplies  should  more  than  com¬ 
pensate  the  southern  California  area  for  the  next  30  years  or  more 
for  the  loss  of  Arizona’s  share  of  Colorado  River  water — now  being 
used  by  California.  In  addition,  the  entire  Pacific  Ocean  and  the  Gulf 
of  Lower  California  are  potential  sites  for  additional  augmentation 
of  water  supply  by  desalination.  Arizona  unfortunately  is  without 
access  to  such  supplemental  sources  of  supply  and  must  depend  en¬ 
tirely  on  the  Colorado  River  for  relief.  The  committee  therefore  finds 
that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  provide  a  beginning  to  a 
more  equitable  distribution  of  existing  water  supply  and  defer  any 
immediate  need  to  look  at  more  l’emote  regions  for  expensive 
importation  projects. 

Even  this  does  not  exhaust  the  possibilities  for  developing  water 
resources.  Much  has  been  done  by  way  of  weather  modification  to 
increase  precipitation  in  the  form  of  snowfalls  in  the  higher  mountain 
regions  to  furnish  spring  runoffs.  Water  salvage  conservation  and 
reuse  of  existing  supplies  offer  additional  great  opportunities.  Thou- 
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sands  of  acre-feet  of  sewage  effluent  are  being  wasted  today  in  both 
Southern  California  and  Arizona — although  rapid  progress  is  now 
being  made  with  new  and  economical  methods  and  techniques  for  its 
reclamation  and  reuse. 

The  National  Water  Commission  (S.  20  has  been  passed  by  both 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives)  when  established  will 
have  the  responsibility  to  examine  all  existing  and  potential  sources 
of  supply  and  make  recommendations  for  the  most  efficient  use  of 
existing  supplies  and  means  for  augmentation. 

In  addition  to  the  water  supplies  provided  from  the  Colorado  River, 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  develop  additional  water  by  regii- 
lation  of  Gila  River  system  flows.  Operation  of  the  Buttes  Reservoir 
would  contribute  an  additional  38,000  acre-feet  and  the  Charleston 
Reservoir  an  additional  12,000  acre-feet  annually  to  locally  available 
surface  water  supplies. 

Additional  water  would  be  made  available  for  use  in  the  area  by 
reuse  of  percolation,  waste,  and  effluent  flows  originating  from  project 
supplies.  This  secondary  utilization  of  project  water,  however,  is  not 
accounted  for  in  the  physical  plan  nor  is  it  considered  in  the  economic 
or  financial  analyses.  To  account  for  these  secondary  uses  would  fur¬ 
ther  enhance  the  projects  feasibility. 

The  tabulation  which  follows  presents  a  summary  of  the  project 
water  supply  studies  for  the  conditions  considered  representative  in 
the  years  1975,  1990,  2000,  and  2030.  The  initial  year  of  full  project 
operation  is  assumed  to  be  1975,  while  year  2030  is  the  point  at  which 
the  water  supply  available  to  the  lower  basin  would  become  stabilized 
under  the  assumptions  and  projections  adopted  relative  to  upper  basin 
depletions. 

The  committee  feels  that  coordination  of  conservation  and  control 
facilities  involving  surface  and  ground  water  supplies  is  essential  to 
realization  of  the  optimum  benefit  from  the  introduction  of  an  import 
supply  from  the  Colorado  River.  The  construction  of  the  Orme,  Buttes, 
Charleston,  and  Hooker  Dams  and  their  reservoirs  would  provide  op¬ 
erational  and  regulatory  control  of  surface  water  to  make  exchanges 
possible.  The  additional  regulation  obtained  would  facilitate  surface 
and  ground  water  management  and  make  possible  higher  utilization 
efficiencies  in  the  conveyance  and  distribution  system.  Control  of 
stormflows  and  improvement  of  irrigation  practices  could  provide  an 
additional  usable  water  supply. 

Through  this  hydrologic  coordination,  comprehensive  water  con¬ 
servation  would  be  achieved  by  a  combination  of  water  salvage,  river 
channel  improvement,  river  regulation,  and  watershed  soil  and  mois¬ 
ture  programs.  For  maximum  project  benefit,  direct  use  of  Colorado 
River  water  as  a  fluctuating  base  supply  would  be  compatible  with 
present  and  planned  coordinated  surface  and  ground  water  manage¬ 
ment  practices  which  involve  seasonal  variations  in  ground  water 
pumping  and  storage  reservoir  draft. 

This  bill  includes  provisions  for  exchanges  between  New  Mexico 
water  users  on  the  upper  Gila  River  system  and  users  in  Arizona  who 
can  be  physically  supplied  with  Colorado  River  water  from  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  aqueduct  system.  These  provisions  would  have 
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the  effect  of  transferring  to  New  Mexico  a  portion  of  Arizona’s  en¬ 
titlement  of  Colorado  River  water  based  upon  an  agreement  between 
the  States.  The  exchange  would  be  accommodated  through  the  con¬ 
struction  and  the  operation  of  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

The  Secretary  could  require  users  of  Central  Arizona  Project  water 
in  Arizona  to  agree  to  additional  exchanges  to  provide  water  supplies 
to  other  areas  in  the  State  of  Arizona.  These  possibilities  are  under 
study.  Their  accomplishment  would,  however,  require  the  future  au¬ 
thorization  of  additional  facilities. 

Finally,  S.  1004  does  not  contain  authorization  for  either  Hualapai 
or  Marble  Canyon  Dams.  The  bill  reported  by  the  House  Interior 
Committee  in  the  89th  Congress  (H.R.  4671)  would,  on  the  other 
hand,  have  authorized  both  dams.  If  these  dams  are  not  built,  the 
net  water  which  would  have  been  otherwise  lost  to  evaporation  from 
the  reservoirs  behind  the  dams  (estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  to  be  100,000  acre-feet  annually)  would  continue  to  be  available 
for  downstream  uses. 


SUMMARY  OF  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  RESERVOIR  OPERATION  AND  WATER  SUPPLY  STUDIES 
(Averages  for  60-year  period  1906-65,  inclusive,  in  thousands  of  acre-feet] 


Item 

Year  1975 

Year  1990 

Year  2000 

Year  2030 

15, 063 

15,063 

15,063 

15,063 

4, 220 

5,100 

5, 430 

5, 800 

Upper  basin  end-of-year  storage: 

36, 125 

34,476 

33,329 

30,386 

15, 769 

14, 280 

9,186 

6, 888 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,570 

8,770 

8,600 

8, 250 

1,273 

1,193 

1,033 

1,013 

772 

753 

732 

704 

Lake”  Mead: 

11,615 

10,716 

10, 365 

9,967 

898 

872 

835 

853 

653 

269 

148 

158 

10,  064 

9,  575 

9,382 

8,956 

25,900 

25,900 

25,900 

24, 900 

13,370 

13, 000 

11,800 

11,090 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

50 

50 

50 

590 

590 

590 

590 

1,500 

1,500 

1,500 

1,500 

8, 024 

7,535 

7,342 

6,916 

4,762 

4,687 

4,654 

4,564 

100 

150 

200 

300(— ) 

Arizona  1 . . . . - - - - - 

3,162 

2,698 

2,488 

2, 052 

1,020 

1,160 

1,230 

1,230 

Central  Arizona  project: 

Available _ _ _ 

2,142 

1,538 

1,258 

822 

1,955 

1,368 

1,123 

748 

System  losses 2 3 - - 

196 

137 

112 

75 

1,759 

1,231 

1,011 

673 

Supplied  from  Gila  River.  .  _  .  - - - 

50 

50 

50 

50 

1,809 

1,281 

1,061 

3  723 

82 

232 

312 

312 

1,727 

1,049 

749 

411 

1  Figures  represent  California  and  Arizona  entitlements  under  the  decree  in  "Arizona  v.  California  (including  surplus 

in  excess  of  7,500,000  when  available)  and  4.4  priority  for  California.  California  could  use  more,  however,  due  to  Arizona  s 
inability,  through  physical  limitations,  to  use  its  full  share.  .  .  .  , ,  ..  fllll 

2  System  losses  assumed  to  be  10  percent  throughout.  Refinement  of  this  estimate,  particularly  in  years  of  less  than  full 

capacity  aqueduct  operation,  will  be  considered  in  more  detailed  studies.  .  .  , .  '  .  .  _ 

3  Although  the  average  yield  under  year  2,030  condition  would  be  723,000  acre-feet,  the  assured  yield  would  be  less 
than  ]/2  of  this  figure  and  would  be  devoted  to  municipal  and  industrial  use. 
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2.  ECONOMIC  AND  FINANCIAL  ANALYSIS 


The  financial  aspects  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as  authorized 
by  section  2  of  S.  1004,  are  summarized  in  the  following  tabulations. 

As  a  result  of  the  committee’s  action  in  recommending  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  with  power  prepayment  arrangements  construction 
of  the  project  will  cost  only  slightly  over  one-half  the  amount  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  authorized  in  H.R.  4671  (89th  Cong.),  and  similar  bills 
in  the  90th  Congress.  Under  S.  1004,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  costs, 
exclusive  of  non-Indian  distribution  systems  and  possible  works  to 
recapture  return  flows,  total  $768  million.  Under  H.R.  4671,  the  project 
costs  would  have  totaled  $1,395  million  (with  the  same  exclusions). 
See  House  Report  No.  1849,  89th  Congress,  second  session,  to  accom¬ 
pany  H.R.  4671. 

The  difference  in  cost  between  the  two  plans  results  from  the  elim¬ 
ination  of  the  Hualapai  ($529  million)  and  Marble  Canyon  ($239 
million)  Dams.  Instead,  S.  1004  provides  for  power  prepayment  at  a 
cost  of  only  $103  million. 

Project  costs : 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct - 

Salt-Gila  aqueduct - 

Tucson  aqueduct - — 

Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir - 

Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir - 

Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir - 

Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir - 

Drainage  system - 

Power  generation  and  transmission 


Subtotal - 

Indian  distribution  system - 

Water  salvage  and  recovery - 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge 


_ $370,000,000 

_  42,  800,  000 

_  42,  030,  000 

_  38,  418,  000 

_  31,  974,  000 

_  33,  048,  000 

_  28,  797,  000 

_  10,  500, 000 

arrangements _  103,  210,  000 


700,  777,  000 
19,  970,  000 
42, 450,  000 
5,  250,  000 


Total,  project  costs 


768,  447,  000 


Annual  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs : 

Aqueduct  system - 

Power  generation  and  transmission  arrangements— 


1  3,  387,  000 
7,  700,  000 


Subtotal - 

Water  salvage  projects.— - 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge 


11,  087,  000 
1,  000,  000 
490,000 


Total - 

1  O.M.  &  R.  costs  are  exclusive  of  pumping  energy 


_  12,  577,  000 

costs  which  are  internal  to  the  project. 
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Benefit-cost  analusis 


Benefits :  Annual 

Function :  benefits 

Irrigation -  $75,  447,  000 

M.  &  I -  16,853,000 

Commercial  power - - -  5, 075,  000 

Fish  and  willlife -  1,635,000 

Recreation -  583,000 

Flood  control -  780,  000 

Area  redevelopment _  267,  000 


Total -  100,  640,  000 


Costs : 

Total  project  costs _  768,  447, 000 

Interest  during  construction _  50,  465,  000 


Subtotal _  818,912,000 

Less : 

Investigation  costs _  6, 202,  000 

Indian  distribution  system _ , -  19,  970,  000 


Subtotal _  26, 172,  000 


Net  federal  investment 


792,  740,  000 


Annual  equivalent  of  investment  costs  (100  years — 3%  percent 


interest)  _  25,970,000 

Average  annual  O.M.  &  R -  12,  577,  000 

Total,  annual  costs _  38,  547,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio :  Total  benefits,  100  years - 

COST  ALLOCATION 
[100-year  period;  3l/s  percent  interest] 


Purpose 

Project 

cost 

1 nterest 
during 
construction 

Total 

Federal 

investment 

Average 
annual 
O.M.&  R. 

$364, 026, 000 
190,376, 000 
103,210,000 
(53,772, 000) 
(15,585, 000) 
(33,853,000) 
6, 328, 000 
11,133,000 
24,073,000 

2  1,631,000 

$27,173, 000 
12, 561,000 
5,713,000 
(2,976, 000) 
(863, 000) 
(1,874,000) 
925, 000 
810, 000 
1,839,000 

$391,199,000 
202,937,000 
108,923,000 
(56,748,000) 
(16,448,  000) 
(35,727,000) 
7,253,000 
11,943,000 
'  25,912,000 

2  1,631,000 

>  $2, 339, 000 

1  669, 000 
7,700, 000 
(4, 012,000) 
(1,163, 000) 
(2, 525, 000) 
278, 000 
33, 000 
68, 000 

Municipal  and  industrial _  — . 

Irrigation . . . 

Municipal  and  industrial _ 

Commercial.  _  _ 

Fish  and  wildlife . - - - - - . . 

Subtotal - - 

700,777,000 

3  19,970, 000 
42, 450, 000 
5, 250, 000 

49, 021,000 

749,798,000 

11,087,000 

Water  salvage  and  recovery - - 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge - 

1,444, 000 

43, 894, 000 
5, 250, 000 

1,000, 000 
490, 000 

768,447,000 

50, 465, 000 

798,942,000 

12, 577,000 

1  0  M  &  R  costs  are  exclusive  of  pumping  energy  costs  which  are  internal  to  the  project. 

2  Prepaid  from  Colorado  River  Development  Fund.  Remainder  of  investigation  costs  are  allocated  among  project  purposes. 

3  Included  for  authorization  purposes  but  not  considered  in  economic  and  financial  analyses.  Repayment  would  be 
deferred  under  the  provisions  of  the  Leavitt  Act. 
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Repayment  Analysis 

SUMMARY  OF  REIMBURSABLE  AND  NONREIMBURSABLE  COSTS 


Project  cost 

Interest  during 
construction  at 
3.225  percent 

Total  for 
repayment 

Reimbursable: 

$364,026, 000 
190,376, 000 
103,210,000 
(53,772, 000) 
(15, 585, 000) 
(33, 853, 000) 
1,525,000 
294,000 

$364,026,000 
204,801,000 
106, 034, 000 
(53,772,000) 
(16,475,000) 
(35,787,000) 
1,742, 000 
334, 000 

Municipal  and  industrial . . 

$14,425,000 

2,824,000 

Irrigation . . . . . . . . 

Municipal  and  industrial _ ..  .  . . . 

(890, 000) 
(1,934,000) 
217,000 
40, 000 

Commercial . . . . . . . . 

Recreation.  . . . . 

Fish  and  wildlife _ _ _ _ _ 

Total  _ _ _ _ 

659,431,000 

17,  506,000 

676,937,000 

Nonreimbursable: 

Flood  control _ _ _ _ 

11,133, 000 
4, 803,000 
23,779, 000 
19,970,000 
42,450,000 
5,250,000 

11,133,000 

4, 803, 000 
23,779, 000 
19,970,000 
42,450, 000 
5,250,000 

Recreation _ _ 

Fish  and  wildlife...  .  . .  . 

Indian  distribution  system  1 _ _ _ 

Water  salvage  and  recovery _ _ 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

107, 385,000 
1,631,000 

107, 385,000 

Prepaid  investigation  costs 2.  . . . . 

Total  project  cost . . . . . . . . 

768,447,000 

1  Repayment  deferred  under  Leavitt  Act  provisions. 

2  Prepaid  from  Colorado  River  Development  Fund. 


REPAYMENT  OF  REIMBURSABLE  COSTS 


Reimbursable 

costs 

Net  revenues 
available  for 
repayment 

Surplus  or 
deficit 

Irrigation  ..  _ _ _ _ _  _  _ 

$364,026, 000 
204, 801,000 

106, 034, 000 
334, 000 
1,742,000 

$113,272,000 

235,782,000 

703,106, 000 
334, 000 
1,742, 000 

-$250,754,000 

30,981,000 

597,075,000 

Municipal  and  industrial _ _ _ _  _ 

Power  (including  surplus  revenues  from  Hoover,  Parker-Davis,  and 
Intertie) . .  . . . . 

Fish  and  wildlife _  _  .  ..  . . . . 

Recreation..  _  _ _ _  _ 

Total... . . . . . . 

676,937,000 

1,054, 236,000 

377,302,000 

DEVELOPMENT  FUND  BALANCE  i 


Year:  Amount 

2025 . . - . . . . . .  $377,302,000 

2047. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1,186,612,000 

2050 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1,281,921,000 


1  For  a  detailed  discussion  see  sec.  5(a)  of  the  section-by-section  analysis. 


B.  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Projects 

1.  PHYSICAL  FEATURES 

The  five  projects  authorized  by  section  7  of  the  bill  would  become 
participating  projects  of  the  existing  Upper  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Development  Fund  through  an  amendment  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105,  43  U.S.C.  620).  Feasibility 
reports  on  the  individual  projects  have  been  transmitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  printed  as  the  following 
documents : 
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Animas-La  Plata  project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  House  Docu¬ 
ment  436, 89th  Congress,  Second  session. 

Dolores  project,  Colorado,  House  Document  412,  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  Second  session. 

Dallas  Creek  project,  Colorado,  House  Document  433,  89tli 
Congress,  Second  session. 

San  Miguel  project,  Colorado,  House  Document  435,  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  Second  session. 

West  Divide  project,  Colorado,  House  Document  434,  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  Second  session. 

2.  AVATER  SUPPLY  ASSUMPTIONS 

Depletions  of  Colorado  River  Avater  for  the  five  projects  are  shoAvn 
in  the  following  tabulation : 


STREAM  DEPLETIONS,  5  PROJECTS 
| In  acre-feet) 


Project 

Reservoir 

evaporation 

Irrigation 

Municipal  and 
industrial 

Total 

Animas-La  Plata: 

Colorado _ 

2, 500 

73,100 

36,700 

112, 300 

New  Mexico.. - - 

700 

27, 300 

6,100 

34,100 

Subtotal _ 

3,200 

100,400 

42, 800 

146,400 

Dallas  Creek _ 

4,200 

27,500 

5, 300 

37, 000 

8, 500 

75, 800 

3, 000 

87, 300 

6, 300 

52,600 

26, 100 

85, 000 

West  Divide - - - - 

1,700 

48,800 

25, 900 

76,400 

Total _ 

23,900 

305, 100 

103,100 

432, 100 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  hydrologic  assumptions  indicate  that  the 
depletions  associated  Avith  these  projects,  along  Avith  depletions  for 
all  present  and  presently  committed  future  developments,  are  within 
the  available  Colorado  River  allotments  to  the  States  of  Colorado 
and  NeAv  Mexico  under  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  and 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact. 

3.  COSTS,  ECONOMICS  AND  FINANCIAL  ANALYSIS 

The  project  costs  and  allocations  are  as  folloAvs : 

Costs  of  projects : 

Animas-La  Plata - 

Dolores  - 

Dallas  Creek - 

West  Divide - 

San  Miguel - — 


$361, 438,  000 
2,  235,  000 

$359,  203,  000 

Authorized  appropriation  ceiling! - $360, 000,  000 

1  Colorado  River  Development  Fund. 


Total 

Less  investigation  costs  paid  from  CRDF 1 


$109,  493,  000 
46,  643,  000 
37,  687,  000 
99,  800,  000 
67,  815,  000 
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ALLOCATIONS 


|!n  thousands  of  dollars] 


Animas- 
La  Plata 

Dolores 

Dallas 

Creek 

West 

Divide 

San 

Miguel 

Total 

Irrigation... . 

Municipal  and  industrial  water  supply - 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife... . 

78,971 
27,848 
2, 674 

38, 578 
1,993 
4,907 
474 
184 
507 

26,881 

4, 620 
5,102 
228 

68, 328 
28, 140 
3,016 
316 

51, 020 
11,415 
4,198 
1,182 

263,778 

74,016 

19,897 

2,200 

184 

1,363 

856 

Total _ _ _ 

109,493 

46, 643 

37,687 

99, 800 

67,815 

361,438 

Repayment  of  the  costs  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  units  and 
irrigation  repayment  assistance  necessary  for  all  currently  authorized 
participating  projects  and  the  five  projects  included  in  this  bill  can 
be  accomplished  within  the  time  prescribed  by  law,  based  upon  esti¬ 
mates  of  water  supply  and  upper  basin  depletions  consistent  with 
those  used  in  the  Central  Arizona  Project  analyses. 

Based  on  these  schedules,  costs  of  the  storage  units  allocated  to 
power  would  be  repaid  in  36  years  and  those  allocated  to  irrigation 
and  repayable  from  power  and  M.  &  I.  revenues  in  4  additional  years. 
At  the  critical  point  in  repayment  of  participating  project  irrigation 
costs,  the  surplus  power  and  M.  &  I.  revenues  in  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  will  exceed  the  required  irrigation  assistance.  The 
amount  required  at  the  critical  period  would  actually  be  available 
about  10  years  earlier  than  necessary,  providing  a  reasonable  margin 
for  the  assumptions  involved. 

The  apportioned  revenues  estimated  to  be  available  from  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  for  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New 
Mexico  where  all  of  these  projects  are  located  are  as  follows : 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Colorado 

New  Mexico 

442,444 

54,648 

44, 502 
30,353 
21,190 
51,345 
45, 068 

247,106 

195,338 

165, 571 
47, 647 

14,527 

Repayment  assistance  required  authorized  project - - 

Project  in  S.  1004: 

62,174 

103,397 

Uncommitted  apportioned  revenue’s  (year  2049) - - - - - - - 

VIII.  SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

Section  1 

This  section  provides  that  this  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Central 
Arizona  Project  Act.” 

Section  2(a) 

Section  2(a)  sets  forth  the  purposes  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
and  describes  the  principal  works.  They  are  set  out  in  detail  in  section 
VII  (A)  of  this  report. 
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Section  2(a)  (1)  specifies  that  the  project  water  pumping  and  deliv¬ 
ery  system  for  carrying  Colorado  River  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to 
Orme  Dam  shall  have  a  capacity  of  not  less  than  3,000  cubic  feet  pei 
second  (c.f.s.).  (This  is  the  Granite  Reef  portion  of  the  project  aque¬ 
duct  and  pumping  plants  system.) 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  data  indicate  an  improved  benefit-cost  ratio 
for  the  project  as  aqueduct  capacity  is  increased  from  the  originally 
planned  1,800  c.f.s.  to  at  least  3,800  c.f.s.  The  committee  chose  a  3,000 
c.f.s.  capacity  as  a  compromise  between  maximum  benefit  and  increased 
cost. 

Bureau  hydrology  indicates  that  even  under  conditions  of  ultimate 
development  on  the  river  there  will  be  recurrent  periods  of  high  flowT 
resulting  in  periodic  spills  from  Lake  Mead.  The  capacity  of  the  Gran¬ 
ite  Reef  aqueduct  will  permit  Arizona  to  utilize  more  of  its  share  of 
such  spillage. 

While  the  amount  of  water  made  available  by  increasing  the  size 
of  the  aqueduct  depends  upon  the  criteria  used  in  analyzing  the  hy¬ 
drology,  it  is  reasonable  to  anticipate  that  over  the  50-year  payout 
period,  water  made  available  by  a  3,000  c.f.s.  aqueduct  would  average 
about  125,000  acre-feet,  annually  more  than  that  made  available  by  a 
2,500  c.f.s.  aqueduct. 

The  difference  in  cost  between  a  2,500  c.f.s.  aqueduct  and  a  3,000  c.f.s. 
is  on  the  order  of  $50  million  if  done  at  the  time  of  initial  construction. 
The  cost  of  enlarging  the  capacity  of  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  fol¬ 
lowing  construction  would  be  extremely  high  and  it  would  probably, 
as  a  practical  matter,  be  necessary  to  construct  paralleling  facilities 
to  provide  increased  capacity. 

Fluctuating  aqueduct  water  deliveries  can  be  utilized  in  central 
Arizona  without  waste  because  of  the  existing  and  proposed  regulating 
reservoirs  and  ground  water  pumping  facilities  which  can  be  operated 
in  relationship  to  the  availability  of  aqueduct  deliveries  from  the 
Colorado  River  at  any  given  time. 

Section  2(a)  also  grants  a  water  priority  as  against  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  to  the  State  of  California  for  a  period  of  27  years  for 
any  year  in  which  there  is  insufficient  mainstream  water  to  satisfy  the 
consumptive  uses  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  for  Arizona,  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  for  California,  and  0.3  million  acre-feet  for  Nevada,  or  a  total  of 
7.5  million  acre-feet,  which  is  the  entitlement  of  the  lower  basin.  In  any 
year  during  the  next  27  years  in  which  less  than  7.5  million  acre-feet 
is  available,  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so  lim¬ 
ited  as  to  assure  the  availability  to  California  of  4.4  million  acre-feet. 
This  priority  was  not  contained  in  S.  1004  as  introduced.  Nevada’s 
entitlement  is  not  affected  by  according  this  priority  to  California. 

It  is  the  position  of  the  committee  that  under  the  terms  of  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act  and  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  inter¬ 
preting  it,  and  the  decree  of  that  Court  in  Arizona  v.  California ,  Cali¬ 
fornia  does  not  have  the  right  to  such  a  priority  as  a  matter  of  law. 
Senators  Hayden  and  Fannin,  when  they  offered  the  amendment  add¬ 
ing  the  California  priority  to  the  bill  indicated  they  did  so  as  an  act  of 
grace  and  comity.  The  committee  adopted  the  amendment  without  in 
any  way  intending  to  affect,  abridge,  or  impair  the  rights  of  the  Lower 
Basin  States  under  existing  law,  except  to  the  extent  of  the  amendment. 
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The  period  of  27  years  was  selected  to  coincide  with  the  repayment 
period  of  the  original  bonds  issued  for  the  construction  of  the  aque¬ 
duct  from  the  Colorado  River  to  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  by  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Water  District  of  Southern  California.  Final  redemption  of 
these  bonds  according  to  their  terms,  will  occur  in  1994.1  The  amend¬ 
ment  was  offered  in  the  spirit  of  attempting  to  allay  the  concern  ex¬ 
pressed  by  some  California  representatives  that  the  construction  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  would  place  in  jeopardy  the  financial  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  bonds,  and  as  a  matter  of 
comity  to  attempt  to  resolve  any  conflict  with  a  sister  State. 

Section  2(b)  (1) 

This  subsection  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  obtain  project  pumping 
power  requirements  from  non-Federal  entities  who  will  own,  construct, 
and  operate  a  modern  thermal  plant. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  made  a  detailed  study  during  the 
fall  of  1966  of  alternative  sources  and  arrangements  to  provide  pump¬ 
ing  power  for  the  needs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  These  alter¬ 
natives  ranged  from  the  construction  of  dams  and  hydroelectric  plants 
on  the  river  as  proposed  in  some  bills,  to  the  purchase  of  power  from 
private  and  public  utilities  on  the  open  market. 

The  Department  recommendations,  based  on  these  studies,  were  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  draft  of  proposed  legislation  sent  to  the  Congress  on 
February  15,  1967.  This  legislation  was  introduced  as  S.  1013  at  the 
request  of  the  administration. 

S.  1004,  like  the  administration’s  bill,  S.  1013,  provides  that  the  re¬ 
quired  pumping  power  will  be  supplied  by  purchasing  a  portion  of  the 
capacity  of  a  large  steam  electric  generating  plant  constructed,  owned 
and  operated  by  non-Federal  utilities  (private  and  public  utilities  in 
the  Southwest).  (See  the  letter  of  Mr.  Walter  Lucking,  page  144  of 
the  Senate  hearings  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  May  2-5,  1967.) 
The  power  required  to  operate  the  project  pumps  on  a  24-hour-per-day 
basis  is  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  as  the  output  from 
470  megawatts  of  generating  capacity. 

In  making  the  power  available  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the 
Bureau  would  charge  the  project  a  sufficient  price  to  repay  to  the 
Treasury  the  full  amount  of  the  capital  advanced  over  the  life  of  the 
plant  along  with  the  annual  operating  costs,  and  to  create  a  sinking 
fund  for  replacement  of  plant  components  at  the  end  of  their 
useful  life.  In  accord  with  reclamation  law,  capital  costs  associated 
with  pumping  power  used  for  municipal  and  industrial  purposes 
would  be  repaid  with  interest  at  the  same  interest  rate  which  is  cus¬ 
tomarily  charged  if  municipal  and  industrial  pumping  power  is  pro¬ 
duced  by  hydroelectric  generating  plants. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  cost  for  power  delivered  at  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  pumping  plants  will  be  3  mills  per  kilowatt  hour  for 
pumping  irrigation  water,  and  5  mills  per  kilowatt  hour  for  pumping 
municipal  and  industrial  water.  These  power  rates  are  low  enough  that 
construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  will  be  financed  primarily 
by  water  charges  paid  by  the  water  users.  ( See  discussion  under  analy¬ 
sis  of  section  5(a).) 

1  See  letter  of  R.  A.  Skinner,  general  manager  and  chief  engineer,  metropolitan  water 
district,  p.  546,  Central  Arizona  Project  hearings,  before  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,  April  1964. 
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The  Department  of  the  Interior’s  summary  report  on  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  with  Federal  prepayment  power  arrangements,  Feb¬ 
ruary  1967  (pp.  13  and  14)  describes  the  arrangements  by  which  power 
obtained  under  this  bill  will  be  managed : 

In  the  analyses  for  this  report,  it  was  assumed  that  a  power 
banking  arrangement  with  utilities  in  the  area  would  be  estab¬ 
lished.  Surplus  power  and  energy  when  available  would  be 
put  into  the  bank  to  be  withdrawn  later  to  accomodate  fluc¬ 
tuating  project  pumping  requirements.  The  ratio  between 
amounts  of  deposit  and  withdrawal  would  be  adjusted  for 
losses  between  the  banking  utilities’  systems  and  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  pumping  plants  as  well  as  providing  a  small 
incentive  to  the  utilities. 

The  power  and  energy  available  for  comercial  sale  each 
year  was  assumed  to  be  the  Government’s  entitlement  to  total 
generation  less  the  Central  Arizona  Project  pumping  require¬ 
ment,  transmission  losses,  and  reserve  for  the  capacity  sold 
comercially,  and  it  was  adjusted  for  the  power  banking  serv¬ 
ice  described  above.  Based  on  water  supply  projections,  prac¬ 
tically  the  entire  Federal  share  of  the  thermal  plant  output 
will  be  required  for  project  pumping  purposes  through  the 
year  1990.  A  small  increment  of  commercial  power  sales 
would  be  anticipated  during  this  period  because  of  the  smaller 
amount  of  reserve  capacity  that  would  be  maintained  in  the 
early  years  *  *  *. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  steam  plant  might  be  located  in  north¬ 
ern  Arizona,  possibly  near  Page,  and  adjacent  to  Lake  Powell.  How¬ 
ever,  a  careful  engineering  study  may  dictate  other  sites  in  the  State 
of  Arizona  as  being  preferable.  The  committee  expects  the  plant  to 
be  located  at  the  most  feasible  site.  It  has  been  contemplated  that  the 
plant  would  burn  coal  obtained  from  the  Black  Mesa  fields  of  the 
Navajo-Hopi  Indian  Reservations  in  northern  Arizona,  and  the  water 
used  for  the  plant  would  be  obtained  from  the  drainage  area  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry — but,  there  too,  these  assump¬ 
tions  should  not  in  any  way  limit  working  out  the  most  efficient  way  of 
constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  this  plant.  Water  for  the 
plant — if  diverted  above  Lee  Ferry — would  be  a  charge  against  the 
50,000  acre-feet  per  year  entitlement  which  Arizona  has  as  a  State  of 
the  Upper  Basin  under  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact, 
whether  or  not  the  plant  is  located  in  the  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado 
River  system  above  Lee  Ferry. 

The  committee  directs  the  Secretary  to  make  adequate  contractual 
provisions  to  secure  performance  of  the  prepaid  power  arrangements. 

Although  the  language  of  section  2(b)  (1)  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  enter  into  a  contract  whereby  the  Secretary  would  “make  the  Fed¬ 
eral  portion  of  such  cost  available  to  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,”  it  is  not  intended  to  limit  the  Secretary  in  all 
instances  to  cash  or  money  advances.  It  is  believed  that  in  some  in¬ 
stances  savings  of  State  and  local  taxes  may  be  achieved  by  the  United 
States,  itself,  purchasing  equipment  and  facilities  for  the  plant  or  pro¬ 
viding  services  in  connection  with  construction  of  the  plant,  with  ap- 


44 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


propriate  credit  being  given  to  the  United  States  by  the  non-Federal 
owners  of  the  plant.  In  other  words,  the  same  concept  which  applies 
to  appropriate  credits  being  given  for  interest  in  Federal  lands — Sec¬ 
tion  2(b)  (l)'(iii)  should  also  apply  to  equipment,  facilities,  or  serv¬ 
ices  provided  by  the  United  States — and  the  committee  expects  the 
Secretary  to  incorporate  appropriate  language  in  this  respect  in  his 
contract  with  the  non-Federal  utilities. 

Section 2(b) 

This  subsection  provides  that  the  Federal  Government  will  pay  not 
more  than  its  share  of  the  costs  of  the  powerplant  and  facilities  under 
the  power  prepayment  arrangements.  The  Federal  Government’s  share 
of  the  capacity  of  the  thermal  powerplant  shall  not  exceed  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  use  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  total  capacity  of  the  thermal  plant.  For  example,  under 
the  bill,  if  the  United  States  will  require  approximately  470  megawatts 
of  power,  the  Federal  Government’s  share  of  the  capacity  of  a  2,000- 
megawatt  thermal  plant  would  be  470/2,000  or  2Sy2  percent.  The  pre¬ 
payment  by  the  United  States  for  project  power  would  be  computed 
as  no  more  than  23i/>  percent  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  thermal 
powerplant. 

The  United  States  will  not  pay  to  the  owners  of  the  thermal  plant 
any  interest  on  money  used  in  its  construction.  The  reason,  of  course, 
is  that  the  Federal  Government  will  be  advancing  money  under  the 
prepayment  arrangement  for  purchase  of  the  required  electrical  power 
during  the  construction  period  in  installments  designed  to  facilitate 
a  timely  construction  schedule.  The  cash  advances  will  be  charged  to 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  project  costs  and  repaid  to  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  reclamation  law. 

The  Secretary  is  not  to  make  any  funds  available  other  than  those 
which  are  necessary  for  preconstruction  activities,  until  he  determines 
that  adequate  contractual  arrangements  covering  water  and  fuel  sup¬ 
plies  are  in  effect.  It  is  anticipated  that  in  addition  to  the  express  safe¬ 
guards  in  the  legislation  which  are  designed  to  protect  the  Federal  in¬ 
vestment,  there  will  also  be  contractual  safeguards  to  insure  (1)  a 
dependable  supply  of  pumping  power  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
(2)  performance  of  the  agreements  which  will  be  entered  into  by  the 
Department,  and  (3)  protection  of  the  environmental  quality  of  the 
area. 

The  Secretary  is  expected  to  require  of  the  non-Federal  interests 
which  construct  and  operate  the  thermal  plant,  adequate  measures  to 
control  waste  water,  waste  materials,  sewage,  and  other  forms  of  pollu¬ 
tion  resulting  from  the  operation  of  the  thermal  plant.  Every  effort 
should  be  made  to  insure  that  there  will  be  no  significant  pollution  of 
the  waters  of  the  basin. 

The  Secretary  is  also  to  require  that  measures  are  adopted  by  the  non- 
Federal  owners  and  operators  of  the  thermal  plant  to  insure  that 
smoke,  fly  ash,  and  dust  from  stack  emissions  will  meet  approved  health 
and  esthetic  standards. 

Construction  of  a  coal-fired  thermal  plant  may  necessitate  the  open¬ 
ing  of  a  large  strip  mine.  If  so  the  Secretary  should  require  that  ar¬ 
rangements  are  made  for  appropriate  reclamation  and  restoration  of 
these  lands  after  they  have  been  mined. 
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With  respect  to  water  and  air  pollution  and  strip  mine  reclamation, 
the  Secretary  should  endeavor  to  see  that  all  applicable  Federal  laws 
and  standards  are  strictly  complied  with.  He  should  also  reserve  the 
right  to  make  periodic  inspections  to  insure  that  the  appropriate  stand¬ 
ards  are  being  met.  Provision  should  be  made  for  periodic  review  and 
implementation  of  technological  advances  in  quality  control  equip¬ 
ment. 

Section  3(b)  (1)  ( ii ) 

This  subsection  provides  that  the  annual  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs  of  the  thermal  powerplant  will  be  apportioned  between 
the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an  equitable  basis, 
taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  connection  with  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  construction  costs  made  under  subsection  2(b)  (1)  (i).  This 
language  provides  the  Department  with  sufficient  flexibility  in  con¬ 
tract  negotiations  to  see  that  the  United  States  will  be  given  appro¬ 
priate  credit  toward  its  share  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  costs 
in  the  event  that  some  of  these  costs  are  paid  for  in  the  form  of  services, 
personal  property,  or  any  other  valuable  consideration. 

The  United  States  would  not  bear  depreciation  costs  of  any  of  the 
initial  construction  costs  of  the  thermal  powerplant,  switchyard,  and 
transmission  lines  built  under  subsection  2(b)  (1)  (i).  The  reason,  of 
course,  is  that  the  United  States  will  have  already  paid  for  the  project 
pumping  power  requirements  by  prepayment  and  will  make  its  own 
arrangements  to  recover  this  investment. 

With  respect  to  replacements  for  components  with  relatively  short 
service  life  after  the  thermal  plant  goes  into  operation,  the  United 
States  has  the  option  of  either  (1)  paying  a  portion  of  the  capital 
costs  of  any  necessary  replacements,  in  which  event  it  would  not 
share  in  depreciation  costs,  or  (2)  paying  a  portion  of  the  deprecia¬ 
tion  costs  on  any  replacement  items  which  are  entirely  financed  by  the 
non-Federal  interests. 

The  plant  replacement  costs  which  would  occur  at  the  end  of  the 
useful  life  of  the  thermal  power  plant,  however,  will  be  paid  in  the 
form  of  a  capital  prepayment,  the  same  as  the  initial  prepayment.  A 
replacement  reserve  for  this  purpose  will  be  accumulated  within  the 
development  fund  by  retention  of  an  appropriate  annual  portion  of 
the  revenues  from  pumping  and  commercial  power. 

Section  3(b)  (1)  (Hi) 

This  subsection  provides  that  if  the  thermal  power  plant  and  ap¬ 
purtenances  are  located  on  Federal  lands,  the  United  States  will  be 
granted  due  credit  for  the  value  of  the  land  in  determining  the  pro¬ 
rata  share  of  payments  to  be  made  by  the  participants  in  the  thermal 
plant.  This  section  also  applies  to  switchyards  and  transmission  lines. 

Section  3(b)(1)  (iv) 

This  subsection  insures  that  the  U.S.  portion  of  the  costs  of  purchas¬ 
ing  capacity  in  the  thermal  power  plant,  switchyards,  and  transmis¬ 
sion  lines  will  not  include  any  interest,  interest  during  construction, 
financing  charges,  or  franchise  fees,  which  would  be  applicable  to  the 
non-Federal  constructors  of  the  plant.  The  United  States  will  provide 
its  own  funds  from  its  own  sources  and  therefore  will  pay  its  own  fi- 
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nancing  and  interest  costs.  The  United  States  is  not  required  to  obtain 
a  franchise  to  supply  power  for  project  pumping  and  the  payment  of 
franchise  fees  to  municipalities  or  regulatory  bodies  through  the  non- 
Federal  owners  and  operators  would  not  therefore  be  appropriate. 

The  committee  deleted  language  stating  that  the  costs  to  be  borne 
by  the  U.S.  shall  not  include— “taxes  (except  for  social  security  and 
other  payroll  taxes)  including  but  not  limited  to  real  or  personal 
property  taxes,  gross  or  net  income  taxes,  and  sales,  use,  and  transac¬ 
tion  taxes”  from  the  adopted  amendment  to  this  section.  It  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  that  in  contract  negotiations  the  Secretary 
should  act  to  insure,  insofar  as  is  practicable,  that  the  United  States 
will  not  bear  such  costs.  The  language,  however,  was  thought  to  be 
unduly  restrictive  in  that  it  is  possible  that  the  non-Federal  entities 
constructing  the  powerplant  may  be  inescapably  subject  to  such  costs 
(for  example  sales  taxes  imposed  by  noninterested  States  in  which 
equipment  is  purchased) .  A  portion  of  these  costs  may  equitably  be  a 
part  of  the  F ederal  costs. 

Section 2 (b)  (2) 

This  subsection  requires  the  thermal  power  plant  to  be  located  in 
the  State  of  Arizona  and  makes  clear  that,  if  the  plant  is  served  by 
upper  basin  water  the  consumptive  use  of  that  water  shall  be  a  charge 
against  Arizona’s  50,000  acre-feet  per  year  entitlement  under  the  terms 
of  article  III  (a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63 
Stat.  31) .  Use  of  this  water  shall  not  be  construed  to  increase  Arizona’s 
entitlement  to  water  under  that  compact. 

Section  2(c) 

Subsection  2(c)  establishes  the  conditions  for  the  delivery  and  use 
of  Central  Arizona  Project  water.  Project  Avater  can  be  used  for  ir¬ 
rigation  of  only  those  lands  which  the  Secretary  of  Interior  finds  to 
have  a  “recent  irrigation  history.”  Colorado  River  Avater  delivered 
into  central  Arizona  is  intended  only  to  supplement  the  existing  sup¬ 
plies  which  are  inadequate  for  sustained  uses  at  the  present  rates  of 
use.  A  primary  purpose  is  to  reduce  the  annual  overdraft  upon  the 
limited  ground  water  reserves.  It  Avould  be  inconsistent  with  this  es¬ 
sential  purpose  to  permit  delivery  of  project  water  for  irrigation  of 
lands  that  have  not  previously  been  irrigated. 

The  committee  considered  and  rejected  a  proposal  to  place  an  ar¬ 
bitrary  time  limit  of  4  years  to  guide  the  Secretary  in  determining 
which  lands  have  a  “recent  irrigation  history.”  Such  a  time  limit  is 
unrealistic  because  it  is  not  presently  known  what  particular  areas  the 
project  will  service.  In  addition,  there  may  be  cases  which  will  require 
discretion  and  sound  judgement.  An  arbitrary  time  limit  Avould  re¬ 
strict  the  Secretary  in  arriving  at  proper  determinations. 

Indian  lands  and  national  wildlife  refuges  are  excepted  from  this 
condition,  and  if  the  Secretary  approves,  the  exception  may  also  apply 
to  Avildlife  management  areas  administered  by  the  State. 

Section  2(d)  (1) 

This  subsection  provides  the  Secretary  with  the  authority,  in  the 
event  that  he  determines  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  facilities,  to  require  that  project  water  be 
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supplied  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which  have 
power  to  levy  assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within 
their  boundaries.  Organizations  such  as  these  are  commonly  known 
as  conservancy  districts  and  are  sometimes  used  as  a  means  of  levying 
ad  valorem  taxes  on  all  taxable  real  property  within  the  project 

S0TV1C6  tlFGclS. 

With  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  to  S.  1004,  providing  for  a 
substantial  basin  development  fund  (sec.  5),  it  appears  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  contemplated  ad  valorem  tax  will  be  unnecessary  and 
that  this  authority  will  not  have  to  be  exercised.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  committee  that  the  Secretary  is  to  require  the  use  of  an  ad  valorem 
tax  only  if  such  a  tax  is  found  to  be  necessary  to  provide  revenues 
to  accomplish  the  repayment  of  the  project.  Any  other  advantages 
which  the  Secretary  may  find  in  requiring  the  application  of  the  tax 
are  not  considered  to  be  sufficient  grounds. 

In  view  of  the  provision  for  a  development  fund  to  assist  in  repay¬ 
ment  of  irrigation  costs  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  the 
need  for  an  ad  valorem  tax  is  very  remote.  The  committee  has  con¬ 
cluded,  however,  that  this  provision  should  nevertheless  be  retained 
in  the  bill  for  use  under  unforeseen  circumstances  which  could  develop 
at  some  future  time.  This  will  provide  an  added  guarantee  that  the 
project  costs  will  be  repaid.  . 

The  provisions  of  this  subsection,  should  they  be  exercised,  would 
not  apply  to  the  costs  of  suppling  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use 
within  the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

Section  2(d)(2) 

This  subsection  provides  that  section  9(d)  and  9(e)  contracts 
which  are  made  pursuant  to  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939 
shall  be  made  for  a  period  of  50  years.  It  also  provides  that  water 
made  available  under  such  contracts  for  irrigation  purposes  may, 
if  no  longer  needed  for  that  purpose,  be  made  available  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  municipal  and  industrial  purposes. 

Section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  provides  for 
the  execution  of  repayment  contracts  and  requires  that  such  contracts 
be  made  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  delivery  of  water. 

Section  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  provides  for 
the  execution  of  contracts  for  delivery  of  water  in  lieu  of  contracts 
for  repayment.  .  . 

The  provision  for  conversion  of  irrigation  water  supply  to  municipal 
and  industrial  uses  was  included  so  that  it  would  be  possible  to 
progressively  increase  the  amount  of  water  available  for  municipal 
and  industrial  supply  as  the  needs  for  these  uses  increase.  In  some 
instances  municipalities  may  be  expected  to  grow  into  areas  which 
are  now  irrigated.  In  those  cases  the  irrigation  users  would  no  longer 
require  the  water  for  irrigation  purposes  and  the  Secretary  could 
contract  with  the  municipalities  for  the  use  of  the  water. 

Section  2(d)(3) 

This  subsection  provides  that  contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supplies  may  be  made  notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939.  This  sentence  provides  that  municipal  contracts  may  not  be  made 
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unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  such  contracts  will  not  im¬ 
pair  the  efficiency  of  the  project  for  irrigation  use.  The  committee  does 
not  desire  to  relegate  municipal  and  industrial  use  to  a  secondary 
preference,  and  it  is  for  that  purpose  that  section  2(d)  (3)  was  inserted. 

This  provision  is  in  accord  with  the  practice  in  recent  years  of  mak¬ 
ing  an  exception  to  the  “irrigation  preference”  established  under  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act. 

Section  £(e) 

This  section  provides  that  each  water  and  repayment  contract 
entered  into  by  the  Secretary  with  water  users  shall  contain  various 
safeguards  for  water  conservation  and  use. 

First,  there  must  be  measures  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation 
from  ground  water  aquifers  which  have  been  improved  by  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  Colorado  River  water.  In  other  words,  owners  of  land  not 
within  the  project  service  area  but  adjacent  to  it  should  not  receive 
a  “windfall”  from  the  improved  ground  water  conditions. 

Second,  the  contracts  shall  require  that  all  contractors  provide  lined 
canals  and  laterals  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  to  pre¬ 
vent  excessive  conveyance  losses. 

Third,  the  language  of  the  contracts  shall  provide  that  “neither  the 
contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to  pump 
ground  water  from  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  service  area 
of  a  contractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for 
any  use  outside  said  contractor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary  and 
such  contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required.” 

This  is  similar  in  some  respects  to  the  first  item  mentioned.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  more  specific  and  is  intended  to  prohibit  pumping  from  im¬ 
proved  ground  water  conditions  which  result  either  from  seepage  of 
Central  Arizona  Project  water  into  the  underground  acquifers  or 
which  result  from  the  shutting  down  of  deep  well  agriculture  pumps 
for  substantial  periods  of  time  and  using  Central  Arizona  Project 
water  as  replacement  for  ground  water.  This  subsection  provides  that 
one  contractor  for  Central  Arizona  Project  will  not  be  permitted  to 
pump  ground  water  from  within  the  boundaries  of  the  service  area 
of  another  contractor  and  thus  receive  the  benefits  of  low-cost  ground 
water  as  opposed  to  higher  cost  Central  Arizona  Project  water. 

The  committee  has  deleted  item  (4)  of  this  section  as  originally 
introduced.  This  deleted  section  provided  that  all  waters,  including 
industrial  waste  water,  return  flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent  and 
ground  water  in  or  flowing  from  the  contractor’s  service  area  and 
“originating  or  resulting  from  (i)  water  contracted  for  from  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  or  (ii)  Avater  stored  or  developed  by  any  Federal 
reclamation  project  are  reserved  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  United 
States  as  a  source  of  supply”  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  project. 

By  the  deletion  of  this  item,  it  should  not  be  inferred  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  does  not  subscribe  to  the  concept  or  philosophy  of  that  pro¬ 
vision.  The  Secretary  has  the  power  to  impose  such  contractual  limi¬ 
tations  and  it  is  the  committee’s  intention  and  instruction  that  he 
should  do  so.  The  Secretary  has  done  so  in  various  reclamation  pre- 
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payment  contracts  entered  into  in  the  past.  (See  Reclamation  Repay¬ 
ment  Contracts,  S.  Doc.  No.  92,  88th  Cong.,  second  sess.,  dated  Aug. 
5,  1964).  It  is  the  committee’s  conclusion  that  such  safeguards  can 
and  should  be  negotiated  by  the  Secretary  without  the  necessity  of 
including  specific  language  on  this  point. 

Finally,  it  should  be  made  clear  that  it  was  not  the  intent  of  the 
committee  that  the  deletion  of  this  subsection  from  the  final  draft 
of  the  bill  should  constitute  an  abandonment  of  these  waters  by  the 
United  States  as  was  the  contention  in  the  case  of  Ide  v.  United  States 
(263  U.S.  497).  Rather,  it  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  all 
rights  of  the  United  States  be  reserved  and  protected  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  expressly  instructed  to  contract  so  that  this  is  done. 

The  committee  added  to  section  2(e)  a  provision  which  specifically 
subordinates  main  stream  Colorado  River  water  contracted  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  existing  contracts  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  and  users  in  Arizona  made  pursuant  to  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act.  This  provision  applies  only  to  water  users 
within  the  State  of  Arizona.  In  legislating  with  respect  to  priorities 
within  the  Arizona  allotment  of  Colorado  River  water,  it  is  not  the 
committee’s  intention  either  to  modify  the  priorities  of  the  Federal 
Establishments  in  Arizona  referred  to  in  article  11(D)  of  the  decree 
of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  Arizona  v.  California ,  376  U.S.  340 
(1964),  nor  to  subordinate  the  main  stream  Colorado  River  priority 
of  the  Cibola  National  Wildlife  Refuge  which  was  established  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  decree  by  Public  Land  Order  3442,  August  21,  1964  (29 
F.R.  121369).  The  annual  water  requirement  for  the  refuge  is  (1) 
7,500  acre-feet  diverted  from  the  main  stream  for  circulation  water 
with  minimal  consumptive  use,  and  (2)  27,000  acre-feet  diverted  from 
the  main  stream  or  the  consumptive  use  of  16,793  acre-feet  of  main 
stream  water,  whichever  is  less,  with  a  priority  date  of  August  21, 
1964. 

Section  2(f) 

This  subsection  gives  the  Secretary  authority  to  arrange  for  water 
exchanges.  As  a  condition  prerequisite  to  any  contract,  the  contractor 
may  be  required  to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in 
replacement  of  the  contractor’s  existing  supplies.  By  these  exchanges, 
various  areas  of  Arizona  which,  by  virtue  of  location  and  topography, 
cannot  receive  main  stream  water,  will  be  able  to  benefit  from  the 
project. 

This  subsection  would  also  apply  to  the  specific  exchange  authorized 
between  users  in  the  States  of  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  dealt  with  in 
subsection  (h)  of  this  section,  which  directs  the  Secretary  to  require 
downstream  users  of  Gila  River  system  water  in  Arizona  to  agree  to 
accept  Central  Arizona  Project  water  from  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  in  exchange  for  water  to  be  used  in  New  Mexico.  There 
is  an  additional  discussion  of  this  exchange  in  the  analysis  of  subsec¬ 
tion  2(h). 

Section  2(g) 

Subsection  (g)  provides  a  means  of  protecting  contract  users  who 
have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream 
water.  The  protection  is  provided  by  giving  such  contract  users  a  first 
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priority  to  main  stream  water  in  times  of  main  stream  shortages  pver 
contract  users  who  have  not  so  yielded.  This  priority,  however,  shall 
not  exceed  the  amount  of  water  yielded  from  other  sources. 

Section  2(h) 

Subsection  (h)  authorizes  an  exchange  of  water  between  New 
Mexico  users  on  the  Upper  Gila  River  system  and  users  in  Arizona 
who  can  be  physically  supplied  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
River  through  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  language  is  to  permit  New  Mexico  to 
utilize  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  of  18,000  acre-feet  of  Gila 
River  water  in  any  10-consecutive-year  period.  This  water  is  intended 
to  be  over  and  above  the  amount  now  allocated  to  New  Mexico,  and 
its  use  is  to  be  from  water  allocated  to  Arizona  as  a  part  of  its  2,800,000 
acre-feet  main  stream  entitlement  even  though  the  water  is  actually 
exchange  water  from  the  Gila  River  system.  As  a  protection  to  down¬ 
stream  users,  full  consideration  is  to  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the 
quality  of  water  exchanged. 

The  Secretary,  in  making  these  exchanges,  is  not  to  permit  increased 
uses  by  water  users  in  New  Mexico  until — and  the  uses  shall  continue 
only  so  long  as — delivery  of  sufficient  Colorado  River  water  to  down¬ 
stream  Gila  River  Avater  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  as  set 
forth  in  this  bill. 

The  last  sentence  of  this  subsection  provides  protection  for  all  users 
who  ha\Te  a  legal  right  to  the  use  of  Gila  River  water  at  the  time  of  the 
enactment  of  this  act.  This  protection  is  accomplished  by  making 
“all  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection”  sub¬ 
ject  to  water  rights  on  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  underground 
water  sources  effecti\re  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  Avater  rights  along  the  Gila  River  in  Arizona  and  NeAV  Mexico 
have  been  the  subject  matter  of  long  disputes  in  the  courts  and  in 
negotiations  among  holders  of  rights  to  the  water  of  the  river.  It  is 
not  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  this  section  express  or  indicate 
in  any  manner  whatever  its  opinion  with  respect  to  the  application  or 
binding  effect  upon  persons  Avho  either  have  or  claim  the  right  to  use 
the  Avater  of  the  river.  The  language  of  this  section  has  as  its  purpose 
the  arrangement  for  an  exchange  of  Avater  between  the  States  of  NeAv 
Mexico  and  Arizona  Avithout  affecting  any  legal  right  to  the  use  of 
Gila  River  water  Avhich  exists  at  the  time  of  enactment  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  existing  rights  along  the  Gila  River  are,  therefore,  neither 
enhanced  nor  impaired  by  this  section. 

This  exchange  may  be  accomplished  Avithout  amendment  of  article 
IV  of  the  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California.  (376  U.S.  340).  (See  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Aug.  19, 1966, 
and  approval  of  the  Solicitor  General  of  the  United  States  dated 
Aug.  18,  1966,  as  printed  in  the  hearings  on  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  May  1967,  p.  382.) 

Section  2(i) 

This  subsection  is  intended  to  restrict,  for  a  period  of  10  years  after 
this  bill  is  enacted  into  Iaav,  the  delivery  of  water  to  any  neAvly  irri¬ 
gated  lands  for  the  purpose  of  raising  crops  which  are  surplus.  There 
is  no  intent  to  alloAv  project  Avater  to  be  used  to  irrigate  neAv  lands  in 
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Arizona.  The  water  furnished  by  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  to  be 
used  to  supplement  the  existing  water  supply  for  lands  currently  under 
production  or  lands  which  have  a  history  of  irrigation,  but  which  were 
recently  taken  out  of  production  due  to  lack  of  water.  There  may  be 
some  new  lands  irrigated  in  New  Mexico  to  which  this  provision  would 
apply. 

Section  2(j) 

The  Dixie  project,  located  in  Utah,  has  been  authorized  but  is  not 
yet  under  construction  because  present  studies  indicate  it  will  be  $25 
to  $30  million  short  of  being  able  to  repay  the  reimbursable  costs.  This 
amendment  provides  that  the  Dixie  project  may  receive  financial  assist¬ 
ance  from  the  development  fund  and  thus  become  a  financially  feasible 
project. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  the  provisions  for  the  re¬ 
payment  of  the  Dixie  project  remain  as  far  as  possible  in  accord 
with  the  project’s  authorizing  legislation  (Public  Law  88-565, 78  Stat. 
848).  Costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  are  to  remain 
nonreimbursable  as  in  the  original  authorization. 

Section  3 

This  section  assures  that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  works  will  be 
developed  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act  (79  Stat.  213).  This  act  Avas  effective  July  9,  1965,  and  its  pur¬ 
pose  was  to  provide  that  in  investigating  and  planning  any  Federal 
navigation,  flood  control,  reclamation,  hydroelectric  or  multiple-pur- 
pose  water  resources  project  full  consideration  would  be  given  to 
opportunities,  if  any,  afforded  for  outdoor  recreation  and  for  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  any 
potentials  for  outdoor  recreation,  or  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
which  might  reasonably  be  served  by  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
works  should  be  fully  developed  and  utilized,  insuring  the  greatest  use 
and  benefits  possible  to  the  American  people. 

Section  4- 

This  section  deals  with  the  cost  of  serving  Indian  lands.  Under  the 
language  of  this  section  the  Secretary  is  required  to  determine  the  re¬ 
payment  capability  of  any  Indian  lands  served  by  the  project  facilities 
authorized  by  S.  1004.  That  portion  of  the  construction  cost  allocated 
to  the  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  which  is  within  the  repayment  ca¬ 
pability  of  such  lands  will  be  deferred  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Leavitt  Act  (act  of  July  1, 1932 ;  47  Stat.  464) ,  and  the  portion  which 
is  not  within  the  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  will  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable.  This  treatment  of  the  cost  of  serving  Indian  lands  is  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  previous  actions  of  the  Congress. 

Section  5  (a) 

Section  5(a),  added  to  the  bill  by  committee  amendment,  establishes 
a  separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund.  The  development  fund  would  pro¬ 
vide  assistance  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  the  Dixie  project, 
and  will  be  available  upon  future  authorization  by  the  Congress  for 
basinwide  water  conservation  and  development.  Revenues  to  be  paid 
into  the  development  fund  will  include  the  surplus  post-amortization 
revenues  from  Hoover  Dam,  the  Parker-Davis  project,  the  Arizona- 
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Nevada  section  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  Intertie,  as  well  as  the  reve¬ 
nues  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  works  and  facilities,  including  any 
revenues  resulting  from  commercial  power  sales  during  periods  of 
time  when  the  project  does  not  use  all  of  the  power  purchased  under 
the  prepayment  plan. 

The  establishment  of  development  funds  is  not  a  new  concept.  The 
principle  has  been  recognized  and  utilized  in  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  project,  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project,  the  Columbia  Basin, 
and  the  Central  Valley  project. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s  financial  analysis  of  this  project  is,  as 
was  previously  mentioned,  predicated  on  a  priority  in  perpetuity  to 
California  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  despite  the  fact  that  S.  1004  limits 
the  priority  to  27  years.  This  is  but  one  of  a  multiplicity  of  factors 
which  will  be  determinative  of  the  amounts  available  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  estimated  these  amounts 
as  follows: 

1.  The  facilities  authorized  by  this  bill  will  need  assistance 
from  the  development  fund  in  the  amount  of  $122  million  by 
2025.  By  the  year  2050  these  facilities  will  repay  that  assistance 
and  in  addition  will  provide  the  development  fund  with  an  addi¬ 
tional  $315  million.  If  the  Bureau’s  studies  had  not  been  based  on 
a  perpetual  4.4  million  acre- feet  priority  to  California,  and  if  the 
shortages  had  been  pro  rated  on  the  basis  of  28/75  to  Arizona, 
44/75  to  California,  and  3/75  to  Nevada,  the  assistance  needed 
from  the  development  fund  would  be  reduced  to  $76  million  by 
2025,  and  the  $315  million  figure  cited  above  would  be  increased 
to  $387  million. 

2.  Hoover,  Parker  and  Davis  Dams  would  provide  a  surplus 
of  approximately  $479  million  by  the  year  2025  and  approxi¬ 
mately  $837  million  by  the  year  2050. 

3.  The  Arizona-Nevada  portion  of  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific 
Southwest  Intertie  would  contribute  $21  million  by  the  year  2025 
and  $130  million  by  the  year  2050. 

The  following  tabulation  shows  the  source  of  revenues  and  the  an¬ 
ticipated  amounts  as  of  the  year  2025  and  2050 : 2 


2025 

2050 

Central  Arizona  Project-  _  ......  _ 

($122, 481,000) 
478, 983, 000 
20, 800, 000 

$314, 848, 000 
837,073, 000 
130, 000, 000 

Hoover-Parker  Davis _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Northwest-Southwest  intertie _ _ . _ _ 

Total.  _ _ 

377, 302,  000 

1,281,921,000 

2  In  this  tabulation  the  following  assumptions  were  made — 

1.  The  4.4  million  acre-foot  priority  to  California  is  in  perpetuity. 

2.  The  indicated  surpluses  for  Hoover,  Parker-Davis  are  those  which  remain  after 
payment  of  $600,000  annually  to  Arizona  and  Nevada  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

3.  The  indicated  total  surpluses  are  those  which  remain  after  payment  of  $5,000 
annually  for  power  lost  at  Coolidge  Dam. 

4.  It  was  assumed  that  the  upper  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund  will  be 
completely  reimbursed  for  the  loss  in  power  at  Hoover  during  the  tilling  of  Glen 
Canyon. 

5.  The  totals  do  not  reflect  assistance  required  for  the  Dixie  project  estimated  to 
total  $25  million  to  $30  million. 

6.  Average  commercial  power  rate  assumptions  : 

Hoover  Dam  :  4  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 

Parker-Davis  Project :  4.7  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 

Central  Arizona  Project :  5  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 
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Upon  future  authorization  by  the  Congress  the  revenues  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  fund  will  be  available  for  use  in  connectiton  with  construction 
and  operation  of  other  projects,  desalinization  plants,  weather  modi¬ 
fication  programs,  watershed  improvement  and  control,  salvage  op¬ 
erations,  and  purification  of  sewage  effluent  for  reuse,  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  augment  the  flow  of  the  river,  conserve  its  water 
resources,  and  contribute  to  future  basin  development. 

These  contemplated  revenues  are  based  upon  Department  of  the 
Interior  assumptions  of  postamortization  rates.  Starting  with  the 
Pacific  Southwest  water  plan  and  in  all  subsequent  studies,  Hoover 
rates  have  been  proposed  to  be  an  average  of  4  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
and  Parker-Davis  rates  at  4.7  mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  The  Pacific 
Northwest-Southwest  intertie  wheeling  charges  and  Central  Arizona 
Project  water  rates  are  anticipated  to  remain  at  their  original  level. 

Section  5(b) 

Section  5(b)  provides  that  all  appropriations  made  to  accomplish 
the  purposes  of  section  2  and  for  other  projects  which  may  in  the  future 
be  authorized  by  Congress  to  develop  and  conserve  water  for  the  lower 
basin  States,  shall  be  credited  to  the  development  fund  as  advances 
from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Section  5(c)  (1) 

This  subsection  provides  that  all  revenues  from  operation  of  the 
works  and  facilities  authorized  in  section  2  or  authorized  in  the  future 
in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  bill  shall  be  credited  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  fund.  It  is  intended  that  when  non-Federal  entities  enter  into 
cost-sharing  agreements  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213),  the  user  fees  will  be  available 
to  such  entities  for  cost-sharing  payments  under  that  act.  The  cost¬ 
sharing  payments  made  by  such  entities  to  the  United  States  will,  how¬ 
ever,  be  revenues  to  the  development  fund. 

Section  5(c)  (2) 

This  section  provides  that  all  Federal  revenues  from  power  genera¬ 
tion  at  the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects  which,  after 
completion  of  repayment  requirements  of  the  projects,  are  surplus  to 
the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  shall  be  credited 
to  the  development  fund.  . 

The  Secretary  is,  however,  authorized  to  continue  the  ‘  m-lieu-ot- 
taxes”  payments  to  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  as  provided 
for  in  section  2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act, 
so  long  as  revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
project.  Absent  this  provision,  these  payments  would  have  terminated 
in  1987. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee  that  all  surplus  revenues  following 
repayment  of  Hoover  Dam  shall  be  paid  into  the  lower  Colorado 
River  basin  development  fund  and  any  payments  to  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  thereafter  shall  be  made  out  of  the  development 
fund.  Payments  from  net  revenues  at  Hoover,  as  used  in  section  8, 
shall  be  construed  to  mean  payment  from  the  development  fund. 

Section  5(c)(3) 

This  subsection  provides  that  postamortization  revenues  from  the 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  portion  of  the  Dalles-Hoover  and  the 
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Hoovei'-Phoenix  transmission  lines  and  terminal  facilities  located 
in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona  will  be  credited  to  the  lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund.  The  intertie  is  scheduled 
to  pay  out  in  year  2021,  which  is  50  years  after  initiation  of  full 
service  in  1972.  The  service  life  of  the  intertie  is  at  least  75  years. 

In  June  of  1964  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  sent  his  “Report  to 
the  House  and  Senate  Appropriations  Committees  on  the  Pacific 
Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  Intertie”  (U.S.  GPO  36-130).  In  Octo¬ 
ber  1964  the  Secretary  transmitted  a  feasibility  report  on  the  Dalles- 
Hoover  D.  C.  intertie.  Both  of  these  reports  contemplated  post¬ 
amortization  benefits  which  would  accrue  for  use  in  other  reclamation 
projects. 

On  page  2,  section  V  of  the  June  1964  report  (page  32  of  U.S. 
GPO  36-130),  the  following  statement  concerning  postamortization 
benefits  appears: 

This  additional  benefit  we  estimate  to  be  about  $365  million 
(Pacific  Southwest  $175  million,  Pacific  Northwest  $190  mil¬ 
lion)  in  the  25  years  following  payment  of  the  line  *  *  *.  If 
it  were  policy  to  continue  to  make  the  same  charges  on  the 
line  after  the  first  50  years,  the  postamortization  benefits 
would  be  available  for  assistance  to  irrigation  or  other  'water 
projects.  [Emphasis  added.  | 

The  following  statement  appears  on  page  17  of  the  October  1964 
report : 

The  repayment  analysis  shows  that  after  allowing  for  an¬ 
nual  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  cost  there 
would  be  net  annual  postamortization  revenues  of  $4,437,000, 
accumulating  to  $114,188,000  over  the  remaining  estimated 
life  of  the  line — that  is,  by  the  end  of  the  75th  year  of 
operation. 

The  difference  in  the  amounts  stated  in  the  two  reports  is  because 
the  October  1964  report  considers  only  the  Dalles-Hoover  line,  where¬ 
as  the  June  1964  report  considers  all  of  the  federally  constructed  lines 
under  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  (includes  the 
Hoover-Phoenix  345-kilovolt,  alternating  current  line  as  well  as  lines 
in  California  and  the  Federal  portion  of  the  Dalles-Eos  Angeles  750- 
kilovolt  line  and  Los  Angeles-Hoover  crosstie). 

The  Committee  believes  that  it  is  appropriate  to  provide  for  the 
inclusion  of  the  IT.S.  portion  of  these  funds  from  facilities  located 
in  Nevada  and  Arizona  into  the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  develop¬ 
ment  fund  to  set  up  a  basin  account  for  Federal  reclamation  projects 
in  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada.  Were  these  funds 
not  utilized  as  provided  for  in  this  section,  they  would  be  paid  into 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

There  is  precedent  for  inclusion  of  postamortization  benefits  result¬ 
ing  from  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  interties  into  a  basin 
development  fund.  The  Oregon  portion  of  the  Federal  Pacific  North¬ 
west-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  is  financially  integrated  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Columbia  River  power  system.  Postamortization  revenues  from 
these  facilities,  in  excess  of  operating  costs  and  other  costs,  will  there- 
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fore  become  a  part  of  the  net  revenues  derived  from  the  marketing  of 
commercial  power  and  energy  through  the  Federal  Columbia  River 
power  system.  Under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  Public  Law  89^448 
(80  Stat.  200)  these  net  revenues  are  made  available,  as  limited  by  sec¬ 
tion  6(b)  of  Public  Law  89-561  (8  Stat.  715),  for  assistance  in  the 
repayment  of  costs  of  reclamation  projects  in  the  Columbia  River 
allocated  to  irrigation  which  are  beyond  the  repayment  ability  of  irri¬ 
gation  water  users. 

Similarly,  any  revenues  resulting  from  the  intertie  to  the  Central 
Valley  Project  in  California  will  be  reflected  in  Central  Valley  Proj¬ 
ect’s  accounts.  As  a  part  of  the  surplus  power  revenues  of  the  project, 
they  will  be  available  for  irrigation  repayment  assistance  to  units  of 
the  project  which  are  now  or  will  in  the  future  be  authorized. 

Section  5(d) 

This  subsection  provides  for  the  application  of  revenues  in  the 
development  fund  without  further  appropriation  for  purposes  of: 

(1)  operation,  maintenance,  replacement  and  emergency  expenditures; 

(2)  for  reimbursement  to  the  upper  Colorado  River  basin  fund  as 
required  by  section  8;  (3)  for  payments  as  required  by  subsection  (f) 
of  section  5;  and  (4)  for  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the 
State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the 
production  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam. 

This  latter  provision  is  necessitated  because  of  the  provisions  of 
subsection  2  (f),  (g),  and  (h)  which  apply  to  the  increased  uses  in 
New  Mexico.  Increased  uses  in  New  Mexico  will  diminish  the  down¬ 
stream  flow  into  the  storage  reservoir  at  Coolidge  Dam.  While  the 
water  used  in  New  Mexico  would  be  replaced  downstream  from 
Coolidge  on  the  Gila  River,  this  replacement  would  not  be  delivered 
into  the  reservoir  behind  Coolidge  Dam.  As  a  result,  it  would  not  be 
available  for  the  generation  of  power  and  energy  at  the  Coolidge  Dam 
turbines. 

The  San  Carlos  project  which  now  receives  the  benefit  of  this  power 
and  energy  is  entitled  to  continue  to  receive  the  same  benefit,  and  pro¬ 
vision  is  therefore  made  for  payment  out  of  the  basin  fund  for  this 
purpose.  A  rough  approximation  would  indicate  that  the  amount  of 
money  would  be  $5,000  annually. 

Section  5(e) 

This  subsection  provides  that  revenues  in  the  development  fund  may 
be  used  for  the  construction  of  works  authorized  in  section  2  of  this 
act  only  as  appropriated  by  the  Congress. 

Section  5(f) 

This  subsection  relates  to  the  use  of  revenues  in  the  development 
fund  that  are  in  excess  of  the  amount  necessary  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  (1),  (2),  and  (4)  of  section  5(d).  Such  excess  funds  shall  be 
paid  to  the  Treasury  to  return  the  costs  of  those  project  features 
authorized  by  section  2  which  are  allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial 
power,  or  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  in  a  period  of  50 
years  from  completion  of  each  unit  or  separate  feature  exclusive  of 
any  allowable  development  period.  # 

Development  fund  moneys  will  also  be  used  to  pay  interest  (includ¬ 
ing  interest  during  construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance  of  the 
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investment  in  commercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water 
features.  Interest  due  shall  be  a  first  charge,  and  shall  be  set  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  subsection  (g)  of 
section  5. 

Section  5(g) 

This  subsection  deals  with  the  interest  rate  to  be  applied  to  reim¬ 
bursable  project  costs  allocated  to  commercial  power  and  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  will  de¬ 
termine  the  rate  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  fiscal  year  in  which  funds 
are  advanced  to  begin  construction  of  the  project.  The  formula  pre¬ 
scribed  is  consistent  with  that  set  forth  in  section  301(b)  of  the  Water 
Supply  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297)  and  frequently  used  for  Federal 
water  development  projects. 

Section  5(h) 

This  subsection  requires  the  annual  submission  of  business-type  bud¬ 
gets  to  the  Congress  for  all  operations  financed  from  the  development 
fund. 

Section  6 

Section  6  authorizes  a  program  for  water  salvage  along  and  adjacent 
to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and  for  ground  water  re¬ 
covery.  The  program  must  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a  rea¬ 
sonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  water  salvage  program  consists  of  ground  water  recovery  in 
the  Yuma,  Ariz.,  area  and  eradication  and  control  of  phreatophytes 
presently  covering  42,000  acres  of  land  near  the  Co’orado  River  which 
consume  thousands  of  acre-feet  of  water.  It  is  estimated  that  the  total 
salvage  program,  when  combined  with  the  channelization  of  the  river 
which  is  now  in  progress  will  salvage  about  680,000  acre-feet  of  water. 

The  breakdown  of  the  project  costs  (see  section  VII  of  this  report) 
indicates  that  the  water  salvage  and  recovery  program  will  cost 
$42,450,000. 

Section  7(a) 

Section  7  (a)  authorizes  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  five  projects  in  the  upper  basin.  They  are :  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek, 
West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  Federal  reclamation  projects  in  Colo¬ 
rado.  To  accomplish  these  authorizations,  costing  an  estimated  $360 
million,  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43 
U.S.C.  620)  is  amended.  A  breakdown  of  the  project  costs  is  found 
in  section  VII (B)  of  this  report. 

The  five  projects  are  briefly  described  as  follows: 

Animas-La  Plata 

The  Animas-La  Plata  project  is  in  southwestern  Colorado  and 
northwestern  New  Mexico  in  the  San  Juan  River  Basin.  The  project 
would  develop  the  flows  of  the  Animas  and  La  Plata  River  systems 
for  irrigation,  municipal  and  industrial  use,  recreation,  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement. 

Project  water  supplies  would  be  provided  to  about  72,000  acres  in 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  of  which  46,500  acres,  including  about 
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7,500  acres  of  Indian  lands,  would  receive  full  supplies  and  25,000 
acres  which  Would  receive  supplemental  supplies.  About  76,000  acre- 
feet  annually  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  also  would  be  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  project.  A  portion  of  these  supplies  would  fulfill  the  pres¬ 
ent  and  future  needs  of  Durango,  Colo.;  Farmington,  N.  Mex.,  and 
nearby  communities.  Substantial  supplies  would  be  made  available  for 
the  development  of  coal  fired  electric  powerplants  which  will  utilize 
the  coal  deposits  on  the  Southern  Ute  and  Ute  Mountain  Indian  Reser¬ 
vations.  By  exchange,  the  project  would  also  make  irrigation  water 
available  to  augment  supplies  of  the  existing  Florida  project  nearby. 

The  Animas-  La  Plata  project  would  assist  in  the  trend  toward  more 
intensive  farming  and  the  production  of  vegetables,  fruit,  and  dairy 
products  in  the  area.  The  availability  of  water  would  insure  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  area’s  valuable  coal  deposits.  The  development  would  be 
of  particular  value  to  the  Indian  tribes  by  creating  opportunities  for 
both  industrial  and  agricultural  economic  ventures. 

Dolores 

The  Dolores  project  is  just  east  of  the  Utah-Colorado  State  line  in 
southwestern  Colorado.  The  project  would  develop  the  flow  of  the 
Dolores  River  to  provide  irrigation  water  for  about  61,000  acres,  of 
which  28,700  acres  would  receive  supplemental  water  supplies  and 
512,300  acres,  including  1,500  acres  of  Indian  land  would  receive  full 
supplies.  The  project  would  furnish  6,100  acre-feet  annually  of  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water  supply  for  the  communities  of  Dove 
Creek  and  Cortez.  Significant  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  flood  control,  area  redevelopment,  and  water  quality  control 
benefits  should  also  be  realized  from  the  development. 

The  Dolores  project  would  stabilize  the  existing  agricultural  econo¬ 
my  by  providing  supplemental  water  to  irrigated  lands  now  experi¬ 
encing  shortages  and  by  expanding  irrigation  to  good  quality  lands 
presently  dry  farmed  and  producing  only  a  part  of  their  potential. 
The  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  is  urgently  needed  to 
meet  current  and  future  requirements  of  communities  in  the  project 
area. 

Development  of  the  project  would  bring  substantial  employment 
benefits  to  Indians  of  the  Southern  Ute,  Ute  Mountain,  and  Navajo 
Reservations.  The  regulation  provided  by  the  project’s  McPhee  Reser¬ 
voir  would  improve  the  quality  of  water  for  municipal  use  at  Cortez 
and  Dove  Creek  and  provide  appreciable  flood  control  benefits  down¬ 
stream  along  the  Dolores  River. 

Opportunities  for  water-based  recreation  and  for  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  would  be  afforded  by  the  project  in  an  area  now  nearly 
devoid  of  such  opportunities. 

Dallas  Creek 

The  Dallas  Creek  project  is  in  Delta,  Montrose,  and  Ouray  Coun¬ 
ties  in  west  central  Colorado.  The  project  would  develop  the  water  of 
the  Uncomp ahgre  River  and  its  tributaries  to  provide  irrigation  water 
for  about  23,600  acres  of  land,  of  which  14,900  acres  would  receive  full 
water  supplies  and  8,700  acres  supplemental  supplies,  and  15,000  acre- 
feet  annually  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  for  the  com- 
munities  of  Olathe,  Montrose,  and  Delta  and  the  surrounding  ruial 
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areas.  Recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  flood  control 
benefits  would  be  provided  by  the  project’s  reservoirs. 

The  irrigation  supplies  of  the  Dallas  Creek  project  are  urgently 
needed  to  alleviate  late-season  water  shortages,  which  commonly  re¬ 
sult  in  crop  failures,  and  to  augment  the  irrigated  acreage  which  sup¬ 
ports  the  livestock  industry  of  the  area. 

The  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies  are  needed  to  meet  the 
existing  and  potential  needs  for  adequate  and  safe  supplies  for  local 
communities  and  surrounding  rural  areas,  particularly  the  city  of 
Montrose  which  is  presently  experiencing  rapid  growth.  The  expan¬ 
sion  of  tourism  is  one  of  the  factors  contributing  to  the  growth  in  the 
area. 

The  three  project  reservoirs  would  provide  attractive  recreation 
areas,  and  features  for  the  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
are  also  included  in  the  plan.  The  proposed  Ridgeway  Reservoir 
would  be  valuable  for  the  control  of  snowmelt  floods. 

T Vest  Divide 

The  West  Divide  project  is  in  Garfield,  Mesa,  Pitkin,  and  Gunnison 
Counties  in  west-central  Colorado.  Project  water  would  be  obtained 
from  a  series  of  Colorado  River  tributaries,  including  the  Crystal 
River.  The  project  would  provide  77,500  acre-feet  annually  of  munic¬ 
ipal  and  industrial  water  and  irrigation  water  for  about  40,000  acres, 
of  which  19,000  acres  would  receive  full  irrigation  supplies  and  21,000 
acres  would  receive  supplemental  supplies.  Recreation,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  conservation,  and  flood  control  would  also  be  important  functions 
served  by  the  project. 

The  project  area  lies  along  both  sides  of  the  Colorado  River  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  Roan  Plateau  which  contains  some  of  the  world’s  richest 
oil  shale  deposits.  Developmental  oil  shale  activity  is  in  progress  near 
the  project,  and  the  area  offers  an  attractive  and  convenient  site  for  a 
municipal  and  industrial  complex  to  develop  this  resource.  The  West 
Divide  project  would  provide  the  initially  required  water  supplies  for 
the  industrial  processes  and  the  attendant  community  growth.  Munic¬ 
ipal  water  would  also  be  supplied  for  the  current  recreation  and  sub¬ 
urban  expansion  near  Glen  wood  Springs. 

The  dependable  irrigation  water  supplied  by  the  project  would  al¬ 
leviate  the  problems  of  the  unstable  and  often  marginal  farming  op¬ 
erations  in  the  area  and  provide  an  expanded  and  more  prosperous 
base  for  the  existing  agricultural  economy. 

The  project  reservoirs  would  significantly  improve  recreation  op¬ 
portunities  in  the  already  popular  White  River  National  Forest.  Ben¬ 
efits  to  fisheries  and  upland  game  hunting  would  be  provided  by  the 
project,  and  the  project’s  Placita  Reservoir  would  reduce  snowmelt 
flood  damages  on  the  Crystal  River. 

San  Miguel 

The  San  Miguel  project  is  in  Montrose  and  San  Miguel  Counties  in 
southwestern  Colorado  The  project  would  develop  the  flows  of  the 
San  Miguel  River  to  irrigate  about  38,900  acres  of  land,  of  which 
26,400  acres  would  receive  full  irrigation  supplies  and  12,500  acres 
would  receive  supplemental  supplies,  and  to  provide  44,000  acre-feet 
annually  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies.  It  would  also 
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provide  flood  control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

benefits.  .  . 

Mining  is  the  chief  source  of  income  in  the  project  area,  with  agri¬ 
culture  second  in  importance.  Mining  activity  has  fallen  off  in  recent 
years  and  an  expansion  of  the  agricultural  base  is  urgently  needed  to 
offset  the  depressing  effect  on  the  general  economy  of  the  area.  The 
project  development  would  create  new  settlement  opportunities  and 
increased  employment  on  existing  farms  and  in  related  service  in¬ 
dustries.  .  . 

The  project  would  also  provide  water  supplies  for  potential  indus¬ 
trial  and  associated  municipal  expansion  in  the  area.  Interest  has  been 
expressed  in  the  development  of  coal  resources  near  Nucla  for  the 
expansion  of  existing  thermal-electric  generating  facilities.  Other  po¬ 
tential  industrial  uses  are  for  pulp  mills  to  utilize  nearby  timber  re¬ 
sources  and  the  development  of  the  area’s  potash  reserves.  A  depend¬ 
able  water  supply  would  be  basic  to  the  realization  of  any  of  these 
possibilities. 

The  growth  of  tourism  in  the  area  is  creating  a  need  for  water-based 
recreation  and  fishing,  which  will  be  provided  by  the  development. 
Damaging  spring  flows  of  the  San  Miguel  River  would  also  be  re¬ 
duced  by  the  project. 

Availability  of  loater 

The  five  upper  basin  projects  will  deplete  the  flows  of  the  Colorado 
River  by  an  estimated  432,000  acre-feet  annually,  of  which  398,000 
will  be  used  in  Colorado,  and  34,000  in  New  Mexico.  This  total  esti¬ 
mated  depletion,  added  to  present  and  committed  uses,  will  not  exceed 
the  quantities  of  Colorado  River  water  apportioned  to  the  States  of 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  by  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
compact. 

Economic  considerations 

The  five  upper  basin  projects  have  a  combined  benefit  cost  ratio  of 
1.82  to  1.  Construction,  operation,  and  repayment  costs  will  be  fi¬ 
nanced  by  participation  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund.  To 
accomplish  this  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  is  amended 
as  required  for  that  purpose. 

Costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  for  each 
of  these  five  projects  will  be  repaid  with  interest,  in  not  to  exceed  50 
years,  by  the  water  users.  The  cost  associated  with  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement  will  be  shared  by  non-Federal  public  bodies, 
where  applicable,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act.  The  costs  allocated  to  flood  control  will  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable. 

The  irrigation  water  users  will  repay  their  annual  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  and  that  portion  of  the  construction  costs  allocated 
to  irrigation  which  is  determined  to  be  within  their  repayment  ca¬ 
pacity.  It  has  been  determined  that,  considering  all  previously  author¬ 
ized  projects,  apportioned  revenues  from  the  Colorado  River  storage 
project  Xvill  become  available  in  amounts  and  at  the  times  required 
to  provide  the  necessary  assistance  in  repaying  the  remaining  costs 
allocated  to  irrigation  for  each  of  the  projects. 
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Section  7(b) 

Subsection  (b)  provides  that  the  Animas-La  Plata  project  shall  be 
constructed  and  operated  according  to  engineering  plans  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  by  the  Secretary  on  May  4,  1966  (H.  Doc.  436,  89th 
Cong.).  It  also  provides  that  the  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until 
the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  have  ratified  a  compact.  The 
consent  of  Congress  to  negotiate  the  compact  is  given  in  this  bill. 

The  text  of  the  required  compact  is  set  forth  in  subsection  7(b). 

Section  7(c) 

Subsection  (c),  relating  to  the  excess-land  provisions  of  reclama¬ 
tion  law,  would  permit  the  determination  of  ownership  on  the  basis 
of  160  acres  of  class  I  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof  in  other  land 
classes,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  This  provision 
is  applicable  not  only  to  the  five  upper  basin  projects  authorized  in 
this  act,  but  also  to  the  Seedskadee  project  in  Wyoming  which  was 
authorized  in  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  of  1956. 

Section  7(d) 

Subsection  (d)  has  been  included  in  the  legislation  in  order  to  give 
congressional  interpretation  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  “any  western 
slope  appropriations”  that  appear  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that  section  of 
Senate  Document  No.  80, 75th  Congress,  first  session,  entitled  “Manner 
of  Operation  of  Pi’oject  Facilities  and  Auxiliaiy  Features.”  The 
meaning  of  these  words  which  this  subsection  approves  is  the  same  as 
that  approved  by  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board.  The  sec¬ 
tion  of  Senate  Document  No.  80  referred  to  provides  for  three  prin¬ 
cipal  water  components  of  the  Colorado — Big  Thompson  Federal 
reclamation  project;  namely,  for  diversion  of  water  to  the  eastern 
slope  of  Colorado,  for  storage  of  replacement  water,  and  for  storage 
of  water  for  use  in  western  Colorado.  The  replacement  water  (52,000 
acre-feet)  and  water  for  use  in  western  Colorado  (100,000  acre-feet) 
are  stored  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  in  western  C olorado. 

The  last  sentence  of  paragi’aph  (g)  of  the  particular  section  of 
Senate  Document  No.  80  in  question  says: 

The  100,000  acre-feet  of  storage  in  said  reservoir  shall  be 
considered  to  have  the  same  date  of  priority  of  appropriation 
as  that  for  water  diverted  or  stored  for  transmountain 
diversion. 

This  quoted  sentence  is  subsequently  qualified  by  paragraph  (i)  of 
the  same  section  which,  with  x*eference  to  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact,  states,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Notwithstanding  the  relative  priorities  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (g)  herein,  if  an  obligation  is  created  under  said  com¬ 
pact  to  augment  the  supply  of  water  from  the  State  of 
Colorado  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  said  compact,  the  diver¬ 
sion  for  the  benefit  of  the  eastern  slope  shall  be  discontinued 
in  advance  of  any  western  slope  appropriations. 

The  committee  was  informed  that  there  has  been  considerable  mis¬ 
understanding  within  the  State  of  Colorado  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
additional  projects  herein  authorized  when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the 
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above  quoted  provisions  of  Senate  Document  No.  80.  Although  the 
misunderstandings  may  be  less  real  than  they  appear,  the  committee 
agrees  to  resolving  the  matter  by  approving  the  interpretation  of  the 
words  “any  western  slope  appropriations”  to  mean  and  refer  to  the 
appropriations  heretofore  made  for  storage  in  Green  Mountain  Reser¬ 
voir  on  the  western  slope  of  Colorado.  It  is  the  view  of  the  committee 
that  any  other  interpretation  would  interfere  with  water  rights  vested 
by  law  in  prior  appropriators,  and  that  the  approved  interpretation 
defines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate 
Document  No.  80,  and  does  not,  in  any  way,  affect  or  alter  any  rights 
or  obligations  arising  under  Senate  Document  No.  80  or  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Section  8 

Section  8  deals  with  the  financial  problems  created  by  the  filling  of 
Lake  Powell  and  the  resulting  impairment  of  firm  power  production 
at  Hoover  Dam.  Substantial  payments  have  already  been  made  out  of 
the  upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  to  compensate  Hoover  Dam 
power  contractors  for  deficiencies  in  power  generation  at  Hoover 
Dam,  and  additional  payments  may  have  to  be  made  in  the  future 
under  the  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria. 

Section  8  provides  for  the  repayment  of  such  expenditures  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  made  out  of  the  upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund. 
This  is  to  be  accomplished  by  transferring  $500,000  each  year  to  the 
upper  basin  fund  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  (CRDF) 
created  by  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  of  1940,  com¬ 
mencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  act.  The  CRDF  now  receives 
$500,000  per  year  from  Hoover  Dam  power  revenues  earmarked  for 
use  in  the  development  of  projects  and  will  continue  to  do  so  under 
existing  law  until  1987.  The  effect  of  section  8  is  to  earmark  that  same 
amount  ($500,000  annually)  for  transfer  to  the  upper  Colorado  Basin 
fund  instead.  If  any  deficit  in  reimbursement  of  the  upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  exists  after  1987  the  remaining  deficiency  is  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  new  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund 
which  is  established  by  section  5  of  this  act. 

Section  9 

This  section  provides  that  nothing  in  this  legislation  is  to  be  con¬ 
strued  as  changing  in  any  way  the  provisions  of  applicable  interstate 
compacts;  the  water  treaty  with  Mexico;  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in 
Arizona  v.  California ;  or  except  as  provided  in  this  act  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act.  Similar  language  appears  in 
other  acts  that,  have  been  considered  by  the  committee  with  respect  to 
the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Section  10(a) 

Subsection  (a)  requires  that  after  each  successive  5-year  period, 
the  Secretary  will  report  the  annual  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system.  The  first  period  begins  on  October  1,  1965. 
The  reports  shall  'include  a  State-by-State  breakdown  of  consumptive 
uses  and  specific  quantitative  consumptive  uses  from  the  major  tribu¬ 
taries  flowing  into  the  Colorado  River  from  each  State.  Specific  tribu¬ 
taries  which  the  committee  considers  to  be  “major  ’  include,  but  are  not 
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limited  to,  Green  River,  Yampa  River,  White  River,  Duchesne  River, 
Price  River,  San  Raphael  River,  San  Juan  River,  Chinle  Creek,  Ani¬ 
mas  River,  Pine  River,  Gunnison  River,  Uncompahgre  River,  Dolores 
River,  San  Miguel  River,  Roaring  Fork  River,  Eagle  River,  Blue 
River,  Little  Colorado,  Kanab  Creek,  Virgin  River,  Bill  Williams 
River,  Muddy  River,  and  the  Gila  River.  In  preparing  such  reports 
the  Secretary  shall  consult  with  each  of  the  States  of  the  lower  basin 
and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission.  The  reports  shall 
be  transmitted  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  the  Governors  of 
each  of  the  seven  States  involved  in  the  Colorado  River  compact. 

The  purpose  of  such  reports  is  to  obtain  data  required  for  full  and 
efficient  development  of  the  limited  water  resources  of  the  basin. 

Section  10(b) 

Subsection  (b)  directs  the  Secretary  to  make  all  contracts  for  de¬ 
livery  of  water  originating  in  the  Colorado  River  drainage  basin 
subject  to  physical  availability  under  terms  of  the  Colorado  River 
compact.  This  provision  merely  continues  the  presently  existing  policy 
with  regard  to  such  contracts. 

Section  11 

Long  and  arduous  negotiations  preceded  the  adoption  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  section  11  relating  to  the  reservoir  operating  criteria  for 
Hoover  and  Glen  Canyon  Dams.  These  negotiations  involved  interests 
in  the  three  lower  division  States  and  the  four  upper  division  States 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  consultation  with  technical  and  legal 
representatives  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  agreement 
reached  is  a  step  toward  finally  settling  the  disputes  which  have  ex¬ 
isted  between  the  two  basins,  and  constitutes  an  act  of  statesmanship 
which  is  to  be  highly  commended. 

The  language  expressed  in  section  11,  in  the  opinion  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  constitutes  a  fair  and  reasonable  solution  to  the  problem  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  future  water  resource  development  of  the  four  upper 
division  States,  and  also  providing  for  the  use  of  the  water  in  the 
lower  division  States  until  the  water  is  required  upstream.  This  should 
result  in  the  greatest  beneficial  use  of  the  available  water. 

According  to  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  articles 
III(c)  and  111(d),  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  is  required  of 
the  upper  division  States  at  Lee  Ferry.  Storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  the 
key  to  the  accomplishment  of  this  requirement.  If  there  is  no  water 
storage  in  Lake  Powell  to  make  the  required  releases  during  periods 
of  drought,  it  is  possible  that  upper  basin  consumptive  uses  would 
have  to  be  curtailed  in  order  to  discharge  the  compact  obligation. 
The  greater  the  storage  in  Lake  Powell,  the  less  likelihood  there  will 
be  of  this  happening.  On  the  other  hand,  if  too  much  water  is  with¬ 
held  in  Lake  Powell  on  the  grounds  that  it  is  necessary  for  later 
discharge  of  upper  basin  compact  obligations  the  possibility  of  spill 
and  denial  of  use  in  the  lower  basin  is  increased.  The  language  of 
Section  11,  implementing  operations  under  the  compact  is  intended 
to  establish  a  commonsense  balance  between  the  right  of  the  upper- 
division  States  to  store  water  to  meet  future  delivery  requirements 
under  the  compact  and  the  lower  basin’s  right  under  article  111(e) 
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of  the  compact  to  demand  the  release  of  water  stores  in  the  upper  basin 
to  meet  lower  basin  consumptive  uses. 

Section  11(a) 

Section  11(a)  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  propose  criteria 
for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  reservoirs  constructed 
under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  and 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
those  statues,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the 
Colorado  River  compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact  and  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

While  it  is  impossible  to  anticipate  all  of  the  combinations  of  hydro- 
logic  sequences  and  economic  and  financial  factors  that  will  occur  in 
the  future  or  to  evaluate  precisely  the  effect  of  applying  rigid  criteria 
under  all  conditions,  the  committee  believes,  on  the  basis  of  testimony 
and  information  supplied  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  that 
strict  adherence  to  the  specific  criteria  required  by  this  title  will  rarely, 
if  ever,  require  a  reservoir  operation  which  is  inconsistent  with  what 
would  be  considered  the  optimum  operation. 

To  the  extent  that  it  is  possible  to  foresee,  reservoir  operations  under 
section  11  will  not  be  inconsistent  with  reservoir  operations  permitted 
under  the  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria  promulgated  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  printed  in  the  Federal  Register  on  July  19,  1962 
(27  F.R.  6851).  Thus,  the  filling  criteria  would  continue  until  termi¬ 
nated  at  some  later  date. 

Section  11(a)  further  specifies  that  in  the  preparation  of  the 
reservoir  operating  criteria,  and  in  their  execution,  certain  priorities 
shall  govern  the  storage  of  water  in  reservoirs  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  and  releases  of  water  to  the  lower  basin  at  Glen  Canyon 
Dam.  The  first  priority,  set  out  in  paragraph  (1),  is  for  the  release 
of  water  to  satisfy  one-half  the  deficiency  in  deliveries  of  water  to 
Mexico  as  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  if 
such  deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  upper  basin  States. 

The  second  priority,  set  out  in  paragraph  (2),  for  release  of  water 
from  Lake  Powell  is  to  deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  75  million  acre-feet  in 
every  period  of  10  consecutive  years  under  article  111(d)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact. 

A  third  priority  is  given  to  storage  of  water  to  enable  the  States  of 
the  upper  division  to  meet  their  compact  obligations  without  impair¬ 
ing  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin.  The  language  in  the  first  part 
of  paragraph  (3)  provides  that  water  not  required  to  be  released 
each  year  to  fulfill  the  priorities  relating  to  the  Mexican  Treaty  bur¬ 
den  and  delivery  of  75  million  acre-feet  every  10  years  shall  be  stored 
in  upper  basin  reservoirs  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  shall  find 
to  be  necessary  to  assure  long-term  deliveries  of  water  at  Lee  Ferry  for 
these  same  purposes  without  impairing  present  or  contemplated  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  of  water  within  the  compact  apportionment  to  the  up¬ 
per  division  States.  In  determining  the  extent  to  which  water  must  be 
stored  for  those  purposes,  the  Secretary  is  required  to  consult  with  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three 
lower  division  States  and  to  take  into  consideration  all  factors  perti¬ 
nent  to  a  hydrologic  analysis  of  the  water  supply  situation,  including 
historic  streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  for  which  water  records 
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are  available,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply  under  recognized  sta¬ 
tistical  procedures.  This  procedure  is  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  and  the  committee  believes  that 
it  can  be  complied  with  and  still  provide  the  Secretary  the  necessary 
latitude  in  determining  the  extent  of  storage  reasonably  required. 

As  the  upper  basin  depletions  increase  with  time,  the  controlling 
critical  periods  will  lengthen  and  the  required  amounts  of  carryover 
storage  will  increase.  It  is  recognized  that  the  establishment  of  re¬ 
quirements  for  carryover  storage  cannot  be  based  on  critical  period 
considerations  alone,  but  that  probabilities  of  water  supply  also  must 
be  considered.  Also,  the  production  of  power  and  energy  is  a  relevant 
factor  that  must  be  considered  if  the  financial  feasibility  of  Federal 
developments  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  to  be  assured. 

The  committee  understands  that  the  language  of  the  proviso  in 
paragraph  (3)  establishes  specific  guidelines  for  the  release  of  water 
available  in  excess  of  compact  III  (c)  and  (d)  requirements  and 
water  required  to  be  stored  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (1)  ,  (2),  and 
the  first  part  of  (3).  Before  discussing  the  operating  guidelines  of 
paragraph  (3)  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  during  prolonged  pe¬ 
riods  of  low  runoff  there  would  be  no  available  excess  water  and  hence 
these  criteria  would  not  be  applicable.  During  periods  of  high  runoff 
and  high  storage  content  the  problems  of  reservoir  operation  dealt 
with  in  paragraph  (3)  are  not  critical  and  their  application  would 
not  be  of  major  significance.  Thus,  it  is  within  the  intermediate  ranges 
of  runoff  and  storage  content  that  the  criteria  specified  are  particu¬ 
larly  meaningful. 

The  language  of  paragraph  (3)  embodies  three  specific  operating 
guidelines.  The  first  (i)  provides  that  if  water  excess  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  is  determined  to  be  available,  it 
shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell  to  the  extent  that  it  can  be  reason¬ 
ably  applied  in  the  lower  division  States  to  the  domestic  and  agri¬ 
cultural  uses  specified  in  article  III  (e)  of  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact,  but  no  such  releases  of  water  will  be  made  from  Lake  Powell 
when  the  active  storage  therein  is  less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake 
Mead. 

The  second  (ii)  has  as  its  objective  the  distribution  of  available 
excess  water  in  a  manner  that  will  equalize  as  nearly  as  practicable 
active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  and  Lake  PowTell.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  policy,  herein  established,  of  maintaining,  so  far  as  pos¬ 
sible,  equal  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead  is  consist¬ 
ent.  with  good  operating  practice  and  is  fair  and  equitable  to  both 
the  upper  and  lower  basins.  Although  there  may  be  conditions  under 
which  it  wTould  be  desirable  and  advantageous  to  operate  over  a  limited 
period  of  time  in  a  manner  different  than  that  specified  in  phase  (ii), 
particularly  when  both  Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead  have  substantial 
reserves  of  storage,  any  problem  caused  by  application  of  this  cri¬ 
terion  is  not  regarded  as  serious. 

The  third  (iii),  to  avoid  spilling  water  from  Lake  Powell,  is  obvi¬ 
ously  consistent  with  good  river  management. 

/Section.  11(b) 

Subsection  (b)  retains  to  the  seven  States  composing  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  a  voice  in  formulating  the  operating  criteria.  The  pro- 
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posed  criteria  must  be  submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  not 
later  than  July  1,  1968,  to  the  Governors  of  these  seven  States,  and  to 
other  appropriate  parties  or  agencies,  for  their  review  and  comment. 
Thereafter,  the  Secretary  will  adopt  the  criteria  by  January  1,  1969, 
and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register. 

The  Secretary  is  also  required  to  keep  the  Congress  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  informed  by  a  yearly  re¬ 
port  reflecting  actual  operation  for  the  past  compact  year  and  pro¬ 
jected  operation  for  the  current  year. 

As  with  any  proposed  operation  or  set  of  criteria,  the  committee 
recognizes  that  actual  practice  may  dictate  changes,  so  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  make  changes  in  the  criteria  required  by  actual  op¬ 
erating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances.  As  a  protection  to  the 
States  of  the  basin,  such  changes  may  only  be  made  after  correspond¬ 
ence  with  the  Governors  and  consultation  with  representatives  se¬ 
lected  by  the  Governor  of  each  State. 

These  provisions  give  adequate  latitude  and  flexibility  in  establish¬ 
ing  or  changing  criteria  to  meet  any  circumstance  which  may  arise, 
while  at  the  same  time  assuring  change  only  after  adequate  consulta¬ 
tion  with  those  affected.  It  is  recognized  that  all  conceivable  exegencies 
cannot  be  foreseen,  thus  the  necessity  for  such  provisions. 

Section  11  ( c ) 

Subsection  (c)  directs  that  section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  109),  which  relates  to  power  production,  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  set  out  in  this  section. 
This  provision  is  appropriate  and  necessary  to  assure  consistent  power 
operations  at  all  Federal  reservoirs  on  the  Colorado  River,  and  to 
emphasize  that  the  production  of  hydroelectric  energy  is  a  relevant 
factor  that  must  be  considered  if  the  financial  feasibility  of  Federal 
water  resource  developments  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  to  be 
reasonably  assured,  as  hereinbefore  indicated. 

The  development  of  the  reservoir  operating  criteria  pursuant  to 
section  11  not  only  should  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the  misunderstand¬ 
ings  that  were  manifest  throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin  at  the 
time  the  Secretary  initiated  the  filling  of  Colorado  River  storage 
project  reservoirs,  but  should  also  constitute  a  major  contribution 
to  more  efficient  and  reasonable  river  management.  The  committee  re¬ 
gards  the  operating  criteria  of  section  11  as  being  fully  consistent  with 
the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  including  article  111(e) 
thereof.  The  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  that  the  language  in  this 
section  is  not  an  attempt  to  interpret  article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact;  it  simply  places  qualifications  upon  operations  under 
article  111(e).  The  successful  negotiations  which  produced  these 
guidelines  for  the  Secretary  to  follow  in  operating  Federal  reservoirs 
under  article  IH(e)  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  preclude  costly 
litigation  in  the  future. 

Section  12(a) 

This  section  recognizes  and  reaffirms  the  Colorado  River  compact 
and  the  binding  effect  of  its  provision  on  the  States  signatory  thereto. 
The  upper  basin  rights  to  the  consumptive  use  of  the  water  apportioned 
to  that  basin  under  the  compact  are  protected  against  any  interim  use 
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of  this  water  in  the  lower  basin.  Under  this  section,  when  the  upper 
basin  has  the  projects  and  the  means  necessary  to  use  its  entitlement 
under  the  Colorado  River  compact  it  will  then  have  available  the 
water.  Interim  use  of  Colorado  River  water  cannot  ripen  into  a  legal, 
moral  or  equitable  right  to  any  portion  of  the  upper  basin’s  water  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  length  of  time  the  water  has  been  used. 

Section  12(b) 

This  subsection  provides  that  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission  are  made  inviolate  to  any  of  the  terms  of 
this  bill.  This  bill  will  not  in  any  fashion  change  or  control  the  actions 
or  conduct  of  the  affairs  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

Section  13 

Section  13  removes  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  the  stretch  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake  Mead  and  the 
present  western  boundary  of  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  until  and 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  Congress.  This  section  of  the  bill 
renders  inapplicable  part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  ( 16  U.S.C.  791a- 
823) ,  by  whicn  Congress  had  previously  delegated  to  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  authority  to  grant  licenses  for  construction  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  generating  facilities  by  non-Federal  entities  on  waters  or 
lands  subject  to  Federal  jurisdiction. 

The  stretch  of  the  Colorado  River  thus  removed  from  Federal  Power 
Commission  jurisdiction  includes  Bridge  Canyon,  the  site  long  con¬ 
sidered  for  construction  of  a  multiple-purpose  reclamation  dam  most 
recently  referred  to  as  “Hualapai  Dam.”  Practically  all  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  bills  considered  in  the  90th  and  previous  Con¬ 
gresses  would  have  authorized  the  construction  of  Federal  dams  on 
the  Colorado  River.  These  so-called  cash  register  dams  would  have 
developed  the  necessary  electric  power  and  energy  to  provide  pumping 
power  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  facilities.  The  remaining  power 
would  have  been  sold  to  provide  revenues  to  aid  in  irrigation  repay¬ 
ment. 

The  administration  recommended  in  February  1967  that  the  Marble 
Canyon  site  be  included  in  an  enlarged  Grand  Canyon  National  Park 
and  that  consideration  of  the  Hualapai  site  be  deferred  pending  fur¬ 
ther  study.  During  the  hearings  a  number  of  organizations  and  in¬ 
dividuals  concerned  with  conversation  issues  testified  in  opposition 
to  the  construction  of  additional  dams  on  the  Colorado  River.  Also, 
the  department  of  water  and  power  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  raised 
a  new  issue  by  proposing  that  the  Hualapai  site  be  used  for  a  pump 
storage  project. 

The  purpose  of  section  13  is  to  reserve  to  the  Congress  the  ultimate 
decision  concerning  the  wisest  use  or  combination  of  uses  of  the  water 
and  land  resources  of  this  stretch  of  the  river. 

The  moratorium  provided  for  under  this  section  will  furnish  ample 
time  to  allow  the  National  Water  Commission  to  undertake  its  study 
of  the  alternative  and  best  uses  of  our  Nation’s  water  resources.  The 
results  of  the  Commission’s  study  will  be  available  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  to  the  Congress,  and  should  provide  guidance  and 
valuable  information  concerning  the  future  use  of  the  Hualapai  Dam 
site.  . 
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A  proposal  to  enlarge  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  to  include 
the  Marble  Canyon  site,  as  recommended  by  the  administration,  is 
the  subject  of  separate  legislation  now  before  the  committee  for  con¬ 
sideration. 

Section  7J 

Section  14  is  a  statement  of  policy  that,  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  legislation,  the  Secretary,  in  constructing,  operating  and 
maintaining  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  is  to  be  governed  by  general 
Federal  reclamation  laws  (32  Stat.  388,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented)  ,  and  that  this  legislation  upon  enactment  shall  be  a  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  reclamation  laws. 

Section  15 

Subsection  (a)  specifies  that  all  terms  used  in  this  bill  and  defined 
in  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  meaning  as  defined  in 
the  compact. 

Subsections  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  establish  the  specific  meaning 
for  the  terms  “main  stream,”  “user”  or  “water  user,”  “active  storage,” 
and  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  as  used  in  this  bill.  These  sub¬ 
sections  apply  to  the  use  of  these  terms  in  this  legislation  only,  and 
are  not  to  be  construed  as  general  definitions  for  purposes  of  Federal 
reclamation  law. 

Section  16 

Section  16  places  a  ceiling  of  $768  million,  plus  or  minus  such 
amounts  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  con¬ 
struction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indexes  applicable  to 
the  types  of  construction  involved  under  the  project  facilities  auth¬ 
orized  herein.  The  committee  chose  to  retain  the  “October  1963”  price 
figures  because  these  are  the  figures  which  have  been  consistently  used 
in  documents  and  reports  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  the  past 
4  years.  To  change  these  figures  by  updating  them  to  .Tidy  1967  prices 
for  the  purposes  of  this  bill  would  cause  confusion  and  render  com¬ 
parisons  with  previous  proposals  invalid. 

The  committee  did  request  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  furnish 
data  on  the  percentage  adjustment  that  would  be  involved  in  updating 
these  figures.  The  Department  indicates  that  a  correction  to  July  1967 
prices  would  be  approximately  9.2  percent  over  the  October  1963  prices. 

The  construction  of  irrigation  distribution  and  drainage  facilities 
for  non-Indian  lands  is  not  included  in  the  project  costs  because  of 
the  indeterminate  service  area  and  the  wide  variation  in  works  which 
will  be  required  for  various  portions  of  the  service  area  and  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  construction  of  these  systems  will  be  undertaken  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Distribution  System  Loan  Act  (69  Stat.  244,  as  amended) 
or  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  1044,  as 
amended)  or  other  suitable  program.  It  is  intended  that  the  works 
will  be  financed  through  separate  repayment  contracts  and  that  neither 
the  appropriations  nor  the  repayment  for  such  contracts  will  be 
treated  as  parts  of  the  development  fund. 

IX.  EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS 

The  reports  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  dated  April  28, 1967  on  S.  1004  and  related  bills  and  the  De- 
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partment  of  the  Interior’s  letter  of  February  15,  1967,  transmitting 
the  Department’s  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  “to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes,”  follow: 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

W ashington,  D.C.,  February  15,  1967. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington ,  I).0. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  Enclosed  is  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to 
authorize  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  that  this  bill  be  referred  to  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittee  for  consideration,  and  we  recommend  its  enactment. 

The  draft  bill  would  give  effect  to  certain  of  the  administration’s 
recommendations  for  a  lower  Colorado  River  development  program. 

Specifically,  the  draft  bill  would — 

1.  Authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (including  Hooker 
Dam  in  New  Mexico)  with  provision  for  assistance  in  meeting 
repayment  requirements  in  Arizona  through  (a)  a  $10  per  acre 
foot  average  canalside  irrigation  rate,  (b)  a  $50  per  acre-foot 
municipal  and  industrial  water  rate,  (c)  a  small  addition  to  the 
municipal  and  industrial  water  rate,  or  an  ad  valorem  tax,  or  a 
combination  of  the  two; 

2.  Make  provision  for  low-cost  pumping  power  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  through  prepayment  for  the  requisite  capacity 
and  associated  transmission  facilities  in  a  large,  efficient  thermal 
plant  to  be  constructed  in  the  Southwest  area  by  a  combination 
of  public  and  private  utilities  associated  with  Western  Energy 
Supply  and  Transmission  Associates  (WEST) ; 

3.  Encompass  programs  for  water  salvage  and  recovery  of 
ground  water  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the  lower 
Colorado  River; 

4.  Remove  the  Hualapai  (Bridge  Canyon)  and  Marble  Canyon 
sites  from  the  operation  of  part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

In  addition  the  administration  makes  the  following  recommenda¬ 
tions: 

(a)  Expansion  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  to  include 
the  Marble  Canyon  site  and  the  elimination  of  the  latter  develop¬ 
ment  from  the  program; 

(b)  Deferral  of  action  on  the  Hualapai  (Bridge  Canyon)  proj¬ 
ect  at  this  time,  reserving  the  question  of  disposition  of  the 
Hualapai  site  for  future  consideration  by  the  Congress; 

(c)  Establishment  of  the  National  Water  Commission  to 
reexamine  the  Nation’s  critical  water  supply  problems,  including 
the  Colorado  River  Basin,  as  heretofore  recommended  by  the 
administration. 

The  administration  is  committed  to  the  authorization  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  If  the  State  of  Arizona  is  to  put  to  use  its  entitle¬ 
ment  of  Colorado  River  water  as  adjudicated  by  the  Supreme  Court 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


69 


in  Arizona  v.  California ,  et  aH .,  373  U.S.  546  (1963),  this  project  must 
be  built.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  should  be  undertaken  now 
in  order  to  slow  the  pace  at  which  ground  water  resources  in  the 
central  Arizona  area  are  being  exhausted. 

Similarly,  we  are  in  agreement  that  studies  of  the  long-range 
water  supply  problems  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  should  now  be 
initiated  in  order  that  proposed  solutions  may  be  evolved  and  con¬ 
sidered  in  a  timely  fashion. 

The  foregoing  program  will,  we  believe,  provide  the  authorization 
necessary  to  meet  the  most  immediate  water  development  needs  in  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  area.  At  the  same  time,  the  studies  of 
the  National  Water  Commission  will  provide  a  background  of  infor¬ 
mation  and  advice  against  which  long-range  solutions  to  the  region’s 
water  supply  problems  can  be  effectively  evolved. 

The  segments  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  that  would  be  inundated 
by  the  Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  developments  possess  major 
scenic  and  wilderness  values.  Whether  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from 
construction  of  these  projects  are  of  sufficient  importance  to  outweigh 
the  retention  of  these  areas  in  their  present  state  has  been  one  of 
the  most  vexing  issues  that  has  emerged  in  connection  with  considera¬ 
tion  of  Colorado  River  resource  problems.  After  further  consideration 
of  all  aspects  of  the  matter,  we  have  concluded  that  the  highest  and 
best  use  of  the  Marble  Canyon  site  is  to  retain  it  in  its  natural  state 
as  an  addition  to  the  existing  Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  Studies 
regarding  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  addition  to  the  park  will  be 
completed  shortly  and,  as  soon  as  possible,  we  shall  transmit  for  the 
Congress’  consideration  a  draft  of  a  bill  to  carry  out  this  recommenda¬ 
tion.  Pending  action  on  it,  we  believe  that  legislation  authorizing 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  should  also  remove  the  Marble  Canyon 
site,  along  with  the  Hualapai  site  hereafter  discussed,  from  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act.  If  the  necessary  determina¬ 
tions  can  be  completed  in  time,  there  would  be  no  objection  to 
including  the  park  extension  in  the  proposed  legislation  transmitted 
herewith. 

Whether  hydroelectric  development  of  the  Hualapai  site  should 
also  be  precluded  permanently  need  not  be  decided  at  this  time. 
Deferment  of  this  decision  need  not  affect  construction  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  since,  under  our  recommendations,  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  unit  will  not  depend  upon  a  mainstream  Colorado  River  hydro¬ 
electric  power  development  as  a  source  of  pumping  power  and  financial 
assistance. 

We,  therefore,  reiterate  the  recommendation  made  in  our  report  of 
May  17,  1965,  on  H.R.  4671  and  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  its 
report  of  May  10,  1965,  on  S.  75  and  S.  1019,  that  consideration  of 
the  Hualapai  site  be  deferred  by  the  Congress  pending  evaluation  of 
the  issue  by  the  National  Water  Commission. 

In  order  to  preserve  congressional  freedom  of  action  with  respect 
to  Hualapai,  part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  should  be  made  inap¬ 
plicable  to  it. 

We  believe  that  the  National  Water  Commission  should  be  author¬ 
ized  separately  as  provided  by  S.  20  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
on  February  6  and  is  now  before  the  House  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 
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We  believe  the  Commission  is  the  appropriate  entity  to  undertake 
and  evaluation  of  basic  issues  relative  to  Colorado  River  water  supply 
problems.  The  Commission  would  be  directed  by  section  3(a)  of  the 
Senate-passed  bill  to — 

(1)  Review  present  and  anticipated  national  water  resource 
problems,  making  such  projections  of  water  requirements  as  may 
be  necessary  and  identifying  alternative  ways  of  meeting  these 
requirements — giving  consideration,  among  other  things,  to  con¬ 
servation  and  more  efficient  use  of  existing  supplies,  increased 
usability  by  reduction  of  pollution,  innovations  to  encourage  the 
highest  economic  use  of  water,  interbasin  transfers,  and  tech¬ 
nological  advances  including,  but  not  limited  to  desalting,  weather 
modification  and  waste  water  purification  and  reuse ; 

(2)  Consider  economic  and  social  consequences  of  water  re¬ 
source  development,  including,  for  example,  the  impact  of  water 
resource  development  on  regional  economic  growth,  on  institu¬ 
tional  arrangements,  and  on  esthetic  values  affecting  the  quality 
of  life  of  the  American  people ;  and 

(3)  Advise  on  such  specific  water  resource  matters  as  may  be 
referred  to  it  by  the  President  and  the  Water  Resources  Council. 

Advice  and  guidance  on  these  matters,  all  relevant  to  the  Colorado 
Basin’s  water  problems,  by  a  disinterested  and  objective  Commission 
composed  of  outstanding  citizens  should  provide  background  of  great 
assistance  in  the  formulation  of  specific  proposals.  The  Commission 
can  be  expected  to  give  prompt  consideration  to  the  problems  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  As  President  Johnson  said  in  his  message  to 
the  Congress  on  “Protecting  our  Natural  Heritage”  of  January  30, 
1967,  in  renewing  his  recommendation  for  the  establishment  of  the 
Commission,  “We  must  thoroughly  explore  every  means  for  assuring 
an  adequate  supply  of  pure  water  to  arid  areas  like  the  Southwest.” 

Under  the  previously  proposed  plan  for  the  Central  Arizona  Pro¬ 
ject,  which  envisioned  provision  of  pumping  power  and  financial  as¬ 
sistance  from  main  stream  hydroelectric  power  developments,  all  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  would  have  been  returned  through  financial  assistance 
from  power  sales  and  average  rates  of  $10  and  $50  per  acre-foot  for 
irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water,  respectively.  This  $50 
M.  &  I.  rate  included  a  component  for  irrigation  assistance.  Federal 
financing  of  a  portion  of  a  nonfederally  owned  thermal  plant  through 
prepayment  for  project  power  requirements  would  provide  low-cost 
pumping  power  and  would  eliminate  the  necessity  for  financial  assist¬ 
ance  from  main  stream  Colorado  River  hydroelectric  projects. 

Using  the  previously  proposed  average  water  rates,  our  studies  esti¬ 
mate  that  under  such  a  situation,  the  project  cost  would  be  repaid 
either  by  increasing  the  M.  &  I.  rate  to  $56  per  acre-foot  or  by  assessing 
the  project  service  area  in  Arizona  with  an  annual  ad  valorem  tax  levy 
which  would  come  to  0.6  mills  per  dollar  of  assessed  valuation  if  Pinal, 
Maricopa,  and  Pima  Counties  are  included.  The  economic  benefits  of 
the  project  should  manifest  themselves  in  an  increase  in  the  area’s 
wealth  which,  in  turn,  would  be  reflected  in  a  growth  of  the  tax  base. 
All  things  considered,  the  increase  in  taxes  would  seem  to  be  relatively 
modest. 

Obviously,  various  combinations  of  the  two  alternatives  of  the  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water  charge  and  the  ad  valorem  levy  are  pos- 
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sible.  Decisions  on  the  actual  mix  should  be  taken  only  in  closest  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  State  and  local  people  concerned.  The  legislation 
we  are  suggesting  will  provide  the  requisite  flexibility.  The  average 
$10  per  acre-foot  canal-side  irrigation  water  rate,  which  results  in  an 
average  rate  of  $16  per  acre-foot  at  the  farmer’s  headgate,  however,  is 
not  capable  of  substantial  adjustment.  It  represents  the  average  repay¬ 
ment  ability  of  the  water  users,  given  other  necessary  costs,  reasonable 
profit  allowances,  and  maintenance  of  the  type  of  agriculture  consistent 
with  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  reclamation  program.  Among  the 
factors  which  restrict  an  upward  thrust  of  the  average  irrigation  water 
rate  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  are  the  restraints  proposed  upon 
the  expansion  of  irrigation  and  the  lack  of  an  assurance  of  a  con¬ 
tinuing  water  supply.  Consequently,  we  contemplate  retention  of  the 
$10  rate,  on  the  basis  of  current  price  levels. 

This  plan  adheres  to  all  present  reclamation  repayment  policies. 
There  are  precedents  for  the  use  of  a  small  M.  &  I.  surcharge  or  ad 
valorem  tax  for  irrigation  repayment  assistance.  The  Central  Valley 
project  in  California  is  an  example  of  the  former.  The  Colorado  River 
storage  project  and  the  Fryingpan-Arkansas  project,  both  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  projects,  are  among  the  latter,  as  is  the  Garrison 
diversion  project  in  North  Dakota. 

While  the  prepaid  purchase  of  pumping  power  from  a  non-Federal 
steam-electric  plant  would  be  a  departure  in  reclamation  history,  the 
provision  of  pumping  power  for  project  use  is,  itself,  customary.  There 
are  indications  that  Bureau  of  Reclamation  cooperation  in  a  non-Fed- 
eral  steamplant  would  be  acceptable  to  the  public  and  private  gen¬ 
erating  utilities  in  the  WEST  organization. 

Sections  1-7  of  the  enclosed  draft  of  bill  (attachment  A)  would  give 
effect  to  the  foregoing  recommendations. 

Colorado  River  legislation  considered  in  the  89th  Congress  would 
have  granted  California  a  priority  for  the  consumptive  use  of  4,400,000 
acre-feet  of  water  as  against  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  in  anv  year  in  which  there  is  less  than  7,500,000  acre-feet  of  main 
stream  Colorado  River  water  available  for  consumptive  use  in  the 
three  lower  basin  States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada.  In  such 
event,  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  also  be  cur¬ 
tailed  in  favor  of  existing  users  in  Arizona  and  Nevada.  This  priority 
would  persist  until  works  are  in  operation  capable  of  augmenting  the 
flow  of  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by 
not  less  than  2,500,000  acre-feet  annually.  This  interstate  priority  was 
arrived  at  by  agreement  of  the  States  involved.  Earlier,  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  in  favorably  reporting  S.  1658 
in  the  88th  Congress,  provided  a  similar  California  priority  as  against 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  but  terminating  in  25  years. 

We  believe  the  questions  of  whether  there  should  be  a  statutory 
priority  and  of  its  terms  are  primarily  for  resolution  by  the  States  in¬ 
volved  and  the  Congress.  If  agreement  can  be  reached  upon  an  inter¬ 
state  priority,  the  administration  would  offer  no  objection.  The  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  water  supply  studies,  financial  analysis,  and  feasibility 
determination  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  have  been  made  in  the 
light  of  a  priority  of  4,400,000  acre-feet  per  annum  for  California  uses 
and  for  existing  rights  and  uses  in  Nevada  and  Arizona. 
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Payout  assistance  from  a  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  would 
not  be  necessary  under  our  proposal.  However,  if  the  Congress  deems 
it  appropriate  to  establish  such  a  fund  at  this  time  to  provide  financial 
assistance  for  other  future  water  developments  for  the  lower  basin, 
we  perceive  no  objection  thereto.  Presumably,  such  a  fund  would  in¬ 
clude  postamortization  revenues  from  the  existing  Hoover  and  Parker  - 
Davis  projects,  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  and  such  other  Federal 
dams  as  may  be  subsequently  constructed  in  the  lower  basin.  The  most 
recent  step  by  the  Congress  in  this  direction  was  the  establishment  of  a 
Columbia  Basin  account  by  section  2  of  Public  Law  89-448  of  June 
14,  1966.  In  the  event  the  Congress  concludes  that  a  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  development  fund  should  be  established  at  this  time,  we 
also  transmit  such  a  provision  (attachment  B)  for  consideration. 

The  following  table  compares  the  construction  cost  of  the  lower 
Colorado  program  we  recommend  be  authorized  with  the  cost  of  the 
construction  authorizations  contained  in  title  III  of  S.  861,  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  Senate,  and 
of  H.R.  3300,  pending  before  the  House  committee : 


Administration 

recommendation 

Title  1 II,  S.  861, 
and  H.R.  3300 

$529,000,000 
11,000,000 
580, 000,000 

$580, 000, 000 
92, 000, 000 
42,000, 000 
5, 000, 000 

42,000, 000 
5, 000, 000 

719, 000, 000 

1,167, 000,000 

S.  861  would  also  authorize  five  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  Animas-La  Plata,  Colorado-New 
Mexico,  and  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide  and  San  Miguel  in 
Colorado.  Similar  authorizations  are  contained  in  H.R.  3300. 

In  transmitting  the  planning  reports  on  these  projects  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  Animas-La  Plata  and  Dolores  projects  were  recommended 
for  immediate  authorization.  Deferral,  pending  the  establishment  and 
completion  of  review  by  the  National  Water  Commission  of  related 
water  problems,  was  proposed  for  the  others.  This  proposed  legislation 
would  seem  to  be  the  appropriate  vehicle  to  authorize  the  Animas-La 
Plata  and  Dolores  projects.  This  could  be  accomplished  by  inclusion 
therein  of  a  provision  along  the  lines  of  section  501  of  S.  861.  In  that 
event  subsections  (a)  and  (c)  would  be  modified  to  omit  the  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects.  We  would  also  propose 
to  eliminate  what  is  now  subsection  (d)  of  section  501  of  S.  861  for 
the  reasons  stated  last  year  in  Commissioner  Dominy’s  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on  H.R. 
4671.  (See  pp.  1343-1344,  serial  89-17  pt.  II,  hearings  before  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  project.)  We  would  offer  no  objection  to  the  inclusion  of  pro¬ 
visions  like  sections  501  (b)  and  (e)  of  S.  861.  Nor  would  there  be 
objection  to  applying  the  “class  1  equivalency”  concept  to  acreage 
limitations  for  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  and  Seedskadee  projects 
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(sec.  501(c),  S.  861),  in  view  of  the  high  altitude  and  relatively  short 
growing  seasons  of  the  areas  involved. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  authorization  of  participating  projects 
under  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  S.  861  includes  a  num¬ 
ber  of  provisions  affecting  upper  and  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  re¬ 
lationships.  These  provisions  have  largely  been  arrived  at  in  the  course 
of  interbasin  discussions  and  congressional  consideration  of  earlier 
Colorado  River  bills.  There  is  no  objection  to  inclusion  of  the  substance 
of  these  provisions  in  this  legislation  and  the  attached  draft  bill  so 
provides,  commencing  with  section  8. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  enactment  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  herein  proposed  is 
in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Stewart  L.  Udall, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Attachment  A 


A  BILL  To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

Section  1.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Central  Arizona 
Project  Act.” 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation  water  and 
municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water  deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and 
western  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water, 
generation  of  electric  power  and  energy,  control  of  floods,  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of 
recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  project,  consisting  of  the 
following  principal  works :  (1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals, 
including  a  main  canal  and  pumping  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct 
and  pumping  plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  from  Lake 
Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall  have 
a  capacity  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2) 
Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suitable  alter¬ 
native;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated 
as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the 
Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Number  59) ;  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir; 
(5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir ;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pump¬ 
ing  plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities, 
hydroelectric  powerplants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9) 
related  water  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  appurtenant 
works. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with  non-Federal 
interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating  powerplant 
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whereby  the  United  States  shall  acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of 
the  capacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery  of  power  and  energy 
over  appurtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon  de¬ 
livery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection  with  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project.  Power  and  energy  acquired  thereunder  may  be 
disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary  when  not  required  in 
connection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  agreement  shall 
provide,  among  other  things,  that — 

(1)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that  portion  of 
the  total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission 
facilities  serving  the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States 
therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary 
shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  available  to  the  non- 
Federal  interests  during  the  construction  period,  including  the 
period  of  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  in¬ 
stallments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule ; 

(2)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  including  pro¬ 
vision  for  depreciation  (except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro-rata 
share  of  construction  cost  borne  by  the  United  States  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (1))  shall  be  apportioned 
between  the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an 
equitable  basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (1) ; 

(3)  Costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  subdivisions 
(1)  and  (2)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest  and  interest  during 
construction,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  taxes  (except  for  Social 
Security  and  other  payroll  taxes)  including  but  not  limited  to 
real  or  personal  property  taxes,  gross  or  net  income  taxes,  and 
sales,  use,  and  transaction  privilege  taxes,  (d)  franchise  fees,  and 
(e)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be  specified  in  the  agreement; 

(4)  The  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate  credit  for 
any  interests  in  Federal  lands  administered  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the  powerplant  and 
appurtenances. 

(c)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress,  water  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available  directly  or 
indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation 
history  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian 
lands,  national  wildlife  refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  State-administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(d) (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona  may,  in  the 
event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment, 
be  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which  have  power 
to  levy  assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their 
boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  arrange¬ 
ments  whereby  each  said  organization  makes  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within  its  boundaries  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  Secretary’s  approval  and  the  United  States  shall,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  such  action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out 
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the  provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party 
to  such  contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user.  The  provisions 
of  this  subpai  agraph  ( 1 )  shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying  of  water 
to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reser¬ 
vation. 

(2)  Aiiy  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d)  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  IT.S.C.  485h(d))  with  respect  to  any 
project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic 
period  of  not  more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43 
Tj.S.C.  485h(e) )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a  period 
of  fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  de¬ 
livery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other  points 
of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  designate ;  and  long-term  contracts 
relating  to  irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made 
available  thereunder  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for 
municipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such  water 
is  not  required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provisions  of  law  no  contract  relating  to  an  irri¬ 
gation  water  supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  from  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  shall  commit  the  United  States  to  de¬ 
liver  such  supply  for  a  basic  period  of  more  than  fifty  years  for  each 
project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block,  nor  shall  such  a  contract  carry 
renewal  or  conversion  rights  or  entitle  the  contractor  to  water  beyond 
expiration  of  the  delivery  periods  specified  therein.  In  negotiating 
new  contracts  for  delivery  of  such  main  stream  water,  the  Secretary 
shall  consult  with  representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona  and  the 
Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  overall  Avater  supply  and 
needs  of  the  Central  Arizona  project. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
under  the  Central  Arizona  project  may  be  made  without  regard  to  the 
limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation 
Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c) )  ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery 
of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  con¬ 
duits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years 
if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and  for  the  delivery 
of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (2) 
thereof. 

(e)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under  the  Central 
Arizona  project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  measures,  ade¬ 
quate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  irriga¬ 
tion  from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area : 
(2)  the  canals  and  distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  con¬ 
veyed  after  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall 
be  provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judgment  to 
prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses ;  .(3)  neither  the  contractor  nor  the 
Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to  pump  ground  water  from 
lands  located  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  any  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  project  or  irrigation  district  receiving  water  from  the  Central 
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Arizona  project  for  any  use  outside  such  Federal  reclamation  project 
or  irrigation  district,  unless  the  Secretary  and  the  agency  or  organiza¬ 
tion  operating  and  maintaining  such  Federal  reclamation  project  or 
irrigation  district  shall  agree  or  shall  have  previously  agreed  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required ; 
and  (4)  all  agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  return 
flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  located  in  or  flowing 
from  contractor’s  service  area  originating  or  resulting  from  (i)  waters 
contracted  for  from  the  Central  Arizona  project  or  (ii)  waters  stored 
or  developed  by  any  Federal  reclamation  project  are  reserved  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  United  States  as  a  source  of  supply  for  the 
service  area  of  the  Central  Arizona  project  or  for  the  service  area  of 
the  Federal  reclamation  project,  as  the  case  may  be:  Provided,  That 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  clause  (3)  of  this  subsection,  the 
agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  return  flow,  seep¬ 
age,  sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  in  or  from  any  such  Federal 
reclamation  project,  may  also  be  pumped  or  diverted  for  use  and 
delivery  by  the  United  States  elsewhere  in  the  service  area  of  the 
Central  Arizona  project,  if  not  needed  for  use  or  reuse  in  such  Federal 
reclamation  project. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under  which  water 
is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  project  that  the  contractor  agree 
to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  exist¬ 
ing  supplies  from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary 
shall  so  require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from 
the  Gila  River  system,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional 
quantities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the  conditions  specified 
in  subsection  (h)  of  this  section :  Provided ,  That  such  exchanges  and 
replacements  shall  be  accomplished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to 
such  Arizona  contractors. 

(g)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream  Colorado 
River  water  for  the  Central  Arizona  project,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  ex¬ 
change  for  main  stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall  have  a 
first  priority  to  receive  main  stream  water,  as  against  other  users 
supplied  by  that  unit  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other 
sources,  but  only  in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Secretary 
shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water  from 
the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources,  in 
amounts  that  will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not 
to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and 
above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340)  .  Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until 
and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to 
downstream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  diminu¬ 
tion  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  diversions  from  the  Gila 
River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources.  In  determining 
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the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given 
to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved.  All  additional 
consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all 
rights  m  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the  decree  entered 
by  the  United.  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on 
June  29, 1935,  in  the  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  Dis¬ 
trict  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Number  59)  and  to  all  other  rights 
existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona 
to  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water 
sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent 
possible  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project  works  authorized  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213). 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment  capability 
of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  the  Central  Arizona  Pro¬ 
ject.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (includ- 
ing  provision  of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses) 
and  within  the  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to 
the  Act  of  July  1, 1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  as  are  beyond  re¬ 
payment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  5.  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  are  properly  allo¬ 
cated  to  commercial  power  development  and  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as 
of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made 
for  initiating  construction  of  such  project,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed 
average  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding 
marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for 
redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  programs  for  water  salvage 
along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and  for 
ground  water  recovery  in  the  Yuma  area.  Such  programs  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat 
for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary.  No 
groundwater  recovery  program  hereby  authorized  shall  be  undertaken 
until  the  Secretary  of  State  has  reported  to  the  President  on  consulta¬ 
tion  which  he  may  have  had  with  the  Government  of  Mexico  pursuant 
to  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  (Treaty  Series  994)  and  the  President  has 
approved  a  definite  plan  report  thereon. 

Sec.  7.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  the  reach  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake 
Mead  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by 
Congress. 

Sec.  8.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  established  under 
section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107),  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  established  by  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  755), 
for  all  expenditures  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover 
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Dam  during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for  the  filling  of 
Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962).  For  this 
purpose  $500,000  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  pow- 
erplant,  commencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the 
purposes  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To  the  extent 
that  any  deficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1, 1987, 
the  amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues  derived  from 
the  sale  of  electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover  Dam. 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend, 
repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994),  the  decree  entered  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California,  and 
others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105). 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive  uses  and  losses 
of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year  period  starting  on 
October  1,  1965.  Such  reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation 
with  the  States  of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors  of  each  State  sig¬ 
natory  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water  originating 
in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the 
availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for  the  coordinated 
long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and  operated  under 
the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  and  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  those 
statutes,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Compact  and  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed  in  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the  storage  of  water  in 
storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and  releases  of 
water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of  priority : 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described  in  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  deficiency  exists 
and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper  division. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d)  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  specified  in 
clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary 
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after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and 
representatives  of  the  three  lower  division  States  and  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  all  relevant  factors  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic 
streamfiows,  the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabilities  of 
water  supply ) ,  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  deliveries 
under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impairment  of  annual  consump¬ 
tive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact: 
Provided,  That  water  not  so  required  to  be  stored  shall  be  released 
from  Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in 
the  States  of  the  lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made 
when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active  storage 
in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage 
in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to 
avoid  anticipated  spills  from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  July  1, 1968,  the  criteria  proposed  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such 
other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for 
their  review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  proposed 
criteria,  but  not  later  than  January  1,  1969,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt 
appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and  publish  the 
same  in  the  Federal  Register.  Beginning  January  1, 1970,  and  yearly 
thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
governors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the 
actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  compact 
water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current  year.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the 
Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve  the  pur¬ 
poses  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  corre¬ 
spondence  with  the  governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
and  appropriate  consultation  with  such  state  representatives  as  each 
governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  shall  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  consumptive  use  of 
water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system  by 
the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any 
use  of  such  water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  impair,  conflict 
with  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission. 

Sec.  12.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  in  constructing, 
operating,  and  maintaining  the  Central  Arizona  project,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17, 
1902;  32  Stat.  388  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement. 

Sec.  13.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  which  are  defined  in  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  shall  have  the  meanings  there  defined. 

(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River 
downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including  the 
reservoirs  thereon. 
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(c)  User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream  water  in  the 
lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any  person  or  legal  entity  en¬ 
titled  under  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Arizona  against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main 
stream  water  when  available  thereunder. 

(d)  Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in  resfervoir  stor¬ 
es6?  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through  the  exist¬ 
ing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

^  (?)  Colorado  River  Basin  States  means  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and  Wyoming. 

Attachment  B 

Draft  Provision  for  “Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 

Fund.” 

iSec.  — .  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon,  Parker- 
Davis,  Central  Arizona  and  any  other  Federal  reclamation  projects 
hereafter  constructed  in  the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  which,  after 
completion  of  the  respective  repayment  requirements  thereof,  are  sur¬ 
plus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  their  respective  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  requirements  shall  be  kept  in  a  separate 
fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  known  as  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund,  to  be  expended  or  applied 
in  connection  with  water  conservation  and  development  for  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  as  may  hereafter  be  prescribed  by  the  Congress. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

W  ashing  ton,  D.C. ,  April  28, 1967. 

Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,.  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs ,  U.S.  Senate, 
W ashington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  responds  to  your  letter  of  April  5, 1967, 
requesting  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  S.  861,  S.  1242, 
and  S.  1409,  bills  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  on  S.  1004,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  Arizona-New  Mexico, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  purposes  of  these  bills  are  stated  in  their  titles. 

By  letter  of  February  15,  1967,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  sub¬ 
mitted  recommendations  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  on  Colorado 
River  legislation.  The  draft  bill  transmitted  with  that  letter  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  you  (S.  1013)  on  February  17, 1967. 

S.  1013  reflects  the  position  of  the  administration  and,  accordingly, 
we  recommend  that  it  be  enacted  in  lieu  of  the  bills  on  which  our 
views  were  requested. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Wilfred  H.  Rommel, 

Assistant  Director  for  Legislative  Reference. 
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U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C. ,  April  28,  1967. 

Hon.  Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs , 

U.S.  Senate ,  TV ashington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Jackson:  Your  letter  of  April  5  requested  a  report 
on  S.  861,  S.  1004,  S.  1242,  and  S.  1409.  These  bills,  like  S.  1013,  deal 
with  Colorado  River  authorizations. 

Our  letter  of  February  15  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  submitted 
the  administration’s  recommendations  on  Colorado  River  legislation. 
The  draft  bill  transmitted  with  that  letter  was  introduced  by  you  (S. 
1013)  at  our  request  on  February  17.  On  the  same  date,  Senator  Hay¬ 
den  introduced  a  similar  bill  (S.  1004)  on  his  own  behalf  and  on  behalf 
of  Senators  Fannin  and  Cannon  as  well  as  yourself. 

Since  the  issues  involved  in  Colorado  River  resource  development 
are  dealt  with  in  depth  in  our  letter  of  February  15,  we  request  that 
that  letter  be  considered  as  our  basic  report  on  these  bills,  and  that  this 
letter  be  regarded  as  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  report. 

As  indicated  above,  the  differences  between  S.  1013  and  S.  1004  are 
few.  Both  would  (a)  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  (b)  pro¬ 
vide  for  water  salvage  programs  and  ground  water  recovery  along  the 
lower  Colorado,  and  (e)  cover  a  number  of  items  of  mutual  concern 
to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Colorado  River  Basins.  The  few  differences 
between  the  two  bills  and  our  comments  thereon  are  as  follows : 

(1)  The  Granite  Reef  Aqueduct  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
would  have  a  capacity  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  under  the  admin¬ 
istration’s  recommendation  (S.  1013),  while  the  capacity  is  specified 
in  S.  1004  as  not  less  than  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second. 

Comment. — The  Central  Arizona  Project  originally  was  formulated 
on  the  basis  of  an  1,800-cubic-feet-per-second  aqueduct  having  a  diver¬ 
sion  capacity  of  1.2  million  acre-feet  per  year.  With  the  4.4  million 
acre-feet  priority  to  California  in  effect  it  would  require  an  aqueduct 
capacity  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  to  divert  an  average  annual 
quantity  of  1.2  million  acre-feet  over  the  50-year  payout  period.  Ad¬ 
ditionally,  a  2,500-cubic-feet-per-second  aqueduct  would  have  a  maxi¬ 
mum  diversion  capacity  of  1.6  million  acre-feet  in  any  1-year  which, 
together  with  other  uses  of  Colorado  River  water  by  Arizona,  would 
permit  Arizona  to  use  its  full  entitlement  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  in 
those  years  when  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  Colorado  River  water  are 
available  for  consumptive  use  in  the  lower  basin.  A  2,500-cubic-feet- 
per-second  aqueduct  could  be  serviced  by  approximately  400  mega¬ 
watts  of  thermal  power.  A  3,000-cubic-feet-per-second  aqueduct  would 
require  an  additional  70  megawatts,  which  would  increase  the  prepaid 
purchase  costs  in  a  non-Federal  steamplant. 

(2)  S.  1004  omits  section  2(b)(3)  of  S.  1013  which  provides  ex¬ 
pressly  that  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  the  Federal 
prepayment  arrangements  for  thermal  power  to  meet  Central  Arizona 
Project  pumping  requirements  shall  not  include  interest,  financing 
charges,  taxes  or  other  similar  items. 

Comment. — These  items  could  be  omitted  as  a  matter  of  negotiation 
even  though  no  specific  instruction  to  that  effect  is  included  in  the 
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legislation.  It  may  be  that  the  specific  language  we  have  proposed 
is  unduly  restrictive  in  respect  of  items  such  as  sales  taxes  on  equip¬ 
ment  and  supplies  if  purchased  outside  the  State  in  which  the  plant 
would  be  constructed. 

(3)  S.  1004  omits  a  provision  included  in  section  2(d)  (2)  of  S.  1013 
which  provides  for  a  review  of  other  requirements  for  water  in  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  service  area  before  irrigation  water  supply 
contracts  may  be  renewed. 

Comment. — The  omitted  provision  is  similar  to  a  provision  first  in¬ 
cluded  as  section  107(e)  of  the  draft  bill  transmitted  with  our  report 
of  April  9,  1964,  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  on  S.  1658  in  the  88th  Congress.  Our  report  of  May  18,  1965, 
to  your  committee  on  S.  75  and  S.  1019,  89th  Congress,  also  proposed 
its  inclusion.  We  reiterate  here  what  was  said  in  that  letter : 

“Until  such  time  as  sufficient  water  is  available  to  meet  all  demands, 
it  is  important  that  legislation  authorizing  new  projects  using  lower 
basin  Colorado  River  water  include  the  mechanisms  whereby  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  water  as  between  irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial 
uses  can  be  further  considered  from  time  to  time.  Irrigation  water  con¬ 
tracts  should  be  of  a  definite  term — long  enough  to  justify  investments 
and  development  to  put  the  water  to  use,  but  nevertheless  with  a  finite 
time  limit — to  provide  the  opportunity  for  reappraisal  of  the  water 
situation  at  the  end  of  the  contract  period  looking  to  the  dedication 
of  water  to  its  highest  use  at  that  time.  We  recognize  that  this  is  a 
departure  from  the  permanent  service  requirement  of  the  Boulder  Can¬ 
yon  Project  Act  and  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1956  (70  Stat. 
415),  providing  for  renewal  of  irrigation  water  delivery  contracts.  It 
is,  however,  in  our  view  justified  by  the  conditions  now  prevailing  in 
the  Southwest.” 

(4)  Section  6  of  S.  1004  omits  the  requirement  of  the  identically 
numbered  section  in  S.  1013  requiring  a  report  by  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  and  Presidential  approval  of  a  definite  plan  report  before  ground 
water  recovery  programs  may  be  undertaken  in  the  Yuma  area. 

Comment. — The  Mexican  Government  has  been  concerned  about  pos¬ 
sible  adverse  effects  of  ground  water  recovery  in  the  Yuma  area  upon 
the  flow  of  underground  water  across  the  international  boundary.  We 
do  not  propose  to  do  more  through  these  ground  water  recovery  pro¬ 
grams  than  to  recover  the  recharge  which  occurs  from  surface  irriga¬ 
tion  in  the  Yuma  area.  Consequently,  there  will  be  no  reduction  in  the 
ground  water  which  would  flow  into  Mexico  in  this  area  in  the  absence 
of  irrigation  on  the  American  side  of  the  border.  However,  in  view  of 
the  concern  of  the  Mexican  Government,  the  administration  believes 
the  provision  should  be  retained. 

(5)  S.  1004  omits  section  7  of  S.  1013  which  would  remove  the  reach 
of  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake  Mead  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam 
from  the  licensing  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

Comment. — Our  letter  of  February  15  to  the  President  of  the  Senate 
recommends  that  Marble  Canyon  Dam  be  eliminated  from  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  development  program  and  that  consideration  of  Hualapai 
(Bridge  Canyon)  Dam  be  deferred  pending  study  by  the  National 
Water  Commission.  Enlargement  of  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  to 
include  the  Marble  Canyon  site,  as  we  have  recommended,  would,  of 
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course,  eliminate  the  need  for  this  provision  so  far  as  concerns  that  site. 
However,  it  would  still  be  necessary  to  place  a  moratorium  on  the 
Hualapai  site  to  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  final  decision  as  to 
its  disposition. 

S.  861,  S.  1242,  and  S.  1409  are  similar  in  most  respects,  and  have 
each  evolved  from  H.R.  4671,  89th  Congress,  as  reported  out  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  in  August  of  last 
year.  They  are  also  similar  in  most  respects  to  H.R.  3300  which  is  now 
before  the  House  committee.  Our  reasons  for  proposing  that  the  ap¬ 
proach  of  these  bills  be  dropped  in  favor  of  that  taken  by  S.  1013  and 
S.  1004  are  fully  set  out  in  our  letter  of  February  15. 

In  summary,  we  recommend  enactment  of  either  S.  1013  or  S.  1004, 
if  amended  to  conform  thereto.  We  recommend  also  that  Grand  Can¬ 
yon  National  Park  be  enlarged  as  proposed  in  our  letter  of  March  9 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate.  As  stated  in  our  letter  of  February  15 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate,  these  bills  would  seem  to  be  the  ap¬ 
propriate  vehicle  to  authorize  the  Animas-La  Plata  and  Dolores 
projects. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  presentation  of  this  supplemental  report,  and  that  the  enactment 
of  legislation  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  proposed  in 
our  letter  of  February  15  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  in  S.  1013 
is  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Stewart  L.  Udall, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


X.  CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  S.  1004 
as  reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  in  shown  in  roman)  : 

ACT  OF  APRIL  11,  1956  (70  STAT.  105,  AS  AMENDED; 

43  U.S.C.  620) 

In  order  to  initiate  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin,  for  the  purposes,  among 
others,  of  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River,  storing  water  for 
beneficial  consumptive  use,  making  it  possible  for  the  States  of  the 
Upper  Basin  to  utilize,  consistently  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact,  the  apportionments  made  to  and  among  them  in  the 
Colorado  River  compact  and  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  com¬ 
pact,  respectively,  providing  for  the  reclamation  of  arid  and  semiarid 
land,  for  the  control  of  floods,  and  for  the  generation  of  hydroelectric 
power,  as  an  incident  of  the  foregoing  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  hereby  authorized  (1)  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  following  initial  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  con¬ 
sisting  of  dams,  reservoirs,  powerplants,  transmission  facilities  and 
appurtenant  works:  Curecanti,  Flaming  Gorge,  Navajo  (dam  and 
reservoir  only) ,  and  Glen  Canyon :  Provided ,  That  the  Curecanti  Dam 
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shall  be  constructed  to  a  height  which  will  impound  not  less  than  nine 
hundred  and  forty  thousand  acre-feet  of  water  or  will  create  a  reservoir 
of  such  greater  capacity  as  can  be  obtained  by  a  high  waterline  located 
at  seven  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty  feet  above  mean  sea  level, 
and  that  construction  thereof  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  the 
Secretary  has,  on  the  basis  of  further  engineering  and  economic  in¬ 
vestigations,  reexamined  the  economic  justification  of  such  unit  and, 
accompanied  by  appropriate  documentation  in  the  form  of  a  supple¬ 
mental  report,  has  certified  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  President  that, 
in  his  judgment,  the  benefits  of  such  unit  will  exceed  its  costs;  and 
(2)  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  following  additional  recla¬ 
mation  projects  (including  power-generating  and  transmission  facili¬ 
ties  related  thereto),  hereinafter  referred  to  as  participating  projects: 
Central  Utah  (initial  phase),  San  Juan-Chama  (initial  stage) ,  Ilmery 
County,  Florida,  Hammond,  La  Barge,  Lyman,  Navajo  Indian, 
Paonia  (including  the  Minnesota  unit,  a  dam  and  reservoir  on  Muddy 
Creek  just  above  its  confluence  with  the  North  Fork  of  the  Gunnison 
River,  and  other  necessary  works),  [Pine  River  Extension]  Animas- 
Lci  Plata,  Dolores ,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide ,  San  Miguel,  Seedskadee, 
Savery-Pot  Hook,  Bostwick  Park,  Fruitland  Mesa,  Silt  and  Smith 
Fork:  Provided  further,  That  as  part  of  the  Glen  Canyon  Unit  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  take  adequate  protective  measures  to 
preclude  impairment  of  the  Rainbow  Bridge  National  Monument. 

Sec.  2.  In  carrying  out  further  investigations  of  projects  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  in  the  Upper  Coloado  River  Basin,  the 
Secretary  shall  give  priority  to  completion  of  planning  reports  on  the 
Gooseberry,  [Parshall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ears,]  Eagle  Divide, 
[San  Miguel,  West  Divide,]  Bluestone,  Battlement  Mesa,  [Tomichi 
Creek,  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,]  Grand  Mesa,  [Dallas  Creek,  Dolores 
Fruit  Growers  extension,  Animas-La  Plata  J  Yellow  Jacket,  Basalt, 
Middle  Park  ( including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure 
units),  Upper  Gunnison  ( including  the  East  River ,  Ohio  Creek,  and 
Tomichi  Creek  units).  Lower  Y ampa  ( including  the  Juniper  and 
Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Yampa  ( including  the  Hayden  Mesa , 
Wessels,and  Toponas  units) ,  and  Sublette  ( including  the  Kendall 
Reservoir  on  Green  River  and  a  diversion  of  water  from  the  Green 
River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming) ,  Uintah  unit  and 
Ute  I ndian  unit  of  the  Central  U tah ,  San  Juan  County  ( Utah) ,  Price 
River .  Grand  County  (Utah),  Ute  Indian  unit  extension  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Utah,  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper  (Utah)  participating  proj¬ 
ects.  *  *  * 


MINORITY  VIEWS  OF  MESSRS.  KUCHEL,  ALLOTT, 

AND  HANSEN 

I.  Introduction 

As  Western  Senators  we  are  keenly  aware  of  the  necessity  of  an 
adequate  water  supply  to  the  well-being  and  growth  of  any  community. 
We  will  always  support  constructive  water  resource  development  leg¬ 
islation,  but  S.  1004  abandons  the  essential  principles  of  good  regional 
water  resource  development  and  substitutes  narrow,  sectional,  short¬ 
term  expediency.  The  bill  is  not  in  the  long-range  interests  of  Arizona, 
the  other  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  or  the  Nation. 

S.  1004  lacks  the  major  principles  essential  to  a  fair  solution  of  the 
water  challenge  facing  the  Southwest.  Those  essential  elements  in¬ 
clude  :  ( 1 )  recognition  that  the  dependable  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system  is  insufficient  to  meet  existing  and  committed  uses, 
including  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  obligation;  (2)  effective  steps  to 
augment  the  inadequate  flow  of  the  Colorado  River ;  (3)  adequate  pro¬ 
tection  of  existing  uses  and  investments  against  proposed  new  uses  of 
the  Colorado  River;  (4)  authorization  of  Hualapai  project;  and  (5) 
use  of  a  development  fund  to  help  defray  the  costs  of  a  future  water 
augmentation  project. 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart  L.  Udall  stated  the  problem  very 
well  in  April  1964,  in  support  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  water  plan : 

“.  .  .  the  waiter  supply  problems  of  the  various  sectors  of 
the  Pacific  Southwest  comprise,  in  fact,  but  one  common 
closely  interrelated  problem.  It  follows  that  there  should  be 
a  common,  comprehensive,  and  coordinated  solution.  The  an¬ 
swer  to  the  water  problems  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  does  not 
lie  in  a  series  of  independent,  uncoordinated  actions.  This  can 
only  lead  to  continued  controversy  and  stalemate  .  .  .” 1 

Authorization  of  the  “stripped  down”  Central  Arizona  Project  re¬ 
ported  out  by  the  committee  would  be  the  epitome  of  “uncoordinated 
action.”  Secretary  Udall’s  latest  proposal,  embodied  in  S.  1004,  is  now 
generating  the  basinwide  controversy  that  he  himself  predicted. 

The  predictable  result  of  enactment  will  be  a  bankrupt  river  and  a 
crippling  of  present  water  uses  and  potential  development  in  other 
States  of  the  basin. 

II.  Crisis  on  a  Water-Short  River 

A.  WATER  SHORTAGES  IN  THE  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  ARE  ACUTE 

The  bill  reported  by  the  committee  completely  ignores  the  harsh 
truth  that  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  is  inadequate  to 

1  Hearings  on  8.  100i  and  Related  Bills  Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power 
Resources  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  90th  Cone.,  1st  Seas., 
141  (1967). 
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meet  the  inevitable  future  consumptive-use  demands  upon  it.  Addi¬ 
tion  of  a  new  major  project  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  with¬ 
out  commencing  action  for  long-range  solutions  to  the  water  supply 
problems  of  the  entire  basin,  will  only  aggravate  a  situation  that  is 
unsatisfactory  at  the  present  time. 

All  of  the  studies  indicate  the  early  onset  of  a  serious  water  shortage 
in  the  lower  basin.  They  show  that  a  real  crisis  is  being  faced  by 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada.  The  same  crisis  is  coming  closer 
and  closer  to  the  Upper  Basin  with  each  passing  year. 

Therefore,  the  fundamental  issue  facing  the  Congress  is  the  water 
deficiency  of  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin. 

In  its  consideration  of  this  legislation  in  the  89th  Congress,  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  studied  three  basic  hydrologic  reports  on  the  Colorado 
River.  These  were  prepared  (1)  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  (2) 
by  Tipton  &  Kalmbach,  Inc.,  for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  (3)  by  the  engineers  of  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia.  These  reports  drew  the  outlines  of  stark  tragedy  for  a  basin 
engaged  in  shuffling  shortages  rather  than  seeking  long-range  aug¬ 
mentation  of  its  primary  water  supply.  The  committee  said  this : 

1.  The  committee  believes  that  the  results  of  the  studies 
submitted  in  testimony  on  this  legislation  place  the  water 
supply  situation  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  proper  per¬ 
spective  and  that  they  demonstrate  the  limited  magnitude  of 
the  water  resource  as  accurately  as  possible.  These  recent 
analyses,  having  utilized  longer  periods  of  streamflow  rec¬ 
ords  and  more  refined  techniques  than  those  employed  in  the 
past,  are  probably  more  indicative  of  long-term  water  avail¬ 
ability  than  are  the  results  of  earlier  studies. 

2.  All  of  the  studies  indicate  the  presence  of  a  serious  water 
deficiency  in  the  lower  basin  of  the  Colorado  River;  in  fact, 
they  show  that  a  real  crisis  is  being  faced  by  Arizona,  south¬ 
ern  California,  and  Nevada.  Furthermore,  this  same  crisis 
is  coming  closer  and  closer  to  the  upper  basin  with  each  pass¬ 
ing  year;  therefore,  the  fundamental  issue  facing  the  Con¬ 
gress  involves  the  question  of  the  water  supply  deficiency  of 
the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin. 

3.  All  of  the  studies  indicate  that  any  large  increase  in  use 
of  water  in  the  lower  basin  must,  even  now,  be  supplied  in 
part  from  water  apportioned  by  the  compact  to  the  upper 
basin,  but  which  is  presently  unused  by  it.  As  the  upper  basin 
progresses  with  its  development,  the  amount  of  unused  water 
will  diminish  until  ultimately  no  surplus  upper  basin  water 
will  be  available  for  use  in  the  lower  basin.  There  will  be 
available,  however,  a  full  water  supply  from  the  Colorado 
River  for  the  central  Arizona  unit  until  some  time  during  the 
decade  1990  to  2000,  after  which  time,  due  to  the  priority 
guaranteed  to  California  by  the  legislation  and  as  a  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  increasing  consumption  of  water  in  the  upper 
basin,  the  supply  will  diminish  unless  augmented  from  other 
sources.  In  the  absence  of  imported  water,  the  average  diver- 
tible  supply  of  water  for  the  central  Arizona  unit  is  estimated 
to  be  900,000  acre-feet  by  the  year  2000. 
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4.  On  the  basis  of  the  water  supply  studies  furnished  to 
the  committee  and  on  the  testimony  presented  at  the  hear¬ 
ings,  the  committee  concludes  that  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  will  neither  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  future 
requirements  of  the  areas  dependent  upon  it,  nor  to  meet 
apportionments  of  the  consumptive  use  of  water  made  by  the 
Colorado  River  compact  to  the  upper  and  lower  basins  plus 
the  delivery  of  water  to  Mexico  as  required  by  international 
treaty.  It  is  only  a  question  of  time  until  the  water  require¬ 
ments  exceed  the  amount  of  water  available.  This  condition 
will  occur  whether  or  not  the  central  Arizona  unit  is  built. 

5.  In  order  to  provide  assurances  that  the  economy  of  the 
Southwest  will  not  retrogress  as  its  water  supply  progres¬ 
sively  diminishes,  the  committee  concludes  that  all  forms  of 
augmentation  of  those  supplies — such  as  reductions  in  water 
losses,  water  conservation  practices,  desalination,  weather 
modification,  importations  of  water  from  outside  the  natural 
drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River,  and  other  means — 
should  be  investigated  and  thoroughly  studied.  These  investi¬ 
gations  and  studies  should  be  commenced  at  once  and  pursued 
diligently  in  order  to  avoid  future  disastrous  effects  upon  the 
economy  of  the  Southwest.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
enactment  and  implementation  of  title  II  in  the  form  it  has 
been  approved  will  meet  this  urgent  need  for  investigations 
and  studies,  not  only  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  but  for 
the  other  areas  of  the  Southwest  as  well.2 

We  believe  that  the  distinguished  House  committee  was  right. 

Lack  of  augmentation  tightens  criteria  for  authorizing  projects 

The  other  basin  States  went  along  with  Arizona’s  promotion  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  in  the  89th  Congress  because  the  bill  that 
Arizona  then  offered  included  realistic  authorizations  for  investiga¬ 
tion  of  means  to  increase  the  river’s  water  supply,  by  importation, 
desalination,  and  so  on.  The  experts  agreed  that,  while  the  project 
could  not  be  justified  on  the  water  supply  actually  available  during 
the  past  45  years,  which  averaged  only  13.7  million  acre-feet  for  all 
uses  in  both  basins,  there  was  a  50-50  probability  that  14.9  million 
acre-feet  might  be  available.  The  other  States  were  persuaded  to  gam¬ 
ble  on  those  odds,  in  the  expectation  that  the  same  bill  would  give 
reasonable  assurance  that  water  would  be  added  to  the  river  in  time 
to  meet  the  Central  Arizona  Project’s  new  demand  if  the  natural 
supply  fails  to  improve.  But  the  present  bill  deletes  all  hope  for  con¬ 
struction  of  works  to  augment  the  river’s  natural  water  supply. 

Supreme  Court  apportionment  in  Arizona  v.  California  only  condi¬ 
tional 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  Supreme  Court  apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  Lower  Basin  States  is  conditional,  based  upon  avail¬ 
able  water  supply.3  Arizona’s  apportionment  is  2.8  million  acre- feet  per 
year,  but  only  if  7y2  million  acre-feet  per  year  are  available  for  con¬ 
sumptive  use  in  the  Lower  Basin  after  meeting  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  obligation  and  river  losses. 


2  H.R.  Rep.  No.  1849,  89th  Cong.,  2nd  Sess.,  34  (1966). 

3 Arizona  v.  California,  373  U.S.  546  (1963),  (opinion)  ;  376  U.S.  340  (1964)  (decree). 


88 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


Central  Arizona  Project  dependent  upon  borrowed  water 

Unless  water  is  added  to  the  Colorado  River  from  other  sources, 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  can  only  obtain  a  full  and  permanent 
water  supply  by  depressing  further  development  in  the  Upper  Basin, 
or  by  destroying  existing  uses  in  the  Lower  Basin,  or  both. 

The  deficiency,  soon  after  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  built,  will 
be  at  least  2.5  million  acre-feet  annually.  The  project  must  live  on 
borrowed  water  and  borrowed  time.  This  is  easily  demonstrated. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in  Arizona  v.  Cali¬ 
fornia ,  Arizona’s  apportionment  is  2.8  million  acre- feet  per  year  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  conditions  which  have  just  been  noted.  Arizona  is  presently 
consuming  1.2  million  acre-feet  annually  of  its  maximum  conditional 
apportionment.  This  leaves  only  1.6  million  feet  from  the  maximum 
conditional  apportionment  available  for  use  by  the  proposed  Central 
Arizona  Project.  (The  bill,  as  reported,  would  authorize  a  project 
designed  to  transport  2  million  acre-feet  annually.) 

The  availability  of  1.6  million  acre-feet  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  is,  of  course,  dependent  upon  the  flow  of  water  received  at 
Lee  Ferry  from  the  Upper  Basin.  In  order  to  count  on  this  quantity, 
Arizona  must  assume  that  the  annual  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  will  be  at 
least  10  million  acre-feet.  If  less  than  10  million  flows  in  at  Lee  Ferry, 
Arizona  cannot  have  2.8  million.  This  is  because  2.5  million  acre-feet 
of  the  Lee  Ferry  inflow  from  the  Upper  Basin  cannot  be  used  in  the 
Lower  Basin.  (1.5  million  must  flow  on  through  to  Mexico,  and  another 
1  million  is  evaporated  in  transit.)  So,  when  the  average  inflow  is  less 
than  10  million,  the  residue  is  less  than  7.5  million,  Arizona,  under  the 
Court’s  decree,  is  not  entitled  to  2.8  million  acre-feet  unless  the  total 
available  for  herself,  California,  and  Nevada  is  7.5  million.  And  if  less 
than  2.8  million  is  available  for  Arizona,  then  less  than  1.6  million  is 
available  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  because  the  bill  protects  1.2 
million  acre- feet  of  existing  uses  in  Arizona,  as  against  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  A  Lee  Ferry  inflow  of  10  million  acre- feet,  therefore, 
is  necessary  to  supply  1.6  million  acre- feet  of  new  uses  by  the  Central 
Arizona  Project. 

But.  the  Upper  Basin  States  emphatically  deny  that  they  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  delivering  10  million  acre-feet  at  Lee  Ferry.  The  Upper 
Basin  contends  that  the  limit  of  its  responsibility  was  set  by  the  1922 
compact4  that  its  Lee  Ferry  delivery  commitment  is  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  annually,  not  10  million,  and  that  Arizona  is  both  wrong  and 
foolish  to  seek  congressional  authorization  for  a  project  which  must 
depend  upon  the  delivery  of  water  at  Lee  Ferry  in  excess  of  the  Upper 
Basin’s  responsibilities  under  the  1922  compact. 

Whatever  risky  assumptions  Arizona  may  wish  to  make  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  future  availability  of  water  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  the  Upper  Basin  does  not  believe  that  the  Congress  would  ever 
purposely  abrogate  its  previous  ratification  of  the  Colorado  River 
compact,4  that  its  Lee  Ferry  delivery  commitment  is  7.5  million  acre- 
viously  passed  Upper  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act.5 

A  review  of  the  hydrology  statistics  is  illuminating. 


1  Colorado  River  Compact  of  1922. 

5  70  Stat.  105  (1956). 
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Over  the  years  since  the  gages  were  installed  at  Lee  Ferry  in  1922, 
about  45  years  ago,  the  “virgin  flow”  at  Lee  Ferry,  if  there  had  been 
no  depletions  at  all  in  the  Upper  Basin,  would  have  averaged  only  13.8 
million  acre-feet  annually.  There  is  no  dispute  about  this  figure.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  residue  available  for  use  in  the  Upper  Basin,  if  10  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  flowed  down  to  the  Lower  Basin,  would  be  only  3.8  mil¬ 
lion,  which  must  meet  evaporation  losses  from  Upper  Basin  reservoirs 
of  about  700,000  acre-feet  as  well  as  supply  all  consumptive  uses  by 
Upper  Basin  cities,  industries,  and  projects.  But  Upper  Basin  projects 
already  existing  or  authorized  would  deplete  the  stream  about  4.6 
million  acre-feet,  and  this  would  be  increased  to  about  5  million  acre- 
feet  by  the  five  Upper  Basin  projects  included  in  S.  1004.  Existing  and 
authorized  uses  in  the  Upper  Basin  would  have  to  be  curtailed  to  sup¬ 
port  the  new  Central  Arizona  Project,  absent  an  increase  in  the  water 
supply. 

The  stifling  of  these  uses  would  be  intolerable  to  the  Upper  Basin 
States,  and  to  the  conscience  of  Congress.  These  States  point  to  article 
111(d)  of  the  compact,  which  requires  the  upper  division  not  to  de¬ 
plete  the  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  below  an  aggregate  of  75  million  acre-feet 
in  each  period  of  10  years.  This  is  an  average  of  7.5  million  annually, 
not  10  million.  If  the  whole  supply  continued  to  be  only  13.8  mil¬ 
lion  (the  average  since  1922),  the  satisfaction  of  a  delivery  obliga¬ 
tion  of  7.5  million  annually  would  leave  only  6.3  million  for  use 
in  the  Upper  Basin,  or  5.6  million  after  deducting  evaporation  losses. 
Projects  which  are  in  an  advanced  planning  stage,  pursuant  to 
congressional  directives,  will  raise  the  Upper  Basin  depletions 
to  more  than  5.6  million  acre-feet  before  the  turn  of  the  century.  But 
Arizona  insists  that,  in  addition  to  this,  the  Upper  Division  must  de¬ 
liver  each  year  at  Lee  Ferry  an  additional  750,000  acre-feet  of  water 
(plus  losses)  to  satisfy  one-half  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden,  solely 
because  Arizona  says  that  her  own  uses  of  her  tributaries  are  exempt 
from  that  same  burden  under  her  construction  of  the  compact.  By 
coincidence  or  otherwise,  the  Secretary’s  water  supply  figures  assume 
the  same  result,  a  minimum  Lee  Ferry  flow  of  8.25  million  acre-feet.  If 
so,  the  residue  available  for  use  in  the  Upper  Basin,  out  of  a  supply  of 
13.8  million,  and  after  meeting  reservoir  losses,  would  decrease  to 
about  4.8  million  acre-feet  annually.  This  figure  is  getting  close  to  the 
total  requirements  of  the  projects  which  are  already  existing  and 
authorized  in  the  Upper  Basin,  quite  aside  from  the  requirements  of  the 
five  new  projects  added  by  this  bill.  Such  a  result  would  halt  upper 
basin  development  at  a  stage  nearly  3  million  acre-feet  short  of  the 
7.5  million  apportioned  to  that  basin  “in  perpetuity”  by  article  III  (a) 
of  the  Colorado  River  compact.  It  scarcely  needs  to  be  said  that  the 
Upper  Division  States  do  not  accept  Arizona’s  interpretation  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact. 

B.  FROM  THE  UPPER  BASIN  VIEWPOINT:  WHOSE  WATER? 

Throughout  the  years  the  Upper  Division  States  (Colorado,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming)  have  placed  complete  reliance  upon 
the  Colorado  River  compact  of  1922  and  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  compact  of  1948  6  to  protect:  (1)  the  right  of  the  Upper  Colo- 


6  Upper  Colorado  River  Compact  of  1948. 
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rado  River  Basin  to  develop  the  water  apportioned  to  it  as  a  whole, 
and  (2)  the  right  of  each  of  the  Upper  Division  States  to  conserve 
and  utilize  its  share  of  the  Upper  Basin  water.  Their  reliance  has 
been,  and  still  is,  predicated  upon  absolute  confidence  in  the  approval 
by  the  Congress  of  these  two  keystone  documents. 

Due  to  several  factors,  among  them  the  relatively  slower  rate  of 
growth  of  the  States  of  the  Upper  Basin  as  compared  with  the  popula¬ 
tion  and  economic  expansion  of  the  Lower  Basin,  and  political  influ¬ 
ences  beyond  the  Upper  Basin’s  control,  the  four  Upper  Division  States 
have  had  to  wait,  to  some  extent,  until  the  Supreme  Court  enforced 
resolution  of  differences  between  Arizona  and  California,  before  the 
Upper  Basin  could  move  ahead  with  its  program  of  development  of 
water  and  related  land  resources.  For  instance,  it  was  not  until  the 
last  lawsuit,  Arizona  v.  California ,  was  well  underway  that  a  real 
Federal  program  of  water  development  could  be  initiated  in  the  Upper 
Basin.  It  was  not  until  2  years  after  the  Supreme  Court  finally  decided 
that  the  Upper  Basin  States,  as  such,  should  not  be  impleaded  as  nec¬ 
essary  parties  in  the  lawsuit  that  Congress  moved  ahead  with  legis¬ 
lation  approving  an  Upper  Basin  program. 

In  contrast  to  the  entanglements  of  Lower  Basin  lawsuits,  the  Upper 
Division  States  made  their  own  decisions  pertaining  to  apportionment 
of  water  among  themselves  through  the  negotiation  and  effectuation 
of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact.  By  approving  this  com¬ 
pact  for  the  Upper  Basin  States,  Congress  for  a  second  time  strongly 
expressed  its  intent  to  reserve  and  protect  the  development  of  the 
water  resources  of  the  Upper  Basin  and  its  individual  States  until  the 
time  when  social  and  economic  conditions  proved  their  conservation 
and  utilization  to  be  necessary  in  the  best  interests  of  the  region  and 
the  Nation. 

As  soon  as  these  conditions  Avere  favorable,  the  Congress  approved 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  of  1956.  This  act  is  a  com¬ 
prehensive,  basinwide,  and  well-integrated  program  of  water  and 
related  natural  resource  development  for  the  States  of  Colorado,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming.  In  this  act,  Congress  for  the  third  time, 
without  equivocation,  expressed  its  intent  to  utilize  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  the  Upper  Basin  in  the  local,  State,  regional, 
and  national  interest  by  providing  for  additional  homes,  irrigation 
Avater,  municipal  and  industrial  Avater,  recreational  and  job  opportu¬ 
nities  for  a  soaring  population  groAvth. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  and 
particularly  during  the  last  4  years  since  the  1963  Supreme  Court 
decision  in  the  latest  suit,  Arizona  v.  California ,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  Arizona  have  formulated  numerous  variations  of 
plans  to  resolve  the  water  resource  problems  of  the  Pacific  Southwest 
region  or  for  authorization  of  a  Central  Arizona  Project.  In  1963, 
the  Secretary,  responding  to  the  urgency  of  the  crisis,  produced  his 
first  version  of  a  report  on  a  Pacific  Southwest  Avater  plan.7  This  report. 
Avas  circulated  to  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States,  all  inter¬ 
ested  Federal  agencies  and  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 
This  plan  included  resource  investigations  and  a  water  augmentation 

7  Departmental  Task  Force  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Pacific  Southwest  Water 
Plan  (1963). 
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scheme  for  the  Pacific  Southwest.  The  plan  envisioned  a  comprehen¬ 
sive,  basinwide  development,  especially  centered  on  the  problems  of 
the  three  Lower  Division  States  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada). 

As  the  result  of  comments  from  entities  that  had  reviewed  the  1963 
report,  the  Secretary  in  January  of  1964  revealed  a  modified  version 
of  a  Pacific  Southwest  water  plan 8  which  was  not  so  comprehensive 
as  the  original  plan,  but  still  broad  enough  to  be  basinwide  in  scope. 
A  water  supply  augmentation  concept  and  the  construction  of  a  large, 
revenue  producing  dam  at  Bridge  Canyon  on  the  Colorado  River  were 
integral  parts  of  the  Secretary’s  plan  along  with  a  basin  development 
fund  to  finance  the  costs  of  solving  the  regional  water  supply  shortage. 

In  1965,  largely  through  the  efforts  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
Arizona  and  California  negotiators  were  able  to  agree  on  terms  of  a 
settlement  of  differences  with  regard  to  the  use  of  water  of  the  Lower 
Basin  by  a  Central  Arizona  Project  and  a  priority  for  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  of  existing  water  uses  in  California,  in  return  for  California’s  re¬ 
duction  of  her  consumptive  uses  to  that  level  from  a  present  level  of  5.1 
million  acre-feet.  Negotiations  between  the  representatives  of  upper 
and  Lower  Basin  States,  with  close  participation  by  engineers  and  law¬ 
yers  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  finally  culminated  in  legisla¬ 
tion  introduced  in  the  89th  Congress9  that,  if  enacted,  would  have 
provided  a  water  supply  for  central  Arizona  by  using,  in  part,  pres¬ 
ently  used  Upper  Basin  compact-apportioned  waters — while  simul¬ 
taneously  protecting  existing  water  users  in  the  Lower  Basin  and  pro¬ 
viding  the  initiation  of  a  water  augmentation  program  to  assure  the 
Upper  Basin  that  it  could  recapture  its  water  in  the  future  at  the  times 
and  in  the  quantities  that  it  will  be  needed. 

Although  the  guarantees  in  the  89th  Congress  legislative  proposal 
were  not  ironclad,  the  Uplper  Basin  States  initially  agreed  to  proceed 
with  the  legislation.  Subsequently,  Wyoming  officially  withdrew  its 
support  because  of  the  erosion,  during  House  action  on  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  of  the  basic  guarantees  of  augmentation  upon  which  its  original 
support  had  been  predicated.  The  legislation  was  not  enacted  in  the 
89th  Congress. 

Bills  recommended  and  supported  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
in  the  current  session  of  Congress  show  conclusively  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  completely  reversed  his  previous  stand  in  favor  of  regional  de¬ 
velopment  that  would  have  offered  some  measure  of  protection  to  the 
future  development  of  the  water  resources  of  Colorado,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming — the  three  Upper  Division  States  with  substantial  amounts 
of  Upper  Basin  water  still  remaining  to  be  developed  in  accordance 
with  the  two  Colorado  River  compacts  and  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act.  Instead,  the  Secretary  now  supports  a  program 
on  behalf  of  the  present  administration  and  Arizona  without  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  future  of  Colorado,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  except  to  ask 
them  to  depend  upon  such  highly  speculative  processes  as  desalination 
of  salt  and  brackish  water  or  weather  modification.  Neither  of  these 
processes  can  be  guaranteed  at  the  present  time  from  a  technical,  eco¬ 
nomic,  or  legal  point  of  view. 


8  Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Pacific  Southwest  Water 
Plan  (1964). 

0  H.R.  4671,  89th  Cong.,  1st  sess.  (1965)  and  companion  measures  ;  S.  1019,  89th  Cong., 
1st  Sess.  (1965). 
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Colorado,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  refuse  to  have  their  Colorado  River 
compact  water  rights,  once  believed  sure  and  gilt-edged  securities, 
transmuted  into  blue-sky  speculations  in  this  manner.  We  deplore 
the  unjustified  abandonment  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  his 
traditional  role  as  conservator  of  the  resources  of  the  entire  United 
States — including  our  great  Southwest  region.  We  recognize  clearly 
that  the  water  that  would  be  borrowed  now  from  our  three  Upper 
Division  States  to  make  possible  a  Central  Arizona  Project  under  the 
terms  of  S.  1004  would  stimulate  great  social  and  economic  benefits 
in  Arizona,  but  it  would  do  so  at  the  expense  of  the  water  imported 
from  the  Upper  Basin.  These  benefits  to  Arizona,  from  use  of  Upper 
Basin  water,  would  total  billions  during  the  payout  period,  according 
to  economic  justification  studies  by  the  Department.  We  are  further 
cognizant  of  the  fact  that  on  several  occasions  during  the  past  few 
years  the  administration  has  reversed  itself  with  regard  to  this  very 
legislation.  We  are  also  acutely  aware  of  the  economic  strangulation 
that  could  become  the  legacy  of  three  States  of  the  Upper  Basin  if 
water  borrowed  by  Arizona  by  legislative  act  in  1967  could  not  be 
returned  when  needed. 

Because  one  Congress  cannot  bind  another  Congress  under  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  government,  we  cannot  condone  the  implications  of  S.  1004 
that  will  place  our  States’  future  in  jeopardy,  if  the  same  bill  does 
not  include  solid  assurances  of  the  addition  of  new  water  to  the  river. 
The  Upper  Basin  States  must  face  squarely  the  likelihood  that  in  some 
future  lawsuit  Arizona  will  urge  the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  interest 
of  protecting  a  then-existing  expanded  economy  in  Arizona,  to  re¬ 
write  the  documents  that  constitute  the  present  “law  of  the  river,” 
and  that  the  three  less-developed  States  of  the  Upper  Basin  will  not 
be  in  that  fortunate  a  tactical  position.  The  compact  was  entered  into 
to  guard  against  that  very  contingency.  But  Arizona  persuaded  the 
Supreme  Court  to  sever  the  Colorado  River  compact  from  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act,10  into  which  the  Upper  Basin  Senators  thought 
they  had  inseparably  interwoven  it.  Arizona  has  also  served  notice 
that  she  intends  to  persuade  the  Supreme  Court  that,  when  Congress 
gave  its  consent  to  the  compact  in  1928,  it  imposed  a  new  construction 
on  it,  which  excluded  Arizona’s  tributaries  from  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden  11  and  thereby  enlarged  the  Upper  Basin’s  share  of  that  burden. 
Arizona  apparently  hopes  to  urge  these  interpretations  from  the  van¬ 
tage  point  of  protecting  the  investment  that  Congress  is  about  to  make 
in  her  project. 

The  Upper  Basin  States  serve  notice  that  the  enactment  of  this  bill 
does  not  resolve  that  issue  in  Arizona’s  favor.  But  our  own  people 
should  be  aware  that  the  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
will  inevitably  create  a  water  shortage  which  that  project’s  sponsors 
quietly  hope  can  be  resolved  by  importing  water  from  the  Upper  Basin 
in  excess  of  the  quantities  countenanced  by  the  law  of  the  river  or  its 
underlying  legislative  history.  The  people  of  the  Upper  Basin  would 
be  foolish  to  help  create  that  Frankenstein  unless  the  same  bill  assured 
us  that  the  water  for  central  Arizona  will  be  supplied  by  importations 


10  45  Stat.  1060,  43  U.S.C.  §  617d(c). 

n  Tj,e  Treaty  with  Mexico  Relating  to  Waters  of  the  Colorado  and  Tijuana  Rivers  and 
of  the  Rio  Grande,  Feb.  3.  1944,  known  as  the  “Mexican  Water  Treaty,”  requires  the  de¬ 
livery  of  a  minimum  of  1.5  million  acre-feet  annually  to  Mexico. 
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from  outside  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  not  from  Colorado,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming.  S.  1004  conspicuously  fails  to  give  that  assurance  because 
it  pointedly  omits  authorization  for  investigation,  not  only  of  impor¬ 
tation  potentialities,  but  even  of  the  very  need  for  more  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  Moreover,  it  excises  Hualapai  Dam,  the  essen¬ 
tial  source  of  the  funds  to  finance  that  rescue.  Words  put  into  the  bill 
to  placate  the  Upper  Basin,  after  deleting  all  recognition  of  water 
shortages  and  means  to  cure  them,  are  like  paint  applied  to  a  car 
from  which  the  engine  and  transmission  have  been  removed. 


C.  FROM  THE  LOWER  BASIN  VIEWPOINT:  NEED  FOR  PROTECTION  OF 

EXISTING  USES 

We  have  already  discussed  the  water  shortage  problem  from  the 
viewpoint  of  the  upper  basin.  Turning  to  the  lower  basin  the  other 
side  of  the  coin  is  equally  disturbing.  We  have  seen  that  10  million 
acre-feet  must  flow  past  Lee  Ferry  each  year  if  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  is  to  have  a  1.6  million  acre-foot  supply  without  destroying 
existing  uses  in  the  lower  basin.  It  follows  that  if  the  Lee  Ferry  flow 
is  curtailed  to  7.5  million  acre-feet,  the  111(d)  minimum,  as  the 
upper  division  States  insist  they  have  a  right  to  do,  the  shortage  will 
be  2.5  million,  because  this  much  of  the  Lee  Ferry  flow  is  not  avail¬ 
able  for  use  in  the  Lower  Basin,  being  destined  for  Mexico  or  losses  en 
route.  Only  5  million  acre-feet,  or  at  most  5.75  million  if  Arizona 
succeeded  in  saddling  the  Upper  Division  States  with  half  of  the 
treaty  burden,  while  exempting  her  own  tributaries  from  that  burden, 
would  be  available  for  satisfaction  of  the  7.5  million  which  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  conditionally  apportioned  among  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada  if  7.5  million  are  available. 

It  is  essential  to  understand  that  the  Supreme  Court  decree  re¬ 
quires  first  priority  satisfaction  of  “present  perfected  rights.”  These 
are  rights  which  were  established  before  Hoover  Dam  was  authorized, 
and  (quite  unlike  the  formula  proposed  by  the  special  master)  restricts 
the  scope  of  any  shortage  formula  to  the  quantity  of  water  remaining 
available  in  excess  of  present  perfected  rights.  As  these  perfected 
rights  amount  to  about  4  million  acre- feet 12  of  the  5  million,  or  5.75 

12  Effect  of  the  Supreme  Court  Decree  In  Arizona  v.  California:  Quantities  of  consumptive 
use  conditionally  apportioned  by  Article  11(B)  (1)  of  the  Decree  (Column  2)  if  7.5  million 
acre-feet  is  available ;  quantities  of  “present  perfected  rights”  claimed  pursuant  to  Article 
VI  (Column  3)  ;  and  claims  against  “amount  remaining  available”  (Column  4)  for  appor¬ 
tionment  pursuant  to  Article  II  (B)  (3)  by  the  Secretary  or  Congress,  if  the  total  supply 
is  less  than  7.5  million. 


State 

Apportioned  by  art. 
II(BXI)  of  decree  if 
7,500,000  is  available 

Claims  of  "present 
perfected  rights”  to 
be  satisfied  from 
apportionment 

Claims  per  art. 
II(BX3)  ag’inst 
“water  remaining 
available”  in  excess 
of  quantities  required 
to  satisfy  present 
perfected  rights 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Arizona _ 

2,800,000 

4, 400, 000 
300, 000 

780, 139 
3, 105,674 
6,567 

2,019,861 
1,294, 326 
293, 433 

California . .  . . 

Nevada _  _  __  . 

Total... . . . . 

7, 500, 000 

.  3,892,380 

3,607,620 
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million,  available,  it  is  clear  that  any  shortage  formula  which  the 
Secretary,  the  Congress,  or  the  Supreme  Court  may  devise,  could  op¬ 
erate  only  upon  some  quantity  between  1  million  and  1.75  million 
acre-feet.  That  is  to  say,  the  portion  of  the  whole  5  million  acre-feet, 
or  5.75  million  if  Arizona  prevails  in  her  contention  against  the  Up¬ 
per  Division  States  regarding  the  Mexican  treaty  burden,  which  would 
remain  available  after  satisfying  4  million  acre-feet  of  present  per¬ 
fected  rights. 

This  being  the  case,  it  is  obvious  that  no  conceivable  shortage  for¬ 
mula  could  find  enough  water  on  a  permanent  basis  in  this  restricted 
residue,  the  excess  above  present  perfected  rights,  to  supply  2  mil¬ 
lion  acre- feet  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  quantity  that  a 
3,000-cubic-foot-per-second  aqueduct  would  transport,  phis  water  for 
Arizona’s  existing  projects.  Those  old  Arizona  projects,  which  the 
bill  properly  gives  priority  against  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  re¬ 
quire  over  1.2  million  acre-feet  of  water  annually.  Moreover,  any 
shortage  formula  which  gave  to  Arizona  all  of  the  water  available  in 
excess  of  present  perfected  rights,  and  gave  nothing  at  all  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Nevada,  completely  drying  up  the  southern  Nevada  proj¬ 
ects,  Coachella  Valley  County  Water  District,  and  the  Metropolitan 
Water  District  of  Southern  California,  would  not  be  tolerated  by  the 
Congress  or  the  Supreme  Court. 

^  Notwithstanding  these  grim  water  supply  figures,  States  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin,  other  than  Arizona,  reluctantly  agreed  in  the 
S9th  Congress  to  support  a  bill  to  authorize  a  Central  Arizona 
Project,  which  was  substantially  smaller  than  the  one  now  proposed, 
on  three  major  conditions,  all  of  which,  along  with  other  elements 
of  a  sound  regional  approach,  are  scuttled  by  the  committee’s  bill. 
These  deserve  reiteration : 

1.  The  bill  must  launch  meaningful  investigations  of  means 
to  add  at  least  2.5  million  acre-feet  annually  to  the  river  on  terms 
fair  to  the  areas  of  origin.  Whenever  that  water  arrives,  both 
basins  would  be  relieved  of  the  Mexican  treaty  burden.  This 
would  be  a  national  obligation,  the  cost  of  satisfying  it  to  be 
nonreimbursable.  The  present  bill  deletes  all  of  these  provisions. 

2.  The  bill  must  authorize  Hualapai  Dam  and  powerplant  to 
generate  revenues  to  finance  that  importation  program.  This 
bill  strikes  out  that  essential  feature,  too. 

3.  If  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  built  before  imported 
water  arrives  to  offset  the  shortage  which  that  new  project  would 
create,  the  Ceneral  Arizona  Project  must  bear  that  risk,  not  cast 
it  upon  potential  uses  in  the  upper  basin  or  upon  Nevada  or 
California— recognizing  that,  as  a  result  of  the  1928  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act,  California’s  existing  uses  of  5.1  million 
acre-feet  per  year  can  be  protected  only  to  the  extent  of  4.4  mil¬ 
lion.  Arizona’s  bill  in  the  89th  Congress,  H.R.  4671,  contained 
this  protection,  and  for  that  reason  California  supported  it. 
S.  1004,  as  reported,  gives  Arizona’s  existing  water  uses  explicit 
and  unlimited  protection  against  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
give  no  protection  at  all  to  Nevada’s  existing  and  authorized 
projects,  and  limits  protection  for  California’s  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  to  27  years.  This  is  almost  precisely  the  date  when  it  is  now 
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calculated  that  the  protection  would  become  necessary  if  no 
imported  water  arrives. 

S.  100 If.  fails  to  adequately  protect  California  water  u-ses 

California’s  citizens  have  spent  or  committed  more  than  half  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  of  their  own  money  on  Colorado  River  water  projects  in 
developing  their  existing  economy.  Those  projects  and  that  economy 
must  be  protected  within  the  framework  of  the  “law  of  the  river.”  The 
protection  is,  of  course,  subject  to  the  limitation  imposed  on  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  protection  by  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act;  that  is,  to  4.4 
million  acre-feet  per  year  out  of  the  5.1  million  acre-feet  presently 
used.  In  1928  Congress  required  California  to  so  limit  her  uses  by  act 
of  her  legislature  13  if  Hoover  Dam,  which  Arizona  opposed,  was  to  be 
built  without  Arizona’s  ratification  of  the  compact.  Arizona  now  pro¬ 
poses,  in  effect,  substitution  of  a  lesser  figure,  abrogating  the  1928 
agreement  between  the  Congress  and  the  California  Legislature  which 
was  imposed  on  California  solely  in  consequence  of  Arizona’s  obduracy 
in  rejecting  the  Colorado  River  compact.  (She  continued  her  rejection 
of  it  for  another  16  years,  until  1944.) 

The  provisions  of  S.  1004,  section  2(a),  emasculate  not  only  the 
bargain  of  1928  but  that  of  1965.  The  bill  cuts  off  all  protection  of 
California  projects  at  the  end  of  27  years,  or  at  about  the  time  when 
engineers  tell  us  that  the  odds  favor  the  occurrence  of  shortages.  Such 
a  provision  is  similar  to  an  insurance  policy  which  lapses  on  the  death 
of  the  insured. 

Furthermore,  although  S.  1004  would  cut  off  all  protection  of  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  projects  at  the  end  of  an  arbitrary  27-year  period  and  provide 
no  protection  at  all  to  existing  water  uses  in  Nevada,  it  ivould  continue 
to  protect  in  perpetuity  the  presently  existing  Arizona  projects  as 
against  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  Should  equities  differ  on  opposite 
sides  of  the  same  river?  The  biil  also  protects  in  perpetuity  existing 
uses  on  the  Gila  River  against  new  uses  to  be  made  possible  by  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  Should  equities  differ  on  the  two  streams? 

S.  100 If.  denies  protection  for  Nevada  water  users 

Moreover,  since  the  bill  denies  existing  uses  in  Nevada  the  protec¬ 
tion  so  carefully  given  in  perpetuity  to  existing  water  users  in  Arizona, 
what  happens  to  the  Federal  investment  in  the  southern  Nevada  proj¬ 
ect,  recently  authorized,1*  if  lack  of  such  protection  to  Nevada  water 
users  precludes  repayability  ? 

Senate  should  restore  protection  to  present  water  users 

The  Senate  should  restore  the  protection  of  existing  uses  agreed 
upon  in  1965  in  negotiations  between  California  and  Arizona.  That 
agreement  is  embodied  in  section  305  of  S.  861,  S.  1242,  and  S.  1409, 
the  regional  bills,  in  Senate  Amendment  214  to  S.  1004,  and  in  the 
pending  companion  House  bill,  H.R.  3300  by  Congressman  Aspinall. 
Section  305  of  the  regional  bills  provides  that  in  any  year  in  which 
there  are  less  than  7.5  million  acre-feet  available  for  consumptive 
use  from  the  main  Colorado  River  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada, 
the  Central  Arizona  Project’s  diversions  shall  be  so  limited  as  to 


13  California  Self-Limitation  Act,  Cal.  Stats.  1929,  Ch.  16,  pp.  38-39. 

14  79  Stat.  1068  (1965). 
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assure  water  to  supply  the  requirements  of  all  existing  projects  in 
Arizona  and  Nevada,  and  of  existing  projects  in  California,  to  the 
extent  of  4.4  million  acre-feet.  This  priority  for  existing  projects, 
as  against  the  proposed  Central  Arizona  Project,  would  terminate 
when  2.5  million  acre-feet  of  surplus  water  is  imported  from  another 
source  into  the  Colorado  River. 

Termination  of  the  protection  upon  arrival  of  imported  water  is 
in  itself  a  major  concession  by  California  and  the  Metropolitan 
Water  District  of  Southern  California.  S.  2760,  introduced  in  the  88th 
Congress  in  1964,  contained  provisions  making  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  rights  junior  in  perpetuity  to  all  senior  existing  rights  to 
waters  of  the  main  stream  in  Arizona  and  Nevada  and  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet  a  year  of  existing  rights  in  California.  In  1965,  following 
extensive  negotiations,  California  made  a  compromise  proposal,  ac¬ 
cepted  by  Arizona  on  the  recommendation  of  Secretary  TJdaU ,  that 
the  seniority  of  existing  rights  (except  present  perfected  rights  as 
determined  under  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California) 
would  terminate  when  water  supply  augmentation  works  were  de¬ 
clared  by  the  President  to  be  completed  and  in  operation  to  deliver 
not  less  than  2.5  million  acre-feet  a  year  to  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  from  an  outside  source.  California  made  that  con¬ 
cession  in  its  desire  to  see  meaningful  steps  taken  toward  a  regional 
program  that  would  lead  to  resolution  of  the  water  problems  of  the 
Southwest  as  a  whole.  The  protective  agreement  was  part  of  the  re¬ 
gional  program  which  was  embodied  in  the  last  session  of  Congress 
in  H.R.  4671  and  in  S.  861  and  in  similar  bills  in  the  present  90th 
Congress.  California,  in  fairness  to  its  water  users,  can  retreat  no 
further  in  this  regard. 

Effect  of  the  shortage  formula  to  which  Arizona  agreed  in  the  89th 
Congress 

The  effect  of  protecting  water  uses  in  the  Lower  Basin  in  the  manner 
proposed  in  our  bills  would  be  that  when  the  water  supply  available 
from  the  lower  main  stream  for  use  in  the  United  States  drops  to  7.5 
million  acre-feet  a  year,  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern 
California  would  lose  660,000  acre-feet  of  its  present  supply  of  1.2 
million  acre-feet  before  Arizona  would  lose  any  water  at  all.  The  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  would  bear  the  next  share  of  the  shortage  if  the 
supply  should  drop  below  7.5  million  acre-feet  annually  before  the 
Colorado  River  supply  is  augmented. 

This  protection  of  existing  projects,  denied  in  S.  1004  but  in¬ 
cluded  in  our  regional  bills,  is  fair  and  logical.  It  applies  to  projects  in 
all  three  of  the  Lower  Basin  States.  It  would  implement,  not  amend, 
the  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California ;  it  falls  expressly  within  the  con¬ 
gressional  authority  described  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  its  opinion  in 
the  suit ;  and  it  would  relieve  the  Secretary  of  the  burden  of  making 
shortage  allocations.  Protection  of  existing  rights  against  new  uses  is 
the  principle  which  the  Arizona  Legislature  has  insisted  be  applicable 
for  the  protection  of  existing  rights  in  Arizona  against  the  proposed 
Central  Arizona  Project,15  a  principle  which  is  carried  over  into 
S.  1004  with  regard  to  Arizona  projects. 


15  Arizona  laws  1962,  Cb.  39,  Sec.  2,  at  108  ;  Arizona  laws  1962,  Ch.  109,  Sec.  IB,  at  258. 
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Arizona  recognised  fairness  of  protecting  existing  water  users 

In  the  past.  Arizona,  herself,  has  recognized  the  fairness  of  protect¬ 
ing  existing  rights  to  use  water  in  the  lower  basin  States.  Governor 
Osborn,  in  reply  to  a  letter  from  Governor  Warren  of  California,  said 
on  March  12, 1947 : 

Arizona  recognizes  the  right  of  California  to  use  the  quan¬ 
tity  of  water  to  which  California,  by  the  statutory  agree¬ 
ment,  is  forever  limited. 

In  a  subsequent  letter  to  Governor  Warren  dated  May  23,  1947, 
Governor  Osborn  stated : 

California  has  unconditionally  and  irrevocably  limited 
herself  forever  to  the  quantity  of  water  set  out  in  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Self -Limitation  Act.  Arizona  has  by  contract  recog¬ 
nized  the  right  of  California  to  the  quantity  of  water  set 
out  in  that  act  and  Arizona  does  not  intend  to  and  will  not 
attempt  to  utilize  water  to  which  California  is  entitled.  Ari¬ 
zona  respect  her  commitments. 

These  statements  by  the  Arizona  Governor  followed  1930  testimony 
by  Senator  Hayden  in  which  the  Senator  said  that — 

What  will  happen  is  that  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River 
will  be  impounded  in  the  Boulder  Canyon  Reservoir  and 
made  available  for  use;  large  quantities  of  water  ivill  be 
taken  out  of  the  Colorado  River  into  the  great  All-American 
Canal ;  over  1  million  acre-feet  will  be  further  taken  out  of 
the  river  by  a  pumping  plant,  and  taken  over  into  the  coastal 
plain  of  California  in  the  vicinity  of  Los  Angeled;  they  will 
be  put  to  beneficial  use ;  and  once  having  acquired  the  prior 
iright  to  its  use,  no  other  State  can  obtain  the  use  of  those 
.waters.16 

When  Governor  Osborn  proposed  to  his  legislature  that  Arizona 
ratify  the  Colorado  River  compact  in  1943  he  further  stated : 

Now,  of  course,  we  would  like  to  take  from  California  some 
of  that  4,400,000  acre-feet  of  water,  but  neither  unrecognized 
filings  against  it  nor  wishful  thinking  on  our  part  can  accom¬ 
plish  that  *  *  *.  The  Federal  Government,  having  expended 
tens  of  millions  of  dollars  of  the  people’s  money  to  provide 
irrigation  and  power  facilities  for  the  use  of  this  water  in 
one  State  will  not  wipe  out  that  investment  and  divert  that 
water  to  another  State.  Arizona  cannot  compel  that  any  more 
than  we  can  turn  back  the  pages  of  history.  The  time  is  long 
since  past  when  Arizona  could  obtain  the  water  which  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  already  put  to  beneficial  use.17 

If  Arizona  is  willing  and  able  to  reach  satisfactory  agreement  with 
her  Lower  Basin  neighbors  with  regard  to  protection  of  existing  uses 
of  water  in  California  and  Nevada  and  can  provide  a  procedure 
guaranteeing  that  water  resource  development  in  the  upper  basin  can 

18  Hearings  on  H.R.  12902  Before  a  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee,  71st  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  171  (1930). 

17  Ariz.  Senate  Journal,  16th  Legis.,  1st  Spec.  Sessl  1944  at  16. 
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safely  proceed  simultaneously  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project  there 
is  every  reason  to  believe  that  we  can  give  future,  positive  considera¬ 
tion  to  legislative  measures  in  lieu  of  S.  1004.  It  is  only  under  such 
a  mutual  community  relationship  that  legislation  of  this  type  can  be 
supported  by  our  States. 

D.  THE  MEXICAN  TREATY  BURDEN  MUST  BE  MADE  A  NATIONAL 

OBLIGATION 

Omitted  from  S.  1004  is  any  relief  for  the  seven  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  from  the  burden  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  Congress 
should  recognize  the  responsibility  for  delivering  water  from  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  to  Mexico  as  a  national  obligation.  The  seven  basin  States 
should  be  relieved  of  any  further  obligation  to  deliver  water  to  Mexico 
under  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact.  This  is  another 
major  reason  why  studies  of  a  water  supply  augmentation  program 
should  be  instituted  in  this  legislation.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
already  agreed  that  the  treaty  burden  is  a  national  obligation,  and 
that  costs  associated  with  the  importation  of  water  to  service  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  should  be  made  nonreimbursable.18 

III.  Regional  Cooperation  :  A  Constructive  Solution  to  the 

Basin’s  Thirst 

The  other  States  of  the  basin  have  water  problems  as  well  as  does 
Arizona.  We  have  the  strongest  sympathy  for  our  neighbors  in  Ari¬ 
zona — but  the  problems  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  are  not  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  Arizona  alone.  They  are  the  problems  of  seven  States.  A  single- 
State  approach  to  their  resolution  is  out  of  the  question;  it  must  be 
regional  in  concept  and  effect.  Nothing  but  a  broad,  regional  plan  has 
any  chance  for  success  because  on  this  scanty  river,  which  is  rapidly 
being  depleted  to  the  last  drop,  there  are  too  many  interrelated  prob¬ 
lems,  involving  too  many  States,  too  many  interests,  and  too  many 
people.  A  single  nail  is  not  sufficient  to  hold  a  house  together. 

a.  previous  regional  approach 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  met  the  issue  boldly  in  his  1963  report 
entitled  “Future  Water  Resource  Development  in  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin,”  when  he  said:. “The  inadequacy  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  to  meet  this  region’s  continuing  and  rapidly  growing  water 
needs  is  already  evident.”  The  Secretary  said  that  the  availability  of 
additional  Colorado  River  water  to  Arizona,  uis  no  solution  at  all  to 
the  regional,  water  'problems  [because]  it  merely  temporarily  moves 
the  shortage  from  one  place  to  another.’1'' 19  He  was  right.  But  that  is 
exactly  what  this  bill  now  does.  It  is  a  sad  retreat  from  greatness. 

Responding  to  the  Secretary’s  leadership  of  yesteryear,  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  seven  basin  States,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  many  water  and  power  agencies  have  worked  many  thou- 

18  Letter  from  Elmer  B.  Staats,  Deputy  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  to  Hon.  Henry 

M.  Jackson,  Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  U.S.  Senate,  dated  May 
10.  1965.  „  , 

19  Department  of  the  Interior,  Future  Water  Resources  Development  in  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin.  (1963). 
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sands  of  man-hours  and  traveled  thousands  of  miles  since  his  1963 
message,  in  attempting  to  develop  the  terms  of  Southwest  regional 
legislation  that  could  be  supported  by  all  seven  basin  States.  In  the 
89th  Congress,  success  seemed  achieved.  Identical  bills  incorporating 
the  results  of  these  negotiations  were  introduced  by  all  three  Members 
of  Arizona’s  House  delegation,  35  Members  of  California’s  delegation 
in  the  House,  and  California’s  two  Senators.20  This  bill  was  reported 
by  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  as  H.R.  4671, 
89th  Congress.  The  bill  did  not  reach  the  House  floor  for  a  vote,  or  that 
of  the  Senate.  The  primary  reason  was  that  word  had  reached  Congress 
that  the  Secretary  had  reversed  himself.  He  was  constrained  by  in¬ 
structions  from  a  higher  source  to  abandon  all  proposals  for  his  investi¬ 
gation  of  water  shortages  and  importation  works,  and  to  abandon 
Hualapai  as  well  as  Marble  Canyon  Dams. 

The  committee  bill,  S.  1004,  by  Senator  Hayden,  of  Arizona,  pre¬ 
sents  the  Secretary’s  new  visage.  The  administration  has  repudiated 
the  results  of  many  months  of  difficult  and  complex  negotiations  by 
some  of  the  best  water  engineers  and  attorneys  in  the  United  States. 
It  has  destroyed  the  agreement  which  had  brought  peace  and  coopera¬ 
tion  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  displacing  45  years  of  strife.  Never¬ 
theless,  four  basin  States:  Colorado,  Wyoming,  California,  and  Utah 
refuse  to  give  up  hope  of  a  regional  solution  to  the  Colorado  River 
Basin’s  water  problems,  which  S.  1004  would  worsen. 

B.  PRESENT  REGIONAL  APPROACH 

Bills  introduced  in  the  present  Congress,  S.  861  (Kuchel),  S.  1242 
(Allott),  S.  1409  (Moss),  and  H.R.  3300  (Aspinall,  in  the  House), 
restore  and  reaffirm  a  region-oriented  approach  developed  through 
water  statesmanship  of  the  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  for¬ 
merly  led,  but  now  rejected,  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

On  June  23,  1967,  amendment  214,  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
a  substitute  for  S.  1004,  ivas  introduced,  sponsored  by  Senators  Allott, 
Bennett,  Dominick,  Kuchel,  Moss,  and  Murphy.  (An  identical  amend¬ 
ment,  No.  212,  was  introduced  by  the  same  Senators.)  On  the  same 
day  Senators  Hansen  and  McGee  introduced  amendment  213,  another 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  S.  1004.  Amendment  213 
is  identical  in  most  major  respects  to  amendment  214.  Both  substitute 
amendments  were  offered  in  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  ;  both  were  defeated.  If  the  committee  had  accepted  one  of  the 
substitute  bills  the  Senate  would  have  pending  for  its  enactment  a 
bill,  sponsored  by  the  Senators  from  Colorado,  Utah,  Wyoming,  and 
California,  containing  the  basic  principles  essential  to  a  true  regional 
solution  for  a  regional  water  resource  problem.  Thus : 

(1)  The  amendment  sponsored  by  the  basin  States,  unlike  this 
bill  as  reported,  gives  recognition  to  the  undisputed  fact  that  the 
dependable  available  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system 
will  never  be  adequate  to  overcome  the  imbalance  between  that 
natural  supply  and  the  water  demands  of  the  vast  storehouse  of 
other  natural  resources.  The  Mexican  water  treaty  burden  would 


20  H.R.  4671,  89th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (1965),  and  companion  measures  ;  S.  1019,  89th  Cong., 
1st  Sess.  (1965). 
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be  lifted  from  the  backs  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
and  filled  as  an  obligation  of  the  U.S.  Government,  which  it 
truly  is  by  its  origin  and  nature. 

(2)  Realistic  initial  steps  would  be  taken  to  augment  the 
inadequate  flows  of  the  Colorado  River. 

(3)  Priority  of  right  of  existing  investments  would  be  recog¬ 
nized  as  against  water  shortages  that  would  be  caused  by  the 
Central  Arizona  Project. 

(4)  Authorization  of  the  Hualapai  project  as  a  5-million-kilo- 
watt  pump-storage  peaking  installation,  one  of  the  Nation’s 
greatest  powerplants,  would  be  accomplished. 

(5)  A  development  fund  would  be  created  by  using  revenues 
derived  from  hydroelectric  generation  at  Hualapai  Dam  to  help 
repay  the  costs  of  water  supply  augmentation.  Over  a  75-year 
period  this  development  fund  would  accrue  about  a  billion  dollars 
more  than  the  comparable  fund  in  the  committee  bill. 

An  analysis  of  the  basin  States’  amendment  214  to  S.  1004,  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  is  to  be  found  in  appendix  A  to  these  views. 

An  analysis  of  amendment  213  to  S.  1004  showing  the  points  of 
difference  between  amendments  213  and  214  is  included  as  appendix 

B.  The  major  difference  between  these  two  carefully  drawn  substitute 
bills  is  the  insistence  of  Wyoming  (in  amendment  213)  on  greater 
assurance  that  the  importation  works  will  be  built,  not  just  investi¬ 
gated,  concurrently  with  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
Wyoming  does  not  relish  the  risk  that  its  destiny,  with  the  waters  of 
its  Green  River,  shall  be  deeded  to  Arizona,  leaving  Wyoming  desert 
so  that  the  deserts  of  Arizona  may  become  green  with  Wyoming 
water.  Colorado  and  Utah  do  not  differ  with  Wyoming  in  this;  they 
have  reluctantly  gone  a  little  further  toward  an  accommodation  with 
Arizona  which  that  State  has  rejected. 

C.  INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING  FOR  WATER  SUPPLY  AUGMENTATION 

MUST  BEGIN  NOW 

S.  1004  deletes  all  authorization  for  investigation  of  importation 
of  water  into  the  water-short  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Section  2  of  S.  1004  sets  forth  the  purposes  of  the  bill,  the  principal 
purpose  being  to  furnish  irrigation  and  municipal  water  to  Arizona 
and  western  New  Mexico.  Ignored  is  the  welfare  of  millions  of  people 
in  California,  Colorado,  Utah,  Wyoming,  and  Nevada.  The  bill  simply 
shifts  the  water  shortage  from  one  area  to  another. 

Any  large  increase  in  the  use  of  water  in  the  Lower  Basin  must,  even 
now,  be  supplied  in  part  from  water  apportioned  by  the  compact  to 
the  Upper  Basin,  but  which  is  presently  unused  by  it.  As  Upper  Basin 
development  progresses,  the  amount  of  unused  water  will  diminish 
until  no  surplus  Upper  Basin  Water  will  be  available  for  use  in  the 
lower  basin. 

It  cannot  be  overemphasized  that  2.5  million  acre-feet  of  water 
must  be  added  to  the  river  to  make  possible  the  consumptive  use  of  the 
7.5  million  acre-feet  conditionally  apportioned  by  the  Supreme  Court 
among  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  whenever  the  Upper  Basin 
depletes  the  river’s  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  to  the  compact  minimum  of  75 
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million  acre-feet  per  10-year  period.21  This  is  because  the  United  States 
must  deliver  1.5  million  acre-feet  to  Mexico,  and  another  million  acre- 
feet  are  evaporated  in  transit. 

It  seems  absurd  to  create  a  new  use  on  the  Colorado  River,  without 
solving  the  underlying  problem  thereby  aggravated — the  lack  of  suffi¬ 
cient  water  in  the  river  to  meet  the  demands  upon  it,  if  the  Colorado 
River  compact  is  respected.  Study  of  an  importation  program  must 
commence  now,  if  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  to  be  authorized  now. 

While  other  methods  of  augmenting  the  river’s  flow,  such  as  de¬ 
salination  of  seawater  and  weather  modification,  can  offer  speculative 
hope  of  some  future  relief,  it  is  manifest  that  in  the  present  or  foresee¬ 
able  future  only  the  importation  of  large  amounts  of  water  from  areas 
of  surplus  offers  realistic  hope  of  solving  the  problem.  The  critical  ele¬ 
ment  of  time  requires  immediate  investigation  of  interbasin  exchanges 
of  water.  It  would  be  improvident  planning  to  rely  on  wishful,  dra¬ 
matic,  but  as  yet  high  speculative  breakthroughs  in  techniques  of  de¬ 
salination  or  weather  modification. 

We  believe  that  without  specific  directions,  the  likelihood  of  fair 
and  objective  studies  ever  being  accomplished  is  extremely  remote. 
Our  belief  was  reinforced  at  our  May,  1967,  hearings  on  S.  1004 
and  related  bills  by  the  following  colloquy: 

Senator  Church.  [Secretary  Udall]  I  wrote  to  you  at 
that  time — in  1963 — a  letter  which  I  think  perhaps  you  will 
recall.  The  last  paragraph  of  that  letter  reads  as  follows: 

“It  is  inevitable  that  the  sponsors  of  this  most  recent  Cali¬ 
fornia  scheme  will  seek  to  involve  the  Federal  Government 
in  their  plans.  For  this  reason,  I  make  the  request  that  you 
issue  a  definitive  statement  of  the  Administration’s  position 
respecting  this  Los  Angeles  proposal  to  divert  Idaho  water 
to  Southern  California. 

Under  date  of  December  9,  1963,  you  replied  to  my  letter, 
and  the  last  paragraph — well,  your  reply  was  rather  short— 
so  let  me  read  it  all  into  the  record : 

“Dear  Senator  Church:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter 
of  November  21  concerning  the  Los  Angeles  proposal  to 
divert  Snake  River  water  to  the  south. 


21  Articles  111(d)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact  provides  : 

“(d)  The  States  of  the  Upper  Division  will  not  cause  the  flow  of  the  river  at  Lee  Ferr.v 
to  be  depleted  below  an  aggregate  of  75,000,000  acre-feet  for  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  reckoned  in  continuing  progressive  series  beginning  with  the  fist  day  of  October  next 
succeeding  the  ratification  of  this  compact.” 

Article  III(c)  provides  : 

“(c)  If,  as  a  matter  of  international  comity,  the  United  States  of  America  shall  here¬ 
after  recognize  in  the  United  States  of  Mexico  any  right  to  the  use  of  any  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  Systtem,  such  waters  shall  be  supplied  first  from  the  waters  which  are 
surplus  over  and  above  the  aggregate  of  the  quantities  specified  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  ; 
and  if  such  surplus  shall  prove  insufficient  for  this  purpose,  then,  the  burden  of  such 
deficiency  shall  be  equally  borne  by  the  Upper  Basin  and  the  Lower  Basin,  and  whenever 
necessary  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  shall  deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  water  to  supply 
one-half  of  the  deficiency  so  recognized  in  addition  to  that  provided  in  paragraph  (d). 

Arizona  contends  that  her  uses  of  the  Gila  and  other  tributaries  are  to  be  excluded  in  the 
calculation  of  the  “surplus”  referred  to  in  article  III  (c).  The  upper  division  States  con¬ 
tend  to  the  contrary.  If  Arizona’s  contention  were  sustained,  the  effect  would  be  to  require 
the  upper  division  States  to  add  to  the  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  water  to  supply  one-half  of  the 
Mexican  burden,  that  is,  one-half  of  1.5  million,  plus  associated  losses  in  transit.  If  the 
upper  division  contention  were  sustained,  these  States  would  not  have  to  add  to  their 
III (d )  releases  to  supply  water  to  Mexico;  all  of  the  Mexican  burden,  instead  of  one-half 
thereof,  would  be  supplied  by  the  lower  basin.  California  contends  that  if  the  lower  basin’s 
Mexican  burden  is  increased  in  consequence  of  Arizona’s  use  of  her  tributaries,  the  resulting 
lower  basin  shortage  is  to  be  debited  to  Arizona  in  any  allocation  of  shortages  pursuant  to 
article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Arizona  v.  California. 
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“As  you  know,  the  suggestion  that  the  Snake  River  in 
Idaho  could  provide  a  source  of  water  for  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  was  advanced  by  an  official  of  the  Los  Angeles  De¬ 
partment  of  Water  and  Power.  The  water  needs  of  the 
Southwestern  United  States  are  critical,  and  it  is  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  that  they  should  be  satisfied. 

“However,  I  fully  agree  that  it  would  be  the  height  of  folly 
to  create  a  water  shortage  in  Idaho  in  order  to  relieve  one 
anywhere  in  the  Pacific  Southwest.  I  can  assure  you  categori¬ 
cally  that  the  Administration  of  President  Johnson  has  no  in¬ 
tention  to  divert  Idaho  water  to  other  regions  or  river  basins. 

You  can  assure  the  people  of  your  State  that  their  water  re¬ 
sources  will  receive  full  protection  and  move  toward  full  de¬ 
velopment  for  Idaho  uses  while  this  Administration  is  in 
office.” 

That  ends  the  letter.  Since  that  was  1963,  I  would  like  to 
ask  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  if  your  letter  still  represents  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Johnson  administration  on  the  question  of  possible 
diversion  of  water  from  Idaho  or  any  other  State  in  the 
Northwest? 

Secretary  Udall.  I  think,  Senator,  I  can  say  again  categori¬ 
cally  that  that  was  our  position,  that  still  is  our  position,  and 
I  am  pleased  to  be  able  to  reassure  you  on  that  point  at  this 
time. 

Senator  Ivuchel.  May  we  understand  that  answer  to  be 
responsive  to  your  question.  So  there  is  no  question  at  all  about 
it,  Senator.  May  the  reporter  read  your  question  so  that  the 
Secretary  understands  exactly  what  he  said  “yes”  to? 

Senator  Church.  Yes. 

(The  reporter  at  this  point  read  back  the  question  and  answer  above 
referred  to.) 

Senator  Church.  Do  you  want  to  modify  your  answer  in 
any  way? 

Secretary  Udall.  The  Senator’s  question  in  the  latter  that 
I  responded  to  was  related  to  the  State  of  Idaho.  I  was  not 
aware  that  he  broadened  it. 

I  have  been  one  who  in  the  period  when  there  has  been 
discussion  about  the  Columbia  River  have  said  that  I  did  not 
ever  expect  to  see  a  headwater  diversion  at  anytime.  I  thought 
it  was  foolish  to  plan  and  contemplate  taking  any  water  from 
the  Columbia  Rive  that  was  not  water  taken  out  below  Bonne¬ 
ville  Dam  after  the  Northwest  was  through  with  it ;  in  other 
words,  waste  water  that  would  go  into  the  ocean. 

Now,  my  position  on  this  has  been  clear  throughout - 

Senator  Church.  Yes. 

Secretary  Udall  (continuing) .  And  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
again  today. 

Senator  Church.  So  there  is  no  misunderstanding,  Mr. 
Secretary,  I  meant,  of  course,  to  confine  my  question  to  the 
content  of  the  original  letter,  and  I  will  now  do  it.  Is  it  still 
the  decision  of  the  administration  that  you  are  categorically 
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opposed  to  the  diversion  of  water  out  of  the  State  of  Idaho, 
into  the  Southwest  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  I  can  say,  categorically,  that  is  our  posi¬ 
tion.  It  has  not  changed.  (Pp.  184—186.) 

Senator  Hansen.  [Secretary  Udall]  what  would  be  your 
opinion  if  this  [National  Water  Commission]  were  indeed  to 
become  a  reality,  and  after  having  studied  the  entire  west¬ 
ern  part  of  the  United  States,  after  surveying  the  water 
needs  of  the  Southwest  it  were  to  make  a  recommendation 
that  water  be  taken  from  the  State  of  Idaho  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  Well,  Senator,  that  is  the  type  of  “iffy” 
discussion  that  I  don’t  think  I  should  get  into  at  this  point 
because  I  can’t  really  assume.  I  think  we  should  all  remain 
openminded  as  to  what  types  of  recommendations  or  policy 
decisions  such  a  commission  might  make. 

Senator  Hansen.  I  share  that  last  expression  from  you,  Mr. 
Secretary,  and  for  that  precise  reason  I  was  quite  surprised 
to  hear  you  say,  I  think  a  little  bit  ago  in  response  to  a  ques¬ 
tion  by  the  Senator  from  Idaho,  Mr.  Church,  that  this  ad¬ 
ministration  would  oppose  categorically — if  I  did  not  mis¬ 
understand  you — the  exportation  of  any  water  from  Idaho. 
Did  you  not  say  that? 

Secretary  Udall.  Yes,  and  if  I  may  explain,  Senator  be¬ 
cause  you  are  new  on  the  committee,  we  have  discussed  this 
in  the  past.  I  think  my  position  has  been  quite  consistent. 
I  have  said  many  times,  and  I  said  it  again  here  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago,  that  I  think  it  would  be  politically  impossible, 
and  from  a  planning  standpoint  rather  foolish,  to  contem¬ 
plate — I  would  apply  this  even  broader  than  the  Columbia 
River — that  any  region  would  want  water  or  expect  to  get 
an  importation  of  wTater  from  another  region,  except  water 
that  has  already  been  fully  used  by  a  State  or  States,  or  a 
basin  and  that  is  going  to  otherwise  be  wasted. 

This  is  the  reason  that  when  we  had  our  dialog  about  the 
Columbia  River,  I  have  been  one  who  has  talked  about  the 
mouth  of  the  Columbia  River.  I  will  be  very  surprised  in  my 
lifetime,  if  there  is  a  project  of  importation  from  one  region  to 
another,  if  this  principle  is  not  adhered  to,  because  I  don’t  see 
how  politically  you  could  get  it  done  otherwise. 

Senator  Hansen.  It  may  be  that  you  can’t  contemplate  it 
at  all,  and  yet  I  must  point  out  to  you  that  the  State  of  Wyom¬ 
ing  is  very  vitally  concerned,  and  we  are  very  much  interested. 

We  have  opposed  some  of  the  bills  before  the  Congress  in 
the  past  and  may  at  this  time  have  to,  not  because  we  don’t 
want  to  do  all  we  can  to  see  the  development  of  all  of  the 
Southwest,  but  that,  in  so  doing,  we  don’t  write  our  own  death 
warrant  in  the  State  of  Wyoming. 

Now,  if  you  are  precluded  or  if  you  attempt  to  preclude  the 
consideration  of  areas  from  which  water  may  be  taken — if 
in  the  judgment  of  the  commission,  there  may  be  an  excess — if 
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you  say  or  if  you  imply  that  only  from  certain  places  can 
water  be  taken,  then  I  think  what  you  are  telling  the  State 
of  Wyoming,  in  effect,  is  that  we  may  not  have  as  many 
options  open  to  us  to  have  water  put  into  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  system  at  some  place  and  at  some  time  so  as  to  make 
available  to  us  in  Wyoming  that  portion  which  has  been 
guaranteed  us  by  the  terms  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Compact,  ratified  in  1948. 

Now,  we  have  never  said  that  we  would  point  to  Idaho  or  any 
other  State,  and  by  the  same  token,  it  seems  somewhat  im¬ 
proper  to  me  that  you  would  assure  the  State  of  Idaho,  our 
good  friends  and  good  neighbors  on  the  west,  that  no  matter 
what  else  happened,  they  could  be  assured  of  your  undying 
opposition  and  the  opposition  of  this  administration  to  a  plan 
which  would  contemplate  the  exportation  of  water  from  that 
State. 

I  am  perfectly  willing  to  have  water  taken  from  the  mouth 
of  the  Columbia,  after  it  is  just  ready  to  drop  into  the  salty 
brine  of  the  Pacific,  and  we  would  welcome  any  such  step,  but 
frankly,  I  am  surprised  that  you  would  give  the  endorse¬ 
ment  that  I  thought  you  gave  this  morning  to  a  national 
water  commission,  and  then  turn  around  and  say,  “But  don’t 
look  here.”  Isn’t  that  what  you  are  doing  now  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  The  commitment  that  I  made  in  writing 
to  Senator  Church  three  and  a  half  years  ago  was  made  prior 
to  the  time  that  the  National  Water  Commission  study  was 
conceived.  But  I  don’t  see  any  reason  to  change  our  basic 
position  in  that  regard.  (Pp.  192-23.) 

If  investigations  do  indicate  that  there  are  areas  of  surplus  water, 
and  that  some  of  this  surplus  can  be  transported  to  areas  of  critical 
shortage  at  reasonable  cost,  the  continuation  of  the  dangerous  deficien¬ 
cies  in  the  Colorado’s  water  supply  is  indefensible.  And  it  is  inde¬ 
fensible  to  refuse  to  find  out  the  facts.  Who  is  afraid  of  facts  ? 

Assurance  of  water  supply  augmentation  study  mandatory 

Other  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  are  willing  to  gamble  on 
present  authorization  of  Arizona’s  project  if,  and  only  if,  assurance  is 
given  in  the  same  legislation  of  immediate  and  realistic  investigations 
that  will  lead  to  a  program  to  augment  the  water  supply  of  the  river 
in  time  to  avert  the  shortages  that  otherwise  the  construction  of 
Arizona’s  project  will  trigger. 

Water  quality  improved  by  additional  water 
Secretary  Udall,  completely  reversing  himself,  now  states  that  there 
is  no  urgency  to  commence  a  program  leading  to  augmentation  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water.  He  not  only  forgets  the  shortage  problem  to  which 
he  himself  alerted  the  States  3  years  ago,  but  he  forgets  an  ominous 
problem  of  water  quality,  a  field  of  responsibility  recently  lodged  in 
his  Department  by  the  President.  It  seems  clear  that  m  order  to 
comply  with  the  Water  Quality  Act  of  1965  Western  States  are  going 
to  have  to  commence  the  treatment  of  return  flows  from  irrigation 
water,  limit  irrigation,  or  import  water  from  other  areas  to  dilute 
the  salinity  content  of  waters.  Our  recent  crisis  with  Mexico  over  the 
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bad  quality  of  Colorado  River  water  should  be  fresh  in  the  Secretary’s 
mind. 

In  January  1967,  representatives  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
States,  including  Arizona,  agreed  on  “Guidelines  for  Formulating 
Water  Quality  Standards  for  the  Interstate  Waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  System.”  The  following  statement  was  included  in  the  guide¬ 
lines  : 

In  view  of  the  anticipated  increase  in  consumptive  use  of 
water,  augmentation  of  the  Colorado  Ri/oer  is  essential  just 
to  maintain  the  existing  water  quality.  Enhancement,  as  con¬ 
templated  by  the  Guidelines  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Administration,  of  the  present  water  quality  of  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  is  most  practicable  by  a  major  water 
augmentation  program.  One  objective  of  a  major  water  aug¬ 
mentation  program  would  be  to  approach  the  limits  for  total 
dissolved  solids,  chlorides,  and  sulfates  recommended  by  the 
U.S.  Public  Health  Service  Drinking  Water  Standards  of 
1962. 

Development  and  prosperity  depend  upon  adding  water  to  river 
by  1990 

The  legislation  should  contain  a  reasonable  promise  that  the  addi¬ 
tional  burden  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  will  be  relieved  not  later 
than  1990  by  adding  new  water  to  the  Colorado  River. 

The  target  date  of  1990  actually  represents  an  unusually  grave  risk 
in  terms  of  traditional  water  planning.  That  is  only  221/2  years  away. 
Indeed,  if  the  runoff  conditions  experienced  during  the  past  quarter 
century  continue,  drastic  water  shortages  will  occur  by  1980.  We  in¬ 
sist  upon  immediate  initiation  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  regional  in¬ 
vestigation,  once  so  bravely  proposed  by  Secretary  Udall  but  now 
stripped  from  the  bill  he  recommends,  so  that  effective  solutions  will 
be  accomplished  in  time.  This  means  start  now,  not  5  years  from  now, 
to  complete  the  investigation  not  later  than  the  early  1970’s — not  after 
the  crisis  is  on  us.  Even  if  investigations  are  completed  in  1970,  an- 
nother  20  years  may  well  be  required  for  authorization,  design,  and 
construction. 

Piecemeal  approach  unreasonable  in  crisis 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  testimony  on  legislation  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  establishment  of  a  National  Water  Commission  (S.  20) 
admitted,  “  W ell,  /  think  in  terms  of  the  pending  serious  water  short¬ 
ages  that  have  clearly  emerged ,  that  certainly  this  [ Colorado  River 
Basin ]  is  the  first  priority  area  in  terms  of  crisis.'1'’ 22  S.  1004  fails  to 
recognize  this.  It  not  only  shifts  an  extremely  heavy  burden  to  a  future 
Congress,  but  encourages  strife  and  controversy  in  the  meantime. 

A  reasonable  comprise  program  for  investigating  the  need  for  im¬ 
portations  was  proposed  in  the  committee’s  executive  session.  This 
amendment  would  have  allowed  the  comprehensive  development  of  all 
11  Western  States  by  the  development  of  a  regional  water  plan  which 
would  serve  as  the  framework  under  which  projects,  existing  and  fu- 


22  Hearings  an  S.  310  7  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
89th  Cong.,  2nd  Sess.,  19  (1966). 
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ture,  within  the  region  could  be  constructed  and  coordinated  so  as  to 
reasonably  assure  that  an  adequate  water  supply  would  be  made  avail¬ 
able  in  the  region.  The  proposal  would  utilize  the  existing  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Council  as  the  coordinating  agency,  with  consultation  pro¬ 
vided  from  the  affected  States  and  the  Western  States  Water  Council. 
The  reconnaissance  investigations  called  for  would  be  conducted  by 
the  Pacific  Northwest  River  Basins  Commission  in  its  jurisdictional 
area  and  those  in  the  Pacific  Southwest  by  the  Pacific  Southwest  Inter¬ 
agency  Committee,  both  existing  agencies.  The  feasibility  investiga¬ 
tions  to  follow  the  reconnaissance  reports  concerning  augmenting  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  could  be  vetoed  by  a  resolution  of 
either  the  Senate  or  the  House  Interior  Committee.  If  interbasin 
transfers  were  recommended,  adequate  and  equitable  protection  of  the 
interests  of  the  States  and  the  areas  of  origin  would  be  mandatory. 

This  proposal,  providing  for  a  step  by  step  investigation  of  aug¬ 
mentation,  giving  due  participation  to  the  States  involved,  was 
rejected  by  the  committee  in  favor  of  doing  nothing  at  all  to  solve  this 
extreme  problem. 

D.  HTJALAPAI  DAM  AND  POWER  PLANT  SHOULD  BE  AUTHORIZED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  recommended  construction  of  the 
Hualapai  project  at  the  Bridge  Canyon  site  in  his  draft  bill  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  Pacific  Southwest  water  plan  which  was  attached  to  the 
House  committee  report  on  H.R.  4671,  89th  Congress.23  The  seven 
States  agreed,  but  the  Secretary  has  reversed  himself,  yielding  to 
various  pressures. 

Pump-storage  peaking  features  extremely  valuable 

The  regional  bill  that  we  favor  (amendment  214,  now  pending) 
would  provide  for  authorization  of  Hualapai  project  and  a  detailed 
study  of  a  plan  to  install  5  million  kilowatts  of  pump-storage  peaking 
capacity.  This  plan  was  proposed  by  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of 
Water  and  Power,  one  of  the  largest  preference  power  consumers  in 
the  Nation. 

A  5-million-kilowatt  peaking,  pump-storage  installation  at  Hua¬ 
lapai  Dam  and  Reservoir  would  be  over  10  times  as  large  as  the 
thermal  generating  plant  proposed  bv  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  included  in  S.  1004.  But  it  would  be  paid  for  by  the  utilities  using 
it.  It  would  be  far  superior  to  the  Secretary’s  new  scheme,  for  many 
reasons : 

1.  It  would  use  a  renewable  resource,  water,  as  an  energy  gen¬ 
erating  medium,  instead  of  depleting  a  reserve  coal  supply  for 
future  generations. 

2.  It  would  produce  excess  revenues  for  a  regional  development 
fund  sooner  and  in  considerably  larger  amounts — conservatively 
estimated  at  $1.1  to  $2.1  billion  in  75  years — than  does  the  thermal 
plant  proposed  by  the  Secretary. 

3.  It  would  provide  more  than  10  times  the  generating  ca¬ 
pacity — 5  million  kilowatts,  versus  470,000. 

4.  It  would  provide  peaking  power  (the  most  valuable  type 
of  power)  that  has  a  ready  market  in  the  Southwest,  providing 


H.R.  Rep.  No.  1849,  89th  Cong.,  2nd  Sess.,  34  (1966). 
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a  backup  capacity  for  millions  of  kilowatts  for  firm  generating 
capacity. 

5.  It  would  maximize  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  a  natural 
resource  belonging  to  all  the  citizens. 

6.  It  would  provide  insurance  against  power  blackouts  for  the 
area  of  the  United  States  west  of  the  Rockies. 

7.  Power  would  be  provided  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project  at 
lower  rates  than  would  be  provided  by  the  thermal  plant. 

8.  Construction  of  Hualapai  project  would  be  consistent  with 
long-established  Federal  policy  concerning  development  of  water 
resources.  It  would  make  unnecessary  the  Federal  Government’s 
going  into  the  thermal  electric  generating  business  by  the  back 
door. 

9.  The  beneficiaries  of  the  Federal  investment,  the  consumers 
of  power,  would  be  spread  over  the  entire  Southwestern  part  of 
the  United  States,  not  restricted  to  Arizona,  as  S.  1004  would 
require. 

We  have  proposed  that  not  one  cent  be  spent  by  the  Government 
toward  construction  of  the  project  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
has  in  hand  contracts  from  the  consumers  that  guarantee  repayment 
of  all  capital  and  operating  costs.  This  business-like  approach,  mod¬ 
eled  on  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  would  meet  any  objections 
by  those  misinformed  individuals  who  say  that  the  Hualapai  devel¬ 
opment  is  not  financially  feasible. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  erroneously  argued  that  the  Hua¬ 
lapai  project  should  be  delayed  10  years  or  more.  To  the  contrary, 
it  is  essential  that  an  early  decision  be  made  on  this  project,  since 
design  of  transmission  lines  in  the  area  within  a  short,  distance  of 
Bridge  Canyon  is  now  in  an  advanced  stage,  and  coordination  of  their 
planned  construction  with  transmission  lines  needed  for  Hualapai 
Dam  power  is  essential  in  order  to  obtain  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

The  Secretary  refuses  to  face  Hualapai  powerplant  facts 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  prepared  an  analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles 
proposal  for  an  enlarged  Hualapai  project.  This  analysis  was  sub¬ 
mitted  with  an  almost  unrelated  letter  to  the  Honorable  Wayne  N. 
Aspinall,  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.24  Although  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  found  the  proposal  by  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of 
Water  and  Power  to  have  enginering  and  economic  feasibility,  the 
forwarding  letter  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  made  no  reference 
to  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Instead  the  Sec¬ 
retary  questioned  the  project  on  a  number  of  completely  unrelated 
issues. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  made  some  rather  questionable  state¬ 
ments  against  the  dam  in  his  testimony  before  the  committee.  He  called 
the  dam  “a  gun  pointed  at  the  Columbia  River.” 25  We  find  such  a 
statement  by  a  Cabinet  officer  irresponsible.  It  can  only  result  in  put¬ 
ting  one  region  of  this  country  against  another. 


*'  Hearings  on  S.  100i  and  Related  Bills,  Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power 
Resources  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  90th  Cong.,  1st  Sess., 
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If  any  of  the  legislative  proposals  under  consideration  involve  a 
“gun”  pointed  at  the  Columbia  River,  the  “gun”  is  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  of  S.  1004,  which  is  located  in  the  Secretary’s  home  State.  It 
is  this  project,  and  this  project  alone,  that  precipitates  a  water  short¬ 
age  and  triggers  the  absolute  necessity  for  early  addition  of  water  to 
the  Colorado.  Absent  the  Central  Arizona  Project  promotion,  this 
problem  could  be  confronted  and  solved  under  less  pressure  of  time. 

The  regional  bills  which  we  sponsor  carefully  spell  out  protection 
for  areas  of  origin  and  require  that  only  water  that  is  surplus  to  the 
needs  of  an  area  would  be  used  in  any  water  transfer  project.  Priorities 
of  the  States  and  areas  of  origin  would  be  guaranteed  perpetually,  for 
all  purposes.  This  is  scarcely  a  “gun”  pointed  at  any  areas  of  origin ; 
it  is  a  shield  for  their  protection.  It  is  many,  many  times  greater  pro¬ 
tection  for  any  area  of  origin,  whether  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin 
or  California,  than  S.  1004  would  give  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  as  an  “area  of  origin,”  or  to  the  existing  water  users  in  the  Lower 
Basin. 

Hualapai  Dam  and  Reservoir  would  enhance  recreation  values 

Members  of  this  committee  have  also  been  subjected  to  statements 
from  those  who  claim  that  Hualapai  Dam  would  “flood  out,”  “ruin,” 
or  “destroy”  the  Grand  Canyon.  A  more  reasonable  attitude  was  taken 
by  the  Nation’s  largest  conservation  organization,  the  National  Wild¬ 
life  Federation  which  numbers  2  million  members. 

The  dam  would  form  a  beautiful  new  lake,  which  would  allow  mil¬ 
lions  of  people  to  visit  and  view  an  area  that  is  now  open  to  only  a 
handful  of  people  who  are  able  to  use  expensive  equipment  to  carry 
them  through  the  rapids  down  to  this  stretch  of  the  river.  Many  new 
areas  would  be  opened  for  use  by  the  public.  This  is  the  function  of 
our  national  parks:  to  provide  access  for  people  to  visit  beautiful 
scenic  areas,  not  to  keep  these  areas  locked  up  to  be  visited  by  only  a 
few.  For  those  few  who  do  wish  to  run  the  river,  160  miles  of  undis¬ 
turbed  river  would  still  remain  after  construction  of  the  dam.  There 
is  no  scenic  view  point  on  either  the  north  rim  or  the  south  rim  of  the 
Grand  Canyon  available  to  the  general  public  from  which  to  view 
any  part  of  the  dam  or  the  reservoir  created  by  the  dam.  The  Hualapai 
project  could  not  even  be  seen  from  any  point  on  the  canyon’s  rim  now 
accessible  to  visitors. 

IV.  The  Udall-Hayden  Bill:  An  Apothesis  of  Blind 

Sectionalism 

A.  THE  bill’s  POWER  FEATURES  WERE  FASHIONED  WITH  CALLOUS 
DISREGARD  FOR  THE  PUBLIC  INTEREST 

For  20  years,  from  the  introduction  of  the  first  Central  Arizona 
Project  legislation  26  by  Senators  McFarland  and  Hayden  on  April  28, 
1947,  until  February  1, 1967,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  supported 
a  plan  by  which  electric  power  could  be  generated  at  new  hydroelec¬ 
tric  facilities  on  the  Colorado  River  both  for  pumping  water  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  and  for  irrigation  assistance,  through  sale  of 
electric  energy  in  accordance  with  reclamation  law. 

Suddenly,  on  February  1, 1967,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  the 
surprise  and  dismay  of  the  many  public  officials  who  had  worked  at 


38  S.  433,  superseded  by  S.  1175,  80th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (1947). 
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his  side  over  the  past  several  years,  unleashed  a  radically  different 
plan,  now  further  expanded  in  S.  1004  as  reported.  The  Hualapai 
Dam  and  powerplant  would  be  deleted.  Instead,  the  bill  proposes  to 
pay  $103  million  of  capital  to  three  utilities  toward  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  a  steam  powerplant  which  those  utilities  would  own,  and 
from  which  the  Government  would  purchase  energy.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  would  pay  for  that  energy  in  addition  to  contributing  this  $103 
million  of  capital.  Some  of  this  energy  would  be  used  to  pump  water 
into  the  Central  Arizona  Aqueduct.  Some  of  it  would  be  resold  -by  the 
Government  to  help  subsidize  the  Central  Arizona  Project— the  first 
sale  by  the  Secretary  of  thermal-generated  energy,  inaugurating  a 
wholly  new  policy.  It  would  be  a  large  quantity,  its  magnitude  closely 
related  to  the  newly  inflated  size  of  the  Central  Arizona  Aqueduct. 
The  facts  are  as  follows : 

The  plan  is  a  massive  give-away  to  selected  utilities 

Under  S.  1004,  the  Federal  Government  will  prepay  to  three  utili¬ 
ties  $103  million  (rather  than  $92  million  as  contemplated  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  scheme).  Under  S.  1004  the  Federal  Government  each  year 
will  pay  to  those  utilities  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
costs  of  $7.2  million,  rather  than  $6.5  million  as  proposed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  The  Government  would  receive  the  use  of  470  megawatts  of 
capacity  in  the  companies’  plant. 

If  the  utilities  should  themselves  finance  the  construction  of  a  steam 
generating  plant,  they  would  pay  commercial  rates  of  interest  on  the 
borrowed  funds.  To  the  extent  that  the  Federal  Government  finances 
construction  of  their  plant,  the  three  owners  receive  the  advantages  of 
lower  unit  costs  of  a  larger  powerplant.  In  effect,  S.  1004  makes  avail¬ 
able  to  the  utilities  over  one-tenth  of  a  billion  dollars  of  Federal  money 
interest  free,  save  for  minimal  interest  during  construction,  to  con¬ 
struct  a  company-owned  plant  which  will  sell  energy  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

iSomeone  must  bear  the  cost  of  borrowing  the  $103  million  prepaid 
to  the  utilities;  no  feat  of  double-entry  legerdemain  will  make  interest 
cost  go  away.  The  only  question  is  whether  it  will  be  the  Federal  tax¬ 
payer  or  the  Federal  power  consumer.  The  burden  of  paying  interest 
on  the  portion  of  the  $103  million  which  is  allocated  to  irrigation 
pumping  will  be  shifted  to  the  Lower  Basin  development  fund  (not  the 
water  users  of  Arizona) ,  thus  to  be  borne,  in  large  part,  by  those  cities 
and  towns  in  California  and  Nevada  purchasing  power  generated  at 
Hoover  Dam.  (California  and  Nevada  power  users  pay  82  percent 
of  the  Hoover  Dam  power  bill,  Arizona  18  percent.)  It  will  not  be 
paid  by  the  utilities  which  own  the  powerplant  or  by  the  water  users 
in  Arizona. 

Abandonment  of  multipurpose  water  and  power  resource  development 

In  S.  1004,  the  Department  has  chosen  to  establish  a  novel  future 
policy  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  a  policy  which  will  deprive  its 
projects  of  the  wealth  of  benefits  of  multiple-purpose  planning  as¬ 
sured  by  60  years  of  existing  laws.  In  the  words  of  the  American  Pub¬ 
lic  Power  Association : 

A  prepayment  plan  constituting  a  purchase  of  power  rep¬ 
resents  a  major  step  away  from  Federal  multiple-purpose 
water  resource  development  policies  and  programs  approved 
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by  Congress  in  the  past  and  eliminates  the  concept  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power  as  a  ‘‘paying  partner”  for  reclamation.27 

The  Secretary  will  engage  in  large-scale  commercial  sales  of  steam¬ 
generated  power. 

The  Federal  steamplant  will  generate  large  quantities  of  energy  for 
commercial  sale,28  to  subsidize  the  Arizona  water  users,  in  addition  to 
subsidizing  their  aqueduct.  This  is,  in  part,  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
size  of  the  aqueduct  has  been  inflated  by  S.  1004  to  a  capacity  of 
3,000  cubic  feet  per  second,  40  percent  larger  than  the  one  the  Secre¬ 
tary  first  proposed  (1,800  cubic  feet  per  second),  and  25  percent  larger 
than  the  one  to  which  the  other  States  reluctantly  agreed  in  the  89th 
Congress  (2,500  cubic  feet  per  second) .  The  470,000  kilowatts  of  steam¬ 
generated  power  which  the  Secretary  will  own  is  calculated  to  furnish 
the  power  needed  for  pumping  enough  water  to  fill  a  3,000-cubic-foot- 
per-second  aqueduct ;  this  is  about  2  million  acre-feet  annually.  But 
there  will  not  be  that  much  water  available.  The  Secretary  concedes 
that  he  expects  to  sell  surplus  power  from  the  very  beginning,  and 
these  sales  will  rise  to  1,510  megawatt  hours  annually,  more  than  the 
combined  output  of  Parker  and  Davis  powerplants. 

There  will  not  be  2  million  acre-feet  to  pump  through  a  3,000-cubic- 
foot-per-second  aqueduct  unless  the  upper  basin  is  denied  the  right  to 
accumulate  storage  in  Lake  Powell  as  other  features  of  this  bill  con¬ 
template.  The  same  water  cannot  be  stored  in  Lake  Powell  and  drained 
out  of  the  river  through  an  oversized  Central  Arizona  aqueduct.  As 
the  available  water  decreases,  the  sales  of  commercial  power  will  grow. 


27  Letter  from  Alex  Radin,  General  Manager,  American  Public  Power  Association,  to  Hon. 
Henry  M.  Jackson,  Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  dated 
June  5,  1967. 

28  By  letter  dated  June  26,  1967,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  furnished  Senator 
*  Kuchel  the  following  details  on  proposed  Federal  commercial  power  sales  : 

FEDERAL  COMMERCIAL  SALES  OF  STEAM  GENERATED  POWER  UNDER  S.  1004 


Year 

Power  sold 
(1  million 
kw.-hr.) 

Revenue  at 

5  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour 
(thousands) 

1973 _ 

175 

$875 

1974 _ 

175 

875 

1975 _ 

224 

1,120 

1976  _ _ 

228 

1,140 

1977.. . . 

274 

1,370 

1979... . . 

320 

1,600 

1980.... _ _ 

365 

1,825 

1981... . . 

410 

2, 050 

1982 _ 

458 

2, 290 

1983 _ _ 

504 

2,520 

1984 _ 

549 

2, 745 

1985 _ 

597 

1,985 

1986 _ 

641 

3,205 

1987 _ 

687 

3,435 

1988 _ 

734 

3,670 

1989... . 

778 

3,890 

1990 _ 

824 

4,120 

1991 _ 

855 

4, 275 

1992 . . . 

886 

4, 430 

1993 _ 

915 

4,575 

1994 _ 

946 

4, 730 

1995 _ 

976 

4,880 

1996. _ _ 

1,006 

5,030 

1997 _ 

1,037 

5,185 

1998... . . 

1,066 

5,330 

1999 _ 

1,097 

5,485 

2000 _ 

1,124 

5,620 

Year 

Power  sold 
(1  million 
kw.-hr.) 

Revenue  at 

5  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour 
(thousands) 

2001 _ 

1,139 

$5,695 

2002... . . 

1,156 

5,780 

2003 . . . . 

1,171 

5,855 

2004 _ 

1,185 

5,925 

2005 _ 

1,201 

6,005 

2006 _ 

1,217 

6,085 

2007 _ 

1,232 

6,160 

2008 _ 

1,247 

6,235 

2009 _ 

1,264 

6, 320 

2010 _ 

1,279 

6,395 

2011 . .  ... 

1,294 

6,470 

2012 _ _ 

1,310 

6, 550 

2013 _ 

1,325 

6,625 

2014. . . . . 

1,340 

6, 700 

2015 _ _ 

1,356 

6, 780 

2016. . . 

1,372 

6,860 

2017 _ 

1,387 

6,935 

2018 _ 

1,402 

7,010 

2019 _ 

1,418 

7,090 

2020 . . . 

1,433 

7,165 

2021 _ _ 

1,448 

7,240 

2022... . . 

1,464 

7,320 

2023 . 

1,480 

7,400 

2024 _ 

1,495 

7,475 

2025 _ 

1,510 

7,  550 

Total... . 

50,976 

254,880 
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The  'prepurchase  arrangement  amounts  to  Federal  ownership  of  steam¬ 
generating  facilities 

Without  judging  the  advisability  of  Federal  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  steam  generating  facilities,  we  observe  that  what  might  be 
politically  impossible  if  done  directly,  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
is  accomplishing  here  indirectly,  stifling  the  opposition  of  private 
utilities  by  prepayment  of  $103  million  to  the  non-Federal  par¬ 
ticipants.  The  Secretary  obviously  recognizes  that  a  large  measure  of 
advocacy  can  be  encouraged  for  $103  million. 

Although  bare  “title”  to  the  Federal  portion  of  the  steamplant,  hav¬ 
ing  a  generating  capacity  of  470  megawatts,  will  remain  with  the 
three  participating  non-Federal  agencies,  the  Secretary  will  assemble 
a  cluster  of  rights  and  privileges  which,  when  taken  together,  will  bear 
no  definition  short  of  “Federal  ownership.”  The  Federal  Government 
will  pay  the  total  construction  cost  of  470  megawatts  of  capacity  in 
the  powerplant,  associated  switchyard  and  transmission  facilities;  it 
will  pay  the  total  cost  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
allocable  to  that  470  megawatts  of  capacity  in  the  steampower  plant; 
it  will  hold  “adequate  security  for  the  Government’s  investment,”  pre¬ 
sumably  meaning  that  upon  default  by  any  of  the  three  participating 
agencies  in  its  obligations,  the  Federal  Government  would  acquire  title 
to  that  portion  of  the  plant;  and,  finally,  it  will  become  a  seller  of 
substantial  quantities  of  steam-generated  power. 

The  Department  refuses  to  take  a  position  on  the  preference  clause 

In  its  eagerness  to  hold  together  the  uneasy  alliance  of  power  agen¬ 
cies  represented  in  this  steamplant  scheme,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  has  chosen  to  turn  its  back  on  one  of  the  basic  tenets  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  program,  the  preference  clause  in  the  sale  of 
power.  When  the  Reclamation  Law  of  1902 29  was  amended  by  the  act 
of  April  16,  1906, 30  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was  directed  to  give 
preference  in  the  disposition  of  surplus  power  to  “municipal  purposes .” 
The  preference  clause  was  repeated  in  language  taken  from  the  1906 
amendments  in  1922  legislation  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  enter  into  long-term  contracts  for  the  sale  of  surplus  power 
developed  in  connection  with  the  Salt  River  project  (one  of  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  the  new  steamplant  scheme),  “ giving  preference  to  mu¬ 
nicipal  purposes .” 31  Congress  has  reiterated  this  policy  more  than  a 
dozen  times.32 


29  32  Stat.  388  et  seq.  (1902). 

30  34  Stat.  117,  43  U.S.C.  §  522  (1906). 

31  42  Stat.  847,  43  U.S.C.  §  598  (1922). 

33  Federal  Power  Act,  sec.  7  of  the  Act  of  June  10,  1920,  41  Stat.  1067,  16  U.S.C.  §  800  : 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  sec.  5  of  the  Act  of  December  21,  1928,  45  Stat.  1060,  43 
U.S.C.  §  617d(e)  ;  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act,  Act  of  May  18,  1933,  48  Stat.  64, 
16  U.S.C.  §§  831  i,  j  ;  Fort  Peck  Project  Act.  Act  of  May  18,  1933,  52  Stat.  405,  16  U.S.C. 
§  833  c  ;  Rural  Electrification  Act,  Act  of  May  20,  1936,  49  Stat.  1365,  7  U.S.C.  §  904  ; 
Bonneville  Project  Act,  Act  of  August  20,  1937,  50  Stat.  733,  16  U.S.C.  §  832c ;  Reclama¬ 
tion  Project  Act  of  1939,  Act  of  August  4,  1939,  53  Stat.  1193,  43  U.S.C.  §  485  h  ;  Water 
Conservation  and  Utilization  Act,  Act  of  August  11,  1939,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of 
October  14,  1940,  54  Stat.  1124,  16  U.S.C.  §  590z-7  ;  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  Act  of 
December  22,  1944,  58  Stat.  890,  16  U.S.C.  §  825s  ;  Act  of  July  31,  1950,  §  2.  64  Stat.  382, 
48  U.S.C.  §  312a  (1964)  ;  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  68  Stat.  919,  43  U.S.C.  §§  2011-281 
(1964);  Small  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1956,  70  Stat.  1044,  43  U.S.C.  §§  422a-l 
(1964)  ;  Niagara  Power  Project  Act,  §  1(b)  (1),  71  Stat.  401  (1957),  16  U.S.C.  §  836(b)  (1) 
(1964)  ;  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958,  72  Stat.  319,  33  U.S.C.  §  701b-08a  (1964).  See  the 
discussion  of  this  congressional  policy  by  Attorney  General  Brownell  in  41  Ops.  Atty.  Gen. 
236,  249  (1955). 
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In  1939  Congress  revamped  the  reclamation  law  and  restated  the 
provisions  dealing  with  the  sale  of  surplus  power.  Section  9(c)  of  the 
act  of  August  4, 1939,  it  stated  in  part : 

In  said  sales  or  leases  preference  shall  be  given  to  munici¬ 
palities  and  other  corporations  or  agencies;  and  also  to  co¬ 
operatives  and  other  nonprofit  organizations  financed  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  loans  made  pursuant  to  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Act  of  1936.33 

This  was  the  policy  of  Congress  until  today.  So  deeply  ingrained 
is  the  preference  right  in  the  fabric  of  the  national  power  marketing 
program  that  President  Kennedy  remarked  in  his  February  23,  1961, 
Message  to  Congress  on  natural  resources: 

In  marketing  Federal  power  this  administration  will  be 
guided  by  the  following  basic  principles,  which  recognize  the 
prior  rights  of  the  general  public,  consumer,  and  taxpayer, 
who  have  financed  the  development  of  these  great  national 
assets  originally  vested  in  them : 

(1)  Preference  in  power  sales  shall  be  given  public 
agencies  and  cooperatives. 

(2)  Domestic  and  rural  consumers  shall  have  priority 
over  other  consumers  in  the  disposal  of  power. 

(3)  Power  shall  be  sold  at  the  lowest  possible  rates 
consistent  with  sound  business  principles. 

(4)  Power  disposal  shall  be  such  as  to  encourage  wide¬ 
spread  use  and  to  prevent  monopolization. 

The  administration’s  present  posture  stands  out  in  harsh  contrast 
against  the  background  of  President  Kennedy’s  remarks.  During  the 
June  29,  1967,  executive  session  certain  questions  were  propounded 
to  Edward  Weinberg,  Deputy  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  The  colloquy  deserves  careful  reading: 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Weinberg,  does  this  bill  provide  that 
the  reclamation  law  shall  apply  to  this  project  ? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  Yes,  sir,  except  as  otherwise  provided.  That 
is  section  (13)  *  *  *  . 

Senator  Kuchel.  We  read,  “except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  act  in  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the 
Federal  Reclamation  Laws  Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat. 

388  and  acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  to  which 
laws  this  act  shall  be  deemed  supplement.” 

Mr.  Weinberg.  Then  you  have  to  go  back  to  section  2(b)(1) 
of  1004,  which  is  the  provision  that  deals  with  the  prepaid. 

Senator  Allott.  Section  2(b)  (1)  ? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  Section  2(b)(1),  yes;  on  page  3,  line  15 
through  18,  there  is  a  simple  statement  there,  simple  in  words 
complex  in  meaning  I  think,  “power  and  energy  acquired 
thereunder,”  that  is  the  prepaid  power — “may  be  disposed  of 
intermittently  by  the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project.” 


33  53  stat.  1193,  43  U.S.C.  §  485  h(c)  (1939). 
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The  problem  is  there  that  there  is  no  particular  reference. 
It  says  it  may  be  disposed  of.  So,  we  then  have  a  question,  and 
this  is  where  the  difficult  legal  question  comes  in. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Mr.  Weinberg,  is  that  language  your  lan¬ 
guage  ? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  Yes. 

Senator  Kttchel.  What  did  you  have  in  mind  when  you 
used  it  ? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  We  did  not  really  see  this  as  a  problem, 
frankly. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Would  you  prefer  that  the  preference 
clause  not  apply  ? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  I  don’t  know  quite  how  to  answer  that.  We 
plan  to  dispose  of  any  power  that  we  don’t  use  basically  to 
the  Salt  River  project  which  is  a  preference  customer  and 
which  has  asked  for  the  opportunity  to  buy  the  power. 

So  we  intend  to  market  then  consistent  with  the  preference 
law,  whether  it  technically  applies  or  not. 

Senator  Kuchel.  Well,  does  the  Department  have  any  be¬ 
lief  or  feeling  or  view  on  whether  it  should  apply? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  As  I  say,  our  plans  are  to  market  it  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  preference  clause,  to  a  preference  customer. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  regret  that  you  do  not  answer  my  ques¬ 
tion.  I  just  would  like  to  have  a  frank  statement  of  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Department.  Do  you  believe  the  preference 
clause  ought  to  apply  to  the  sale  of  electricity  under  this 
2(b)  (1)  that  you  read  or  whether  it  should  not? 

That  should  be  easy  enough  to  answer.  This  committee  can 
do  what  it  wants.  This  is  your  language,  you  wrote  this  *  *  *. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  shall  not  belabor  this,  but,  Mr.  Wein¬ 
berg,  you  did  say  that  under  section  13,  reclamation  law  ap¬ 
plies,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  the  act. 

Is  it  fair  to  say  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Department  the 
language  in  section  2(b)  (1)  which  you  read,  “power  and 
energy  required  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by  the 
Secretary  when,  not  required  in  connection  with  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,”  constitutes  one  of  the  exceptions  to  the  sec¬ 
tion  13? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  My  difficulty  is  that  I  can’t  tell  you  whether 
it  does  or  does  not.  If  the  problem  actually  arose  we  would 
hope  to  find  some  guidance  as  to  howT  to  interpret  it  from  the 
legislative  history. 

Senator  Kuchel.  If  you  don’t  know,  are  you  able  to  tell  this 
committee  what  your  opinion  is  as  to  whether  it  should  apply 
or  not  ? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  I  think  Senator  Jackson  stated  the  situa¬ 
tion  exactly  in  his  remarks.  We  intend  to  market  it  consistent 
with  the  preference  clause.  This  is  the  intention  we  have. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  want  to  be  sure  I  understand  you.  Is  it 
the  intention  of  the  Department  that  the  preference  clause 
does  apply  and  that  the  language  of  2(b)  (1)  does  not  consti¬ 
tute  an  exception  ? 

Mr.  Weinberg.  I  don’t  know  what  the  section  will  mean. 
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Comment  on  thi^confusion  need  scarcely  be  added.  If  the  author 
does  not  understand  his  own  language,  can  the  Congress  be  expected 
to?  But  we,  not  the  author,  must  take  responsibility  for  legislating 
his  ambivalence  into  law. 

In  its  zeal  to  avoid  facing  the  infirmities  in  its  own  language  pro¬ 
posing  this  novel  power-generating  scheme,  the  Department  has  ap¬ 
parently  attempted  to  evade  the  basic  issue  of  public  preference  in 
the  sale  of  surplus  steam-generated  power  by  simply  taking  no  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  issue  it  has  itself  created,  and  by  agreeing  to  keep  the 
surplus  power  off  the  market  by  redelivering  it  to  one  of  the  agencies 
from  which  it  is  purchased.  This  gambit  appears  to  flaunt  President 
Kennedy’s  mandate  that  “power  disposal  shall  be  such  as  to  encourage 
widespread  use  and  to  prevent  monopolization.” 

Open  market  poxoer  purchase  amendment 

In  committee  we  offered  an  amendment  to  strike  all  of  section  2(b) 
of  S.1004  and  to  insert  in  its  place  a  new  section  2  (b) ,  to  read : 

The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with  non-Fed- 
eral  interests  whereby  the  United  States  shall  purchase  from 
time  to  time  such  electrical  power  as  he  determines  is  required 
in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

This  amendment  would  have  eliminated  the  massive  $100  million 
Federal  prepayment;  it  would  have  freed  the  Secretary  from  50  years 
of  rigid  bondage  to  the  coal-fired  steamplant ;  it  would  have  allowed 
Central  Arizona  Project  to  proceed  without  any  controversial  power 
generation  plan — whether  hydroelectric  plant  or  steamplant;  and  it 
would  have  allowed  an  honest  appraisal  of  the  project’s  financial  feasi¬ 
bility.  It  would  have  authorized  the  Secretary  to  pay  for  power  and 
energy  for  Central  Arizona  Project  pumping,  as  required,  instead  of 
prepaying  for  generating  capacity  far  in  excess  of  the  project’s  pump¬ 
ing  requirements.  The  amendment  would  have  made  the  bill  less  ob¬ 
jectionable  to  some  segments  of  the  electric  utility  industry  by  prevent¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Government  from  entering  the  field  of  thermal  gener¬ 
ation  through  the  back  door.  It  would  have  eliminated  any  dispute 
over  whether  the  preference  clause  should  apply  since  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  purchase  only  that  power  required  for  pumping,  and 
would  not  have  any  surplus  available  for  commercial  resale.  It  was 
rejected. 

B.  THE  bill’s  OVERSIZED  AQUEDUCT  CANNOT  BE  JUSTIFLED 

The  bill  as  reported  provides  for  a  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  canal 
system.  When  originally  proposed  in  1963,  an  aqueduct  of  1,800  cubic 
feet  per  second  was  recommended  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
That  size  was  designated  because  the  augmentation  of  the  river  fore¬ 
seen  in  the  1963  bill  would  have  allowed  7.5  million  acre-feet  to  be 
permanently  available  to  the  lower  basin  and  would  have  permitted 
the  1,800  cubic  feet  per  second  conduit  to  run  full  at  all  times,  bringing 
1.2  million  acre-feet  to  the  project  area.  When  it  became  evident  that 
augmentation  of  the  Colorado  River  would  be  unlikely  for  some  time. 
Arizona  asked  for  a  canal  of  larger  dimensions,  with  a  capacity  of 
2,500  cubic  feet  per  second,  so  that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  could 
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divert  over  1.2  million  acre-feet- — up  to  1.6  million  acre- feet — when 
there  was  excess  water  available,  thus  offsetting  the  periods  when 
insufficient  water  in  the  river  might  prevent  a  diversion  of  the  full 
1.2  million  acre-feet.  It  was  hoped  that  allowing  such  extra  capacity 
would  permit  Arizona  to  average  the  target  1.2  million  acre-feet  with¬ 
drawal.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  never  approved  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  Central  Arizona  Project  with  a  main  aqueduct  having  a 
capacity  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second. 

The  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  canal  now  proposed  would  be  ca¬ 
pable  of  diverting  2  million  acre-feet  annually,  which,  when  added  to 
the  1.2  million  acre- feet  of  existing  annual  uses  in  Arizona,  gives  a 
total  of  3.2  million.  This  exceeds  Arizona’s  apportionment  of  2.8  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet,  which,  in  turn,  is  conditional  upon  the  availability  of  7.5 
million  acre-feet,  a  hopeless  expectation  unless  water  is  added  to  the 
Colorado. 

The  recommended  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  canal  would  cost  about 
$375  million  and  would  require  400,000  kilowatts  of  power  at  a  capital 
cost  for  the  Government’s  share  of  the  powerplant  of  approximately 
$92  million,  all  to  be  prepaid ;  a  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  canal  would 
cost  $513  million  and  would  require  470,000  kilowatts  of  power  at  a 
capital  prepayment  of  $103  million.  Secretary  Udall’s  tables  show  an 
incremental  cost  of  over  $177  million  when  the  aqueduct  size  is  raised 
from  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  to  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second. 

The  increased  expenditure,  while  supposedly  designed  to  allow  Ari¬ 
zona  to  share  in  excess  water  in  years  of  increased  moisture,  is  mani¬ 
festly  unwarranted  when  it  is  realized  that  there  has  not  been  a  year 
of  major  excess  since  the  1920’s,  and  many  of  deficiency.  There  is  no 
crystal  ball  reading  that  assures  that  surpluses  are  more  likely  in  the 
next  45  years  than  they  have  been  in  the  past  45.  The  record  bears 
repetition :  the  water  supply  for  the  last  45  years  has  failed  by  1.2 
million  acre-feet  annually  to  average  enough  to  supply  the  compact 
apportionment  to  the  Upper  Basin  while  supplying  to  the  Lower  Basin 
the  7.5  million  acre-feet  conditionally  apportioned  by  the  Supreme 
Court.  It  is  serious  enough  to  add  a  new  burden  of  1.2  million  acre- 
feet  as  an  1,800  cubic  feet  per  second  aqueduct  would  do,  without  add¬ 
ing  new  water  to  the  river  to  offset  that  new  burden,  but  it  is  a 
psychedelic  hallucination  to  assume  that  there  will  be  surpluses,  with¬ 
out  that  new  water,  to  justify  an  aqueduct  to  transport  2  million 
acre-feet. 

Since  the  existence  of  excess  waters  is  a  mirage,  the  claim  that  the 
increased  capacity  cost  (over  $175  million)  will  be  covered  by  in¬ 
creased  water  sales  is  incredible.  No  one  will  contract  to  pay  for  water 
that  is  not,  and  cannot  be,  delivered.  The  only  excess  water  to  flow 
through  the  canal  will  be  that  which  comes  from  the  upper  basin, 
and  that  quantity  will  rapidly  diminish  as  Upper  Basin  development 
proceeds.  In  hard  fact,  the  increased  cost  of  the  inflated  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Aqueduct  must  be  borne  by  the  power  users  in  California  and 
Nevada  who  contribute  most  of  the  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis 
revenues. 

As  the  Upper  Basin  develops,  the  usefulness  of  Arizona’s  3,000  cubic 
feet  per  second  canal,  or  even  a  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  canal, 
will  rapidly  disappear.  Given  orderly  authorization  and  con- 
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struction  of  the  Upper  Basin  projects,  the  enlarged  Arizona  canals 
may  be  useless  before  they  are  even  completed.  Assuming  that  Con¬ 
gress  will  honor  its  promises  of  development  in  the  Upper  Basin,  it  is 
not  in  the  national  interest  to  add  capacity  to  an  expensive  Arizona 
canal  that  can  never  be  fully  used. 

C.  THE  BILL  IS  A  MODEL  OF  FISCAL  IRRESPONSIBILITY 

Recognizing  the  need  for  augmentation  of  the  scarce  flow  of  the 
Colorado  River,  a  source  of  funds  to  finance  such  augmentation  must 
be  provided.  H.R.  4671,  as  introduced  and  as  reported  by  the  House 
Interior  Committee  last  year,  established  a  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  Development  Fund  fed  by  revenues  from  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  including  Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  powerplants,  and 
surplus  revenues  from  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  projects.  The 
Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams  had  been  integral  parts  of  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  development  program  since  legislation  was  first 
introduced  in  1947.  They  were  designed  to  produce  peaking  power 
which  can  be  marketed  at  rates  high  enough  to  repay  all  the  original 
project  costs,  and,  from  those  powerplants  alone,  put  billions  of  dollars 
into  a  development  fund  to  help  pay  the  cost  of  augmenting  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  S.  1004  strips  both  of  them  out. 

Development  fund  in  90th  Congress  regional  hills 

All  of  the  regional  bills  which  we  have  introduced  in  the  90th 
Congress  would  deposit  revenues  from  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  proj¬ 
ects  after  completion  of  repayment  requirements,  as  well  as  revenues 
from  Hualapai  project,  in  a  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund.  California  citizens,  using  power  from  existing  power- 
plants  on  the  Colorado  River,  do  not  object  to  contributing  their  dol¬ 
lars  to  a  development  fund  if  revenues  from  the  proposed  Hualapai 
project  would  also  be  deposited  in  the  development  fund,  and  if  such 
a  fund  would  help  repay  the  costs  of  a  future  Colorado  River  water 
augmentation  program  that  would  benefit  the  entire  Colorado  River 
Basin.  They  do  strenuously  object  to  a  rate  increase  for  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  power,  plus  diversion  of  the  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis 
revenues  to  subsidize  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  If  the  facts  were 
known  in  Nevada,  citizens  from  that  State  would  object  also. 

In  the  next  few  paragraphs  we  trace  a  devious  trail,  along  which  the 
burden  of  paying  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  was  shifted  from 
the  taxpayers  of  Arizona  to  the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States  and 
the  Government’s  power  customers  in  California  and  Nevada. 

The  Secretary's  financing  plan:  Water  charges  and  ad  valorem  tax 

This  year,  when  Secretary  Udall  adopted  a  posture  designed  solely 
to  give  Arizona  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  and  eliminated  both 
Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams,  he  proposed  to  finance  the  con¬ 
struction  of  Central  Arizona  Project  works  wholly  by  municipal,  in¬ 
dustrial,  and  agricultural  water  charges  and  ad  valorem  taxes  within 
the  project  area.  Arizona  could  and  would  pay  her  own  way.  The 
Secretary  said  a  $50  per  acre-foot  municipal  and  industrial  water 
charge  would  raise  $489.8  million  net  operating  revenue,  and  a  0.6  mill 
per  dollar  of  assessed  valuation  ad  valorem  tax  would  raise  over  $153 
million  to  repay  project  costs. 
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In  the  alternative,  Secretary  Udall  proposed  that  municipal  and 
industrial  water  be  sold  for  $56  per  acre-foot  and  that  no  ad  valorem 
tax  be  charged.  Under  this  proposal,  the  municipal  and  industrial 
water  charges  alone  would  produce  $570.5  million  net  operating  rev¬ 
enue  over  the  payout  period  of  the  project.  Although  he  abandoned  the 
basin  for  the  sole  benefit  of  Arizona,  Secretary  Udall  at  least  proposed 
that  water  users  and  landowners  in  Arizona  pay  for  their  project. 
S.  1004,  as  we  shall  see,  escapes  from  that  proposal ;  it  shifts  the  burden 
from  Arizona’s  taxpayers  to  the  power  users  of  California  and  Nevada 
and  to  the  F ederal  taxpayer. 

Predicted  municipal  and  industrial  water  sales  unrealistic 

First,  a  word  about  the  estimates  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  of  the  amount  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  that  will  be 
sold  at  a  “canalside”  price  of  $50  to  $56  per  acre-foot.  These  are  highly 
optimistic.  The  municipal  and  industrial  users  in  the  Phoenix  area 
now  pay  only  a  few  dollars  per  acre-foot,  as  the  cost  of  pumping  from 
the  vast  underground  water  reservoir  over  which  they  are  located. 
It  is  relatively  easy  to  sink  a  well  and  obtain  a  water  supply  without 
the  necessity  to  pay  for  an  expensive  distribution  system.  Every  dollar 
of  shortage  caused  by  sparse  municipal  and  industrial  water  sales 
will  be  made  up  by  higher  irrigation  rates,  or  from  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  revenues. 

The  committee  revamped  the  -financing  provisions  shifting  the  onus 
of  repayment  of  Central  Arizona  Project  onto  California  and 
Nevada 

Congress  should  reject  S.  1004  if  for  no  other  reason  than  the 
inequities  of  its  financing.  The  committee  adopted  Senator  Hayden’s 
amendments  which  drastically  altered  the  method  of  financing  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  works.  These  amendments  increased  the 
Granite  Reef  aqueduct  size  to  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second,  rather  than 
2,500  cubic  feet  per  second.  It  then  established  a  new  Lower  Basin 
development  fund  fed  by  Central  Arizona  Project  revenues,  surplus 
Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  power  revenues,  and  certain  hoped-for 
revenues  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  intertie,  which  will  not  even  begin 
to  accrue  for  nearly  a  half  century.  Senator  Hayden  offered,  and  then 
withdrew,  an  amendment  to  strike  the  Secretary’s  discretionary  power 
to  contract  with  agencies  authorized  to  levy  ad  valorem  taxes. 

A  ridiculous  situation  is  created  by  these  amendments  to  S.  1004 : 

First,  California  and  Nevada  power  users  would  be  called  upon  to 
subsidize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  would  jeopardize  the 
future  water  supply  of  those  two  States. 

Second,  the  Secretary  is  guessing  that  Congress,  after  1990,  will 
allow  rates  for  Hoover  power  to  be  increased  50  percent  to  these  same 
California  and  Nevada  power  users. 

Third,  the  Secretary  is  guessing  that  Congress  will  allow  power 
rates  on  the  intertie  to  remain  artificially  high  half  a  century  from 
now,  and  will  earmark  the  Nevada  portion  of  those  tolls  for  Arizona’s 
exclusive  benefit. 

Fourth,  usurping  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  revenues  to  subsidize 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  preclude  their  use  for  basinwide 
water  augmentation  in  the  future. 
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Fifth,  the  recently  authorized  Southern  Nevada  Water  Project,  like 
California’s  Metropolitan  Water  District,  receives  no  financial  aid 
from  Hoover  power  revenues,  yet  Nevada  power  users  and  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Water  District  would  be  subsidizing  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  by  paying  higher  power  rates  for  Hoover  power  for  that  sole  pur¬ 
pose. 

Is  this  a  description  of  equity  as  Congress  would  do  equity  ? 

The  bill  casts  upon  California  and  Nevada  power  users  the  burden 
of  subsidizing  the  Central  Arizona  Project 

In  obedience  to  requirements  of  section  4(a)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act,34  before  Hoover  Dam  could  be  built  California  powder 
contractors  were  obligated  to  contract  to  pay  for  the  entire  firm  power 
output  of  Hoover  powerplant,  even  if  they  could  not  use  it,  at  a  price 
that  would  repay  all  operating  costs  and  capital  costs  with  interest. 
Likewise,  users  of  the  All-American  Canal  in  California  were  required 
by  section  4(b)  of  the  Project  Act  to  contract  in  advance  of  construc¬ 
tion  to  repay  the  entire  cost  thereof  without  any  help  from  Hoover 
Dam  revenues.  The  act,  in  so  many  words,  prohibited  assistance  from 
Hoover  revenues  to  help  pay  the  costs  of  the  All-American  Canal. 
So,  also,  with  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  aqueduct.  It  pays  36 
percent  of  the  whole  Hoover  Dam  power  bill,  but  receives  not  a  dime 
of  subsidy  from  Hoover  power  revenues.  The  power  contracts  between 
the  California  agencies  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  provided 
options  for  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  to  enter  into  contracts 
with  the  Secretary  at  such  time  as  they  needed  the  power.  These  op¬ 
tions  were  subsequently  exercised  by  these  States.  The  costs  of  Hoover 
Dam  and  powerplant  will  be  fully  paid  by  1991,  82  percent  by  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Nevada  power  users,  only  18  percent  by  Arizona’s.  Simi¬ 
larly,  the  southern  Nevada  project  water  users  are  required  by  the 
Southern  Nevada  Project  Act  to  repay  the  whole  cost  of  that  project 
with  interest  and  without  subsidies  from  Hoover  Dam  revenues. 

The  fiscal  integrity  of  the  project  is  based  upon  a  wild  guess 

Although  section  5  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  clearly  con¬ 
templates  a  congressional  determination  at  the  time  of  payout,  that  is, 
A.D.  1990  for  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  as  to  (1)  what  rates  shall 
be  charged  for  Hoover  power,  and  (2)  the  disposition  of  the  revenues, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  basing  the  financial  feasibility  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  on  a  predetermination  that  Congress  in  1990, 
will,  (1)  authorize  raising  power  rates  to  users  outside  the  State  of 
Arizona  by  50  percent,  and  (2)  dispose  of  the  revenues  exclusively  to 
finance  work  in  the  State  of  Arizona,  not  in  the  whole  basin  as  section 
5  of  the  Project  Act  directed.  The  Secretary  expects  $478,983,000  of 
revenues  from  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  projects  to  go  into  the  basin 
fund,  which  will  be  mortgaged  until  well  into  the  next  century  for  the 
repayment  of  the  capital  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The 
Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California  would,  over  the 
period  after  1990,  pay  over  $100  million  of  power  charges  at  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  assumed  increased  rates  to  help  pay  the  capital  cost  of  works 
and  facilities  in  Arizona  which  would  deplete  the  supply  of  water 
available  to  that  California  aqueduct,  built  without  Federal  subsidy. 


"45  Stat.  1060,  43  U.S.C.  §  617d(c)  (1928). 
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The  development  fund  will  also  depend  upon  certain  revenues  from 
the  Pacific  Northwest  intertie.  But  post  amortization  intertie  rates 
cannot  be  known  for  half  a  century.  The  Secretary  asserts  that  these 
revenues  will  begin  to  feed  into  the  fund  in  the  year  2022  (over  a  half 
century  from  now)  at  an  annual  rate  of  $5.2  million,  and  will  amount 
to  $20.8  million  by  the  end  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  payout 
period.  To  compute  these  benefits  to  the  basin  fund,  the  Secretary 
assumes  the  post  amortization  rates  paid  for  power  carried  on  the 
intertie  will  remain  the  same  as  rates  during  the  amortization  period, 
and  that  all  of  them  will  be  earmarked  for  Arizona,  although  the  line 
traverses  the  whole  length  of  Nevada.  In  his  report  to  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  on  the  Pacific  Northwest-Southwest  In¬ 
tertie  in  1964,  Secretary  Udall  said : 

“Post  amortization  benefits  result  from  continued  use  of  the 
line  after  payout,  for  greatly  reduced  costs  involving  prin¬ 
cipally  operation  and  maintenance  and  replacements.  If  it 
were  a  'policy  to  continue  to  make  the  same  charges  on  the 
line  after  the  first  fifty  years ,  the  post  amortization  benefits 
would  be  available  for  assistance  to  irrigation  or  other  water 
projects.”  [Emphasis  added.]  35 

Forgetting  those  words,  the  Secretary  now  predicts  financial  well¬ 
being  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  based  upon  sheer  guesswork 
about  the  rate  policy  Congress  will  choose  to  adopt  half  a  century 
hence. 


Arizona  would  avoid  ad  valorem  taxes  through  subsidy  by  Calif omia- 
Nevada 

This  proposed  unconscionable  use  of  Hoover,  and  Parker-Davis 
revenues  is  a  maneuver  to  save  a  three-county  area  in  Arizona  the 
minor  assessment  of  no  more  than  six-tenths  of  a  mill  per  $1  of  assess¬ 
ment.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  shown  that  this  tax  would  raise 
$146  million  by  the  end  of  the  payout  period.  That  amount  is  minor 
in  comparison  with  the  benefits  to  Arizona  from  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  which  the  Bureau  estimates  will  total  billions  of  dollars  over 
the  payout  period. 


Nevada  penalized  also 

As  we  have  said,  the  Southern  Nevada  Project  Act  requires  Nevada 
water  users  to  repay  the  full  cost  of  that  project,  plus  interest,  without 
assistance  from  Hoover  Dam  power  revenues.  Nevada  water  users,  if 
S.  1004  becomes  law,  would  be  expected  to  pay  50  percent  higher  rates 
for  the  Hoover  Dam  power  which  is  used  to  pump  water  from  Lake 
Mead  for  their  unsubsidized  Southern  Nevada  Project,  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  subsidy  for  Arizona  water  users  served  by  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  The  pumping  charges  for  the  Southern  Nevada  Project,  even 
at  present  Hoover  Dam  power  rates,  are  estimated  at  more  than  $20 
per  acre-foot.  These  costs  after  1990  would  be  surcharged  50  percent, 
raising  Nevada’s  power  bill  to  $30  per  acre- foot,  to  subsidize  Arizona 
water  uses.  Moreover,  this  increased  power  rate  would  be  imposed  on 


38  Department  of  the  Interior,  Report  to  the  Appropriation  Committees  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  Recommending  a  Plan  of  Construction  and  Ownership  of  EHV  Elec¬ 
tric  Interties  Between  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Pacific  Southwest ,  32  (1964). 
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the  industries  which  have  been  attracted  to  Nevada  by  low-cost  Hoover 
Dam  power,  and  also  be  superimposed  on  the  price  they  pay  for  power 
for  pumping  water  from  Lake  Mead  through  their  own  separate  pipe¬ 
line. 

Amendment  to  restrict  Hoover ,  Parker-Davis  revenues  available  to 
Central  Arizona  Project 

An  amendment  was  offered  to  limit  the  reliance  of  Central  Arizona 
Project  on  revenues  from  power  and  energy  sold  for  use  outside  the 
State  of  Arizona  as  follows.  It  was  proposed  that  section  5(c)  (2)  of 
S.  1004  be  amended  to  read  (new  matter,  deleted  matter  stricken)  : 

A  portion  ( calculated  as  hereinafter  provided )  of  all  Fed¬ 
eral  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis 
projects  which,  after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects,  are 
surplus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation, 
maintenance  and  replacement  requirements  of  those  projects; 
provided,  that  such  portion  shall  be  calculated  as  the  ratio  be¬ 
tween  the  revenues  from  said  projects  received  by  the  United 
States  (i)  for  power  and  energy  sold  for  use  in  the  three  states 
of  Arizona ,  California ,  and  Nevada.  The  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  continue  the  in-lieu-of-taxes  payments  to 
the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section 
2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so  long 
as  revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project. 

The  effect  of  this  amendment  is  to  limit  Arizona’s  participation  in 
Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  revenues  to  the  portion  of  those  revenues 
which  comes  from  Arizona  sources.  Since  California  and  Nevada  users 
purchase  82  percent  of  Hoover  power,  it  would  have  prevented  Ari¬ 
zona  from  taking  a  free  ride  at  the  expense  of  her  sister  States.  The 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Estimates  of  irrigation  assistance  from  power  revenues  may  be  overly 
optimistic 

The  Secretary  also  anticipates  that  he  will  receive,  over  the  payout 
period,  revenues  of  $254,000,880  from  sale  of  commercial  power,  gen¬ 
erated  by  the  Federal  share  of  the  company-owned  steamplant  which 
he  proposes  to  help  finance.  Of  these  receipts,  $97  million  are  ear¬ 
marked  for  irrigation  assistance.  In  the  likely  event  that  pri¬ 
vate  power  interests  prevent  the  Secretary  from  engaging  in  the  sale 
of  steam  generated  power  on  such  a  large  scale,  even  greater  reliance 
would  be  thrust  upon  Hoover,  Davis,  and  Parker  power  users  in 
Nevada  and  California  to  pay  for  this  Arizona  project. 

Puffing  the  basin  fund 

On  June  26,  1967,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  provided  Senator 
Ivuchel  with  financial  tables  reflecting  development  fund  income  and 
disbursements  which  will  accrue  under  S.  1004  as  reported.  A  copy  of 
Secretary  Holum’s  letter  and  accompanying  tables  is  attached  as  ap¬ 
pendix  C  t6  these  views. 

Secretary  Udall  predicts  gross  development  fund  revenue  over  the 
payout  period  of  $2,261,352,000  and  deductions  of  $1,882,646,000,  leav- 
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ing  a  balance  of  $378,706,000  in  the  fund  by  the  year  2025.  Careful 
study  of  the  Secretary’s  table  reveals : 

1.  The  balance  in  the  fund  by  2025  is  overstated  by  $173,203,432. 

2.  There  will  be  no  balance  whatsoever  in  the  fund  until  2018. 

3.  Raising  the  main  aqueduct  size  to  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second 
adds  $177,147,000  to  the  project  costs.  There  will  be  no  water  to 
fill  the  inflated  aqueduct  unless  it  is  drained  away  from  the  upper 
basin,  diminishing  the  prospect  of  filling  Lake  Powell. 

4.  The  tables  fail  to  disclose  the  possible  additional  $100  million 
drain  on  the  fund  for  distribution  and  drainage  systems  in 
Arizona. 

Gross  overstatement 

The  Secretary’s  estimate  of  $2,261,352,000  of  gross  revenue  to  the 
basin  fund  cannot  increase  unless  the  rates  for  the  sale  of  water  and 
power,  or  the  quantities  which  he  estimates  will  be  sold,  change.  But  his 
estimate  of  deductions,  $1,882,646,000,  is  misleading;  it  can  and  must 
change,  and  change  upward  only.  The  Department  based  its  estimates 
of  project  costs  on  1963  prices.  There  has  already  been  a  rise  of  9.2 
percent  in  the  cost  index  (he  ignores  it) ,  which  would  result  in  increas¬ 
ing  the  deductions  from  the  development  fund  by  $173,203,432,  as  of 
A.D.  2025,  even  if  there  is  never  any  further  increase  in  construction 
costs— a  most  unrealistic  assumption.  As  the  cost  index  rises  higher  in 
future  years,  this  incremental  cost,  hence  these  total  deductions,  will 
also  rise.  If  the  balance  in  the  development  fund  were  corrected  to 
reflect  increased  construction  cost,  by  the  end  of  the  payout  period  it 
could  be  not  over  one-half  of  the  $378,000,706  claimed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  The  proposed  new  $30  million  Dixie  project  drain  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  further  reduces  the  balance  in  A.D.  2025. 

The  Secretary  admitted  that  there  will  be  no  net  balance  in  the 
development  fund  until  the  year  2010.  When  corrections  for  even  pres¬ 
ent  (1967)  costs  and  the  Dixie  project  deficit  are  incorporated  into  the 
calculations,  the  Secretary’s  table  shows  that  the  fund  will  be  empty 
until  at  least  2018,  or  51  years  from  now. 

Obviously,  the  financing  scheme  which  has  been  injected  into  the  bill 
kills  off  any  possibility  that  a  fund  will  be  created  to  mitigate  the 
water  crisis  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  The  basin  needs  more  water 
before  1990,  but  for  half  a  century  (until  at  least  A.D.  2018)  there 
will  not  be  a  single  cent  in  the  development  fund  for  use  to  defray  any 
costs  other  than  Central  Arizona  Project  costs. 

Distribution  and  drainage  facilities 

Section  16  of  S.  1004,  as  approved  by  the  committee,  would  authorize 
the  appropriation  of  $768  million  (1963  prices),  plus  a  wholly  new 
item:  $100  million  for  construction  of  distribution  and  drainage 
facilities  for  non-Indian  lands. 

The  Department  insists  that  it  is  not  contemplated  that  this  added 
$100  million  would  be  paid  out  of  the  development  fund.  However,  S. 
1004  makes  no  provisions  at  all  for  their  repayment  from  any  other 
source,  and  clearly  allows  their  repayment  from  that  fund.  Thus,  sec¬ 
tion  2(a)(9)  authorizes  construction  of  “related  water  distribution 
and  drainage  works”  as  a  part  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  and 
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section  5(f)  (1)  authorizes  disbursement  of  money  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  to  return  “the  costs  of  the  project  or  separable  feature  there¬ 
of,  authorized  pursuant  to  section  2.”  Were  the  Secretary  to  use  this 
authority,  a  further  $100  million  burden  would  be  thrust  upon  the 
Hoover,  Parker-Davis  rate  payers.  As  the  prices  for  irrigation  water, 
$10  per  acre-foot,  and  for  municipal  and  industrial  water,  $50  per 
acre-foot,  are  said  to  be  limited  to  those  amounts  by  the  user’s  capacity 
to  pay,  it  is  obvious  that  they  could  not  pay  an  added  $100  million, 
and  that  the  power  users  (82  percent  in  California  and  Nevada)  must 
do  so  via  the  development  fund.  There  goes  another  $100  million  from 
the  vanishing  dream  of  a  fund  to  finance  the  addition  of  new  water 
to  the  Colorado  River. 

To  add  confusion,  the  $768  million  appears  to  include  $10.5  million 
for  drainage  of  non-Indian  lands,  according  to  the  data  presented  at 
the  hearings,  whereas  the  proposed  authorization  of  an  additional  $100 
million  for  distribution  and  drainage  on  non-Indian  lands  appears  to 
include  the  same  $10.5  million. 

D.  THE  BILL  UNWISELY  OMITS  WAIVER  OF  IMMUNITY  OF  UNITED  STATES 

FROM  LAWSUITS 

Omitted  from  S.  1004  is  the  waiver  of  immunity  of  the  United 
States  from  suits  by  the  States.  Thus,  there  is  no  way  for  the  States 
to  test  the  validity  of  the  conduct  of  the  Secretary  under  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  “law  of  the  river”  as  provided  in  our  regional  bills. 
On  a  river  such  as  the  Colorado,  with  the  Federal  Government  in¬ 
volved  in  many  complex  operations  with  the  States  and  State  organi¬ 
zations,  the  right  to  sue  in  order  to  correct  disputes  is  an  essential 
right.  Such  language  appears  in  every  recent  piece  of  upper  basin 
legislation,  and  should  not  be  omitted  from  Arizona’s. 

V.  CONCLUSION  :  CONGRESS  SHOULD  REJECT  THE  UDALL-HAYDEN  BILL 

Although  many  of  the  defects  and  abuses  in  S.  1004,  as  reported  by 
the  committee,  could  be  corrected  if  Arizona  and  the  administration 
were  of  a  mind  to  do  so,  we  emphasize  our  determined  objection  to  the 
bill  as  a  whole.  It  is  selfish  and  myopic  legislation,  benefiting  Arizona 
at  the  price  of  destroying  existing  uses  of  water  and  crippling  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  her  neighbors. 

Enactment  of  S.  1004,  as  reported,  will  compound  present  problems 
by  shifting  water  shortages  from  one  area  to  another.  Even  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  has  admitted  that,  but  he  now  condones  the  result 
that  he  once  predicted  and  deplored. 

Congress,  in  recognition  of  its  responsibility  to  the  seven  States  and 
the  Nation,  should  either  substitute  one  of  our  regional  bills  for  the 
committee  bill,  or  send  S.  1004  back  to  the  committee  with  instruc¬ 
tions  to  write  legislation  to  cope  responsibly  with  the  problems  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin. 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel. 

Gordon  Allott. 

Clifford  P.  Hansen. 
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Appendix  A 

The  following  is  a  title-by-title  analysis  of  Amendment  214  (a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  S.  1004,  90th  Congress),  supported  in  the  committee  by 
Senators  from  the  States  of  California,  Colorado,  Wyoming,  and 
Utah : 

Title-by-Title  Analysis 

TITLE  I — COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT:  OBJECTIVES 

Section  101 

Provides  that  the  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act.” 

Section  102 

Is  a  congressional  declaration  of  the  urgency  attached  to  the 
preparation  of  a  plan  and  program  to  remedy  the  present  and 
prospective  water  shortages  in  the  Southwest  as  the  area  is  defined 
in  section  605.  The  proposed  National  Water  Commission  and  the 
Water  Resources  Council,  established  by  the  Water  Resources  Plan¬ 
ning  Act  (79  Stat.  245),  are  authorized  and  directed  to  give  highest 
priority  to  preparation  of  such  plan  and  program.  The  procedure 
set  out  in  title  II  for  the  preparation  thereof  shall  be  fully  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act.  The  direc¬ 
tion  for  investigations  by  the  Secretary  is  similar  to  the  congressional 
direction,  in  title  I  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965,  for  the 
northeastern  U.S.  water  supply  study  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

The  declaration  of  program  purposes  includes  irrigation  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  outdoor  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement,  the  generation  and  sale  of  hydroelectric 
power  and  energy,  river  regulation,  flood  control,  navigation  improve¬ 
ment,  and  water  quality  improvement. 

TITLE  II — SOUTHWEST  INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

Section  201 

Deal  with  the  investigations  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is 
to  conduct.  The  objective  of  these  investigations  is  to  resolve  the  urgent 
problems  of  growing  water  shortages  in  the  Southwest. 

The  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  to  be  followed  in  con¬ 
ducting  these  investigations  and  in  the  preparation  of  reports  thereon 
are  to  be  established  by  the  Water  Resources  Council  in  consultation 
with  the  Commission  and  in  accordance  with  the  procedure  prescribed 
in  section  103  of  the  existing  Water  Resources  Planning  Act.  This 
must  be  accomplished  within  120  days  after  the  date  of  this  act. 
Section  103  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  follows: 

Sec.  103.  The  Council  shall  establish,  after  such  consulta¬ 
tion  with  other  interested  entities,  both  Federal  and  non- 
Federal,  as  the  Council  may  find  appropriate,  and  with  the 
approval  of  the  President,  principles,  standards,  and  pro¬ 
cedures  for  Federal  participants  in  the  preparation  of  com- 
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prehensive  regional  or  river  basin  plans  and  for  the  formula¬ 
tion  and  evaluation  of  Federal  water  and  related  land  re¬ 
sources  projects.  Such  procedures  may  include  provision  for 
Council  revision  of  plans  for  Federal  projects  intended  to 
be  proposed  in  any  plan  or  revision  thereof  being  prepared  by 
a  river  basin  planning  commission. 

The  Commission  can  bring  to  bear  on  the  water  problems  of  the 
Southwest  the  views  and  recommendations  of  recognized  experts  out¬ 
side  the  Government.  The  Commission  will  help  provide  the  frame¬ 
work  for  seeking  solutions  to  the  water  needs  of  the  Southwest  in  col¬ 
laboration  with  the  Council. 

Once  the  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  for  conducting  the 
investigations  have  been  established,  the  Commission,  acting  pursuant 
to  section  201  of  this  title,  is  responsible  for  directing  the  investiga¬ 
tions.  In  so  doing,  it  is  expected  that  the  Commission  will  set  policy 
and  insure  coordination  of  the  studies  conducted  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  under  this  title  with  studies  of  river  basin  commissions, 
States,  Federal  agencies,  and  others. 

There  are  seven  specific  investigations  which  the  Secretary  must  con¬ 
duct  under  the  direction  of  the  Commission.  The  order  of  listing  the 
investigations  does  not  indicate  any  priority  of  accomplishment.  For 
the  most  part,  they  should  go  forward  simultaneously. 

(1)  The  first  investigation  listed  goes  to  the  matter  of  water  sup¬ 
plies  and  requirements  in  the  Southwest  and  requires  a  comparison  of 
supplies  locally  available  with  future  needs.  The  year  2030  is  about  as 
far  into  the  future  as  one  can  look  with  any  degree  of  accuracy. 

(2)  The  investigation  listed  second  requires  the  Secretary  to  investi¬ 
gate  all  possible  sources  and  means  of  supplying  water  to  meet  existing 
and  expected  or  anticipated  water  requirements  of  the  Southwest.  He 
will  have  to  determine  how  much  water  can  be  made  available  through 
water  salvage  and  reduction  in  losses.  He  will  have  to  study,  under  cri¬ 
teria,  procedures,  and  priorities  established  by  the  Council  and  the 
Commission,  the  possibilities  of  augmenting  the  water  supplies  of  the 
Southwest  by  importation,  desalination,  weather  modification,  and  any 
other  possible  means.  We  have  no  preconceived  judgment  as  to  which 
of  these  possibilities  may  ultimately  turn  out  to  be  the  most  practical 
solution  to  the  water  problems  of  the  Southwest.  We  expect  those  mak¬ 
ing  the  studies  will  impartially  investigate  all  possible  means  of  aug¬ 
menting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

(3)  Investigation  No.  3,  applicable  only  to  the  lower  basin  of  the 
Colorado  River,  goes  to  the  matter  of  determining  where  undeveloped 
water  supplies  are  available  or  can  be  made  available  by  replacement 
or  exchange.  The  Secretary  is  required,  under  this  provision,  to  in¬ 
vestigate  projects  in  any  part  of  the  lower  basin  of  the  Colorada  River 
where  undeveloped  water  supplies  are  available  or  can  be  made  avail¬ 
able  by  replacement  or  exchange.  The  objective  of  this  study  is  to 
increase  supplies  available  for  local  use  through  further  development 
and  exchange  agreements. 

(4)  Investigation  No.  4  goes  to  the  matter  of  water  quality  and 
requires  coordinated  investigations  and  studies  of  means  and  measures 
to  maintain  adequate  water  quality  throughout  the  Southwest. 
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(5)  The  objective  of  investigation  No.  5  is  the  establishment  of 
prudent  water  conservation  practices  in  order  to  permit  maximum 
beneficial  utilization  of  available  water  supplies  throughout  the 
Southwest. 

The  Secretary  is  required  to  investigate  ways  and  means  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  usefulness  of  water  supplies  through  water  conservation 
practices.  These  studies  should  be  closely  coordinated  with  other 
studies  relating  to  reduction  in  losses. 

(6)  Investigation  No.  6  involves  studies  in  those  States  and  areas 
from  which  water  may  be  imported  into  the  Southwest.  Under  this 
provision,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  prepare  estimates  of  long-range 
water  supply  and  probable  water  requirements  for  all  purposes  in 
States  and  areas  which  may  have  surplus  water  and  from  which  water 
may  be  exported.  On  the  basis  of  these  studies  he  then  would  have  to 
determine  the  amounts  of  water,  if  any,  that  would  be  excess  to  the 
ultimate  requirements  in  those  areas  and  available  for  possible  expor¬ 
tation  to  the  Southwest. 

Although  all  of  the  investigations  required  by  this  subsection  must 
be  in  accordance  with  directions  issued  by  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission  and  must  conform  to  criteria  and  procedures  established  by 
the  Water  Resources  Council  and  the  Commission,  it  is  in  connection 
with  the  studies  and  investigations  under  this  directive  and  the  closely 
related  studies  required  by  paragraph  (2)  that  it  would  especially  be 
appropriate  for  the  Council  and  the  Commission  to  exercise  their 
responsibilities  and  authority. 

(7)  Investigation  No.  7  relates  to  areas  which  might  be  served  from 
importation  facilities  en  route  to  the  Southwest.  In  connection  with 
the  studies  involving  importation,  the  Secretary  is  required,  by  this 
provision  to  consider  and  study  the  water  needs  of  areas  outside  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  which  might  possibly  be  served  from  importa¬ 
tion  facilities  en  route  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  For  instance,  in 
connection  with  any  study  of  importation  from  northern  California, 
the  Secretary  would  have  to  study  the  possibility  of  serving  areas  in 
California  and  Nevada  outside  the  Colorado  River  Basin  through  the 
importation  facilities.  Should  he  study  importation  from  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  Basin,  the  Secretary  would  have  to  consider  the  possibility 
of  serving  areas  in  Oregon,  California,  Idaho,  and  Nevada.  Should 
he  study  desalting  and  importation  from  the  Gulf  of  California,  the 
Secretary  could  consider  the  possibility  of  serving  areas  within 
Mexico,  and  thereby  satisfy  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  obligation. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  201  relates  to  the  preparation  of  reports. 
The  reports  pertain  to  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the  studies 
conducted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a).  The  directive  to  the  Secretary 
is  that  he  prepare,  in  conformity  with  criteria'  and  procedures  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Council  and  the  Commission,  reconnaissance  reports  of 
a  staged  plan  or  plans  for  projects  that  will  meet  the  requirements 
indicated  by  the  studies  conducted  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  The  staged  plan  or  plans  will  be  based  upon  comprehensive 
analyses  of  water  resources  and  water  requirements  not  only  in  the 
Southwest  but  also  in  the  potential  areas  of  origin  of  water  which 
may  be  imported  into  the  Southwest. 
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With  respect  to  paragraph  (6)  of  subsection  (a),  the  purpose  of 
those  studies  is  to  determine  the  quantities  of  water  that  are  excess 
of  the  ultimate  needs  of  the  States  and  areas  of  origin  covered  by  the 
studies. 

The  reports  prepared  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  would  be  recon¬ 
naissance  grade  reports  covering  all  possible  means  of  augmenting  of 
the  water  supplies  of  the  Southwest.  The  reports  will  have  to  conform 
to  the  provisions  of  section  202  which  relates  to  protection  for  areas 
of  origin. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  201  relates  to  the  plan  for  first-stage  de¬ 
velopment.  The  language  of  this  subsection,  read  in  conjunction  with 
section  203,  requires  a  two-phase  study  in  developing  the  plan  for  the 
first  stage  of  works  for  augmenting  the  water  supplies  of  the  South¬ 
west,  and  two  reports,  a  reconnaissance  grade  report,  and  a  feasibility 
grade  report  with  a  time  limitation  on  each,  as  discussed  hereinafter 
in  connection  with  the  analysis  of  section  203.  This  first-stage  plan 
must  include,  but  would  not  be  limited  to,  import  works  necessary  to 
provide  2.5  million  acre- feet  annually  for  use  from  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry. 

The  significance  of  the  2.5  million  acre-feet  of  water,  which  is  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  several  places  in  this  legislation,  is  that  this  is  the  quantity 
which  must  be  added  to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  below’ 
Lee  Ferry  annually  to  meet  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  obligation  and 
to  replace  the  estimated  net  losses  on  the  river  between  Lee  Ferry 
and  the  United  States-Mexican  boundary. 

In  addition  to  the  2.5  million  acre-foot  minimum,  there  is  discre¬ 
tionary  authority  for  including  additional  increments  for  importation 
in  the  first-stage  plan  of  development. 

First,  as  provided  in  paragraph  (1),  the  Secretary  may  include 
capacity  in  any  importation  plan  to  divert  into  the  Colorado  River  up 
to  2  million  acre-feet  annually  of  additional  water  for  use  in  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  bringing  the  additional  wrater  for  aug¬ 
mentation  of  Lower  Basin  supplies  up  to  a  maximum  of  4.5  million 
acre-feet.  This  provision  recognizes  that  the  water  requirements  of 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  are  already  greater  than  7.5  million 
acre- feet  annually  and  will  continue  to  grow. 

The  second  discretionary  increment  of  capacity  in  the  plan  for  the 
first-stage  works  is  set  out  in  paragraph  (2).  The  Secretary  may  in¬ 
clude  facilities  to  bring  into  the  Colorado  River  system  up  to  2  million 
acre-feet  for  use  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin.  If  this  water 
should  be  brought  into  the  basin  below  Lee  Ferry,  it  could  be  used 
in  the  Lower  Basin  and  the  obligation  of  the  upper  basin  under  article 
111(d)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact  would  be  reduced  by  a  like 
amount. 

Thus,  with  the  basic  2.5  million  acre-feet  and  the  first  tvTo  discre¬ 
tionary  increments,  the  first  stage  of  the  Secretary’s  plan  for  augment¬ 
ing  the  wTater  supplies  in  the  Colorado  River  system  could  provide  for 
furnishing  up  to  6.5  million  acre-feet  annually. 

The  third  discretionary  increment  of  capacity  in  the  first-stage 
importation  plan,  as  set  out  in  paragraph  (3),  provides  for  making 
available  up  to  2  million  acre-feet  of  water  annually  for  use  in  areas 
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which  can  be  served  from  the  importation  facilities  en  route  from  the 
areas  of  origin  to  the  Colorado  River  system.  Thus,  if  the  plan  calls 
for  an  import  aqueduct  from  the  rivers  of  northern  California  to  the 
Colorado  River,  it  may  be  feasible  to  deliver  water  from  it  to  areas 
in  northern  and  central  California  and  Nevada.  If  the  plan  calls  for 
bringing  water  from  the  Columbia,  similar  opportunities  for  service 
may  be  found  in  northern  California,  Oregon,  Idaho,  and  Nevada. 

Subsection  (d)  deals  with  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  burden  from 
the  Colorado  River.  The  first  sentence  declares  that  satisfaction  of  the 
requirements  of  the  treaty  constitutes  a  national  obligation. 

The  Mexican  Treaty  was  entered  into  in  1944  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  as  part  of  a  wartime  settlement  involving  the  Rio  Grande 
River.  This  burden  is  properly  a  national  obligation. 

Consequently,  the  upper  basin  and  the  lower  basin  are  both  to  be 
relieved  of  the  obligation  imposed  by  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact,  which  covers  deliveries  of  water  to  Mexico,  but  this 
obligation  ends  only  at  such  time  as  the  President  proclaims  that  works 
have  been  completed  and  are  in  operation  capable  of  delivering  an¬ 
nually  not  less  than  2.5  million  acre-feet  into  the  Colorado  River  below 
Lee  Ferry  from  outside  the  natural  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado 
River  system  and  that  such  sources  are  adequate  to  continue  to  supply 
such  quantities  without  adversely  affecting  the  foreseeable  water  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  area  or  areas  of  origin. 

Subsection  (e)  is  self-explanatory.  It  simply  requires  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  submit  annual  reports  to  the  Commission,  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  the  Congress  covering  progress  on  the  investigations  that 
he  is  required  to  conduct  and  the  reports  he  is  required  to  prepare 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Section  202 

Section  202  is  directed  to  the  protection  of  the  States  and  areas  of 
origin. 

The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  directs  the  Secretary  to  make  pro¬ 
vision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection  for  the  interests  of  the 
States  and  areas  of  origin.  Included  therein  (with  respect  to  water 
which  might  be  exported  for  use  in  the  lower  basin  of  the  Colorado 
River)  is  an  authorization  of  financial  assistance  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  in  section  403  to  the  end  that  water  users  in  the 
areas  of  origin  will  not  be  prejudiced  cost- wise  by  the  exportation 
of  water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

Subsection  (b)  provides  a  priority  for  the  States  and  areas  of  origin 
in  about  as  sweeping  terms  as  could  be  devised.  For  instance,  if  the 
exported  waters  are  diverted  from  any  point  in  the  Columbia  River 
Basin  or  river  basins  in  northern  California,  any  State  which  has  any 
portion  of  its  area  in  that  basin  has  a  perpetual  priority,  which  can 
bo  exercised  at  any  time  in  the  future,  to  the  use  of  those  waters  for 
any  and  all  purposes  as  against  any  user  of  water  exported  by  means 
of  any  project  that  may  result  from  the  planning  conducted  pursuant 
to  this  legislation.  This  is  so  even  though  the  water  so  exported  is  being 
devoted  to  consumptive  use  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  by  projects 
whose  initiation  is  prior  in  time  to  the  future  projects  in  the  Columbia 
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Basin  or  northern  California  basins  on  whose  behalf  the  priority  is  as¬ 
serted,  and  even  though  the  use  in  the  basin  or  basins  of  origin  is  a  non¬ 
consumptive  use  such  as  power,  navigation,  fish  preservation,  or  pollu¬ 
tion  control.  No  Columbia  Basin  State  or  California,  if  it  is  a  State  of 
origin,  could  be  deprived  of  this  protection  except  with  its  own  con¬ 
sent.  California  has  recognized  this  protection  as  eminently  fair,  al¬ 
though,  if  its  streams  are  selected  as  areas  of  origin,  California  will 
contribute  to  the  Colorado  far  more  than  this  legislation  will  enable 
her  to  divert  from  that  stream. 

Section  203 

Section  203  sets  out  the  requirements  for  reports  on  the  first  stage 
of  the  plan  for  augmenting  the  water  supplies  of  the  Southwest.  The 
scope  of  the  plan  for  the  first  stage  is  given  in  section  201(c).  A  two- 
phase  study  in  connection  with  the  first  stage  plan  of  development  will 
be  required  and  two  planning  reports  will  have  to  be  prepared  by  the 
Secretary — reconnaissance  and  feasibility — with  time  limitations  on 
each. 

If  the  reconnaissance  report  indicates  that  (1)  a  water  supply  sur¬ 
plus  to  the  needs  of  the  area  of  origin  exists,  (2)  the  benefits  of  the 
proposed  first  stage  exceed  the  costs,  and  (3)  repayment  can  be  made 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  must 
proceed  promptly  with  additional  studies  and  preparation  of  a  feasi¬ 
bility  report  on  this  first  stage  plan. 

Section  20 If 

Section  204  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  the  sums  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  title  II. 

TITLE  III — AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTECTION  OF  EXISTING  USES 

Sections  301-306 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the 
lower  basin  units  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project.  The  units  are 
described  in  sections  302  through  306.  The  Lower  Basin  units  consist 
of  the  Hualapai  unit  of  the  main  stream  reservoir  division,  the  central 
Arizona  unit,  and  the  main  stream  salvage  unit. 

The  Hualapai  Dam,  on  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River,  is  to 
be  built  so  as  to  have  a  surface  elevation  of  not  more  than  1,866  feet 
above  mean  sea  level.  Fluctuations  of  the  reservoir  level  are  restricted 
to  10  feet.  No  diversions  are  allowed  from  the  reservoir  except  for  in¬ 
cidental  use  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  During  the  hearings  on  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  bills  a  proposal  was  made  by  the  Department 
of  Water  and  Power  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  to  increase  the  gen¬ 
erating  facilities  of  the  Hualapai  Dam.  The  proposed  modification 
would  increase  the  generating  capacity  of  the  clam  from  1.5  to  5  mil¬ 
lion  kilowatts,  as  a  pumped  storage  project,  and  add  an  afterbay  for 
river  regulation.  It  was  proposed  that  the  generating  facilities  be 
operated  to  achieve  maximum  peaking  power  output.  Preliminary  re¬ 
view  of  the  proposal  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  indicated  a 
high  degree  of  feasibility.  However,  a  provision  has  been  included 
requiring  the  Secretary  to  certify  that  the  proposed  hvdropump 
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storage  powerplant  at  Hualapai  Dam  as  a  peaking  plant  is  feasible, 
that  costs  will  be  repaid  within  50  years  of  completion,  and  that  he  has 
contracts  or  letters  declaring  an  intent  to  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
the  power  before  construction  is  started.  Congress  must  approve  any 
agreements  the  Secretary  may  reach,  before  those  agreements  be¬ 
come  effective. 

The  aqueduct  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  be  capable  of 
transporting  2,500  cubic  feet  of  water  per  second  which  is  more  than 
adequate  to  delivery  the  necessary  supply.  This  part  of  the  bill  also 
includes  a  priority  for  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water  per  year  from 
the  lower  basin  supply  for  the  State  of  California.  There  has  been 
some  disagreement  in  the  past  as  to  whether  this  obligation  would  fall 
upon  the  upper  basin  in  years  of  shortage.  As  insurance  to  the  upper 
basin,  a  provision  has  been  included  to  make  it  clear  that  any  benefits 
of  section  4(a)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  that  the  Upper 
Basin  States  now  possess  shall  not  be  disturbed  in  any  way  by  the 
priority  for  4.4  million  acre-feet  granted  by  Arizona  to  California 
under  the  terms  of  the  bill. 

In  any  year  in  which  there  is  insufficient  main  stream  Colorado 
River  water  available  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  7.5  million 
acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  diversions  for  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  unit  shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of 
water  to  meet  present  perfected  rights  and  contract  commitments  to 
water  users  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  with  a  limitation  of 
4.4  million  acre-feet  on  the  protection  to  California.  Water  users  in  the 
State  of  Nevada  will  not  have  to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion 
greater  than  would  have  been  imposed  in  the  absence  of  this  section. 
The  relative  priorities,  among  themselves,  of  the  water  users  in  the 
three  States  whose  rights  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the  central 
Arizona  unit  will  not  be  affected  by  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

The  effect  of  the  limitation  on  California  imposed  by  section  4(a) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  is  to  require  California  to  bear  the 
first  impact  of  any  shortage  which  reduces  the  water  supply  from  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  the  three  States  to  7.5  million 
acre-feet.  There  are  existing  projects  in  California,  designed  and  built 
to  use  5.4  million  acre-feet,  in  anticipation  of  the  availability  of  1 
million  acre-feet  of  surplus  water,  and  the  California  projects  have 
actually  used  5.1  million  acre-feet.  Thus,  California  would  have  to 
give  up  700,000  acre-feet  of  existing  uses  should  the  main  stream 
supply  shrink  to  7.5  million  acre-feet,  and  Arizona  and  Nevada  re¬ 
quire  their  full  decreed  rights.  The  effect  of  section  305  of  the  substi¬ 
tute  amendment  is  that  if  the  supply  of  main  stream  water  drops 
below  7.5  million  acre-feet,  the  next  impact  of  shortage  will  have  to 
be  borne  by  the  central  Arizona  unit.  Under  this  condition  diversions 
for  the  central  Arizona  unit  would  have  to  be  reduced  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  assure  the  availability  of  water  for  use  in  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada  by  holders  of  present  perfected  rights  and  for 
meeting  commitments  to  other  users  served  under  existing  contracts 
with  the  United  States,  with  the  protection  to  California  contractors 
limited,  however,  to  4.4  million  acre-feet. 
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The  provisions  in  subsection  (d)  of  section  305  have  the  effect  of 
implementing  article  IIB(3)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
Arizona  v.  California  which  deals  with  shortages  in  the  7.5  million 
acre-feet  apportioned  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Article  IIB(3)  directs 
the  Secretary  to  first  satisfy  perfected  rights  and  to  allocate  the 
remaining  available  water  in  accordance  with  applicable  law.  This 
section  writes  the  applicable  law  which  the  Secretary  would  have  to 
follow. 

Under  the  provision  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  305  the  limitation 
on  the  central  Arizona  unit  diversions  stated  in  subsection  (a)  will  end 
whenever  the  President  proclaims  that  works  have  been  completed 
and  are  in  operation  capable  of  delivering  annually  not  less  than  2.5 
million  acre- feet  of  water  into  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River 
below  Lee  Ferry  from  sources  outside  the  natural  drainage  area  of 
the  Colorado  River  system.  The  President’s  proclamation  must  also 
include  a  finding  that  this  imported  water  will  continue  to  be  available 
without  adversely  affecting  the  satisfaction  of  future  water  require¬ 
ments  in  any  State  or  area  of  origin. 

Section  307 

Directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  any  additional  works  authorized  by  Congress  as  units  of  the 
project. 

Section  308 

Provides  that  conservation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreation  develop¬ 
ment  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Rec¬ 
reation  Act. 

Section  309 

Under  this  title  the  Dixie  project  in  the  State  of  Utah  and  the  south¬ 
ern  Nevada  water  supply  project  would  be  integrated  into  the  lower 
basin  development  fund. 

Section  310 

Authorizes  necessary  appropriations  to  carry  out  this  title. 

TITLE  IV — LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND: 
ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS:  CONTRACTS 

Section  Ifil 

Provides  for  allocations  of  costs. 

Section  402 

Relates  to  the  cost  of  serving  Indian  lands. 

Section  403 

This  section  relates  to  the  establishment  and  operation  of  a  separate 
fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund.  The  fund,  which  is  applicable 
only  to  Lower  Basin  units  and  to  any  importation  works  hereafter 
authorized  for  the  benefit  of  the  Lower  Basin,  is  established  by  sub¬ 
section  (a). 
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To  the  extent  that  there  are  moneys  in  the  fund  not  required  for 
repayment  of  the  Lower  Basin  units  and  projects  authorized  in  this 
act,  they  will  be  available  to  assist  future  projects,  including  any  im¬ 
portation  works  hereafter  authorized  for  augmentation  of  water  sup¬ 
plies  in  the  lower  basin  and  the  protection  of  States  and  areas  of  origin 
of  imported  water. 

Section  J+Olf. 

Sets  out  the  general  provisions  that  are  to  be  included  in  the  irriga¬ 
tion  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  contracts  that  are  to 
be  applicable  to  projects  authorized  in  the  act. 

Section  lfi5 

Requires  the  Secretary  to  submit  annual  financial  reports  to  the 
Congress  on  a  fiscal  year  basis  showing  the  status  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing,  operating  and  maintaining  each  lower  basin  project  and 
unit  and  the  status  of  revenues  received.  The  report  must  show  the 
investment  allocated  to  each  purpose,  the  up-to-date  status  of  repay¬ 
ment,  and  the  estimated  return  necessary  to  accomplish  full  repay¬ 
ment  under  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

TITLE  V — UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  AUTHORIZATIONS 
AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Title  V  involves  the  authorization  of  construction  and  operation  of 
additional  projects  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  as  well  as  the 
planning  of  additional  projects.  This  is  accomplished  by  amending  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (TO  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620). 
This  title  also  provides  for  reimbursement  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  for  expenditures  made  from  that  fund  to  meet  de¬ 
ficiencies  in  the  generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling  of  Lake 
Powell. 

Section  501 

The  five  projects  that  will  be  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  are  the 
Animas-La  Plata  project  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico,  and  the 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  in  Colo¬ 
rado.  They  will  be  authorized  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act.  The  five  projects  will  cost  an 
estimated  $360  million. 

These  five  projects  are  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  and  have  been  on  drawing  boards  for  many  years.  Pay¬ 
out  studies  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  show  that  repayment 
of  costs  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  is  well  within 
Colorado’s  share  of  that  fund. 

Senate  Document  No.  80  of  the  75th  Congress,  which  deals  with 
internal  water  priorities  in  the  State  of  Colorado,  has  been  the  subject 
of  intrastate  disputes  between  the  east  and  west  slopes  of  Colorado. 
Representatives  of  both  sides  of  the  Continental  Divide,  after  long 
negotiations,  have  agreed  upon  an  interpretation  that  is  included  in 
section  501(e)  of  the  bill.  It  does  not  concern  any  other  State. 
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Section  502 

Provides  the  method  for  repayment  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  fund  on  account  of  deficiencies  in  Hoover  generation  during  the 
filling  period  of  Lake  Powell.  Another  subject  of  dispute  between  the 
Upper  and  Lower  Basins  of  the  river  is  thus  laid  to  rest  in  section  502. 
This  section  provides  for  a  method  of  repayment  to  the  Upper  Basin 
fund  of  money  that  has  been  diverted  therefrom  to  pay  for  diminutions 
in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam  attributed  to  the  filling  of  reservoirs  of 
the  Colorado  River  storage  project.  This  section  is  the  result  of  long 
and  detailed  negotiations  between  representatives  of  the  upper  and 
lower  basin  States. 

TITLE  VI — GENERAL  PROVISIONS;  DEFINITIONS;  CONDITION S 

Title  VI  is  the  outgrowth  of  many  months  of  detailed  computation, 
studies,  and  negotiations  by  some  of  the  most  able  water  engineers 
and  lawyers  in  the  West  and  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  In 
section  602  it  formalizes  reservoir  operating  principles.  The  operating 
criteria  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  both  basins.  They  do  not  violate 
any  of  the  principles  of  either  the  Colorado  River  compact  or  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact.  They  do,  however,  provide  di¬ 
rection  to  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  how  to  operate  storage  reser¬ 
voirs  under  the  terms  of  the  compacts  and  yet  allow  for  sufficient  flexi¬ 
bility  that  extraordinary  changing  conditions  can  be  successfully  met. 

(Storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  the  key  to  whether  the  Upper  Division 
States  can  deliver  water  at  Lee  Ferry  as  required  by  articles  III(c) 
and  111(d)  of  the  compact  without  curtailment  of  upper  basin  con¬ 
sumptive  uses.  If  there  is  not  adequate  water  storage  in  Lake  Powell 
to  make  the  required  releases  during  periods  of  drought,  it  is  possible 
that  Upper  Basin  consumptive  uses  would  have  to  be  curtailed  in 
order  to  fulfill  the  compact  obligations.  The  greater  the  storage  in 
Lake  Powell,  the  less  likelihood  there  will  be  of  this  happening.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  too  much  water  is  withheld  in  Lake  Powell  on  the 
grounds  that  it  is  necessary  for  later  discharge  of  Upper  Basin  com¬ 
pact  obligations,  the  possibility  of  spill  and  resulting  wastage  and  con¬ 
sequent  denial  of  use  in  the  Lower  Basin  is  increased.  The  language  of 
title  VI,  implementing  operations  under  the  compact,  is  intended  to 
establish  a  commonsense  balance  between  the  right  of  the  Upper  Divi¬ 
sion  States  to  store  water  to  meet  future  delivery  requirements  under 
the  compact  and  the  Lower  Basin’s  right  under  article  111(e)  of  the 
compact  to  demand  the  release  of  water  stored  in  the  Upper  Basin  to 
meet  Lower  Basin  consumptive  uses.  In  general  terms,  the  levels  of 
Lake  Mead  and  Lake  Powell  will  rise  and  fall  together,  not  in  exact 
step,  but  in  coordination,  not  competition,  with  each  other. 

Appendix  B 

The  following  is  a  brief  analysis  showing  the  principal  differences 
between  amendment  No.  213,  as  offered  by  Senator  Hansen  of  Wyo¬ 
ming,  and  amendment  No.  214,  as  offered  by  Senators  Kuchel  and 
Allott. 
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(1)  Amendment  No.  213  makes  a  minor  change  in  the  wording  of 
section  201(b),  as  found  on  page  4,  line  20  of  amendment  No.  214. 

This  change  eliminates  the  clause  “in  the  judgment,”  which  refers  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  change  also  seeks  to  clarify  the 
reference  to  a  previous  subsection  of  the  section  in  question. 

(2)  Amendment  No.  213  makes  a  major  change  by  way  of  a  com¬ 
plete  substitute  to  section  203  as  found  on  pages  7  and  8  of  amendment 
No.  214. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  section  201(e)  of  amendment  No.  214  requires 
the  submission  of  progress  reports  and  reconnaissance  reports  author¬ 
ized  by  section  201(b)  to  the  Commission,  the  President,  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  each  year. 

Senator  Hansen’s  change  in  section  203  directs  and  authorizes  the 
making  of  a  feasibility  report.  If  this  feasibility  report  proves  favor¬ 
able,  then  construction  of  the  first  stage  of  importation  work  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  begin  within  5  years  of  the  effective  date  of  the  act. 

(3)  On  page  5,  line  9  of  amendment  No.  214,  the  word  “shall”  is 
substituted  for  “may”  making  plans  under  section  201  for  import 
works  in  additional  quantities  totaling  6  million  acre- feet  mandatory 
(under  amendment  No.  213)  rather  than  discretionary. 

(4)  Section  501(a)  found  at  page  33  of  amendment  No.  214  is 
changed  by  adding  a  proviso  beginning  on  line  14,  which  has  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  simply  deferring  construction  on  three  Colorado  projects 
(Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel)  until  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  construction  of  importation  works  as  authorized  in  section 
203. 

(5)  The  second  sentence  of  section  501(a)  of  amendment  No.  214 
is  changed  by  simply  deleting  the  words  “Kendall  Reservoir  on  Green 
River  and”  which  are  found  at  page  34,  lines  1  and  2. 

This  change  merely  would  refrain  from  specifying  this  particular 
site  as  the  basis  for  a  transmountain  diversion. 

In  executive  session  of  the  committee,  it  was  Wyoming’s  view  that 
amendment  No.  214,  as  offered  by  Senators  Kuchel  and  Allott,  was  far 
preferable  to  the  bill  being  considered  by  the  committee,  S.  1004,  or 
the  bill  introduced  by  Senator  J ackson  at  the  request  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  S.  1013.  Therefore,  Wyoming  supported  amendment  No.  214 
in  committee.  But  Wyoming  did  not  feel  that  amendment  No.  214 
went  far  enough  in  providing  positive  guarantees  for  the  importation 
of  water  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  Because  of  this  conviction, 
Senator  Hansen,  joined  by  his  colleague  from  Wyoming,  Senator 
McGee,  want  Wyoming’s  position,  as  represented  by  amendment  No. 
213,  to  be  perfectly  clear  to  the  committee  and  to  the  Congress. 

Appendix  C 

This  appendix  is  a  June  26,  1967,  letter  to  Senator  Kuchel,  with 
accompanying  separate  tables  setting  forth  the  Secretary’s  repayment 
analysis  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  with  either  a  2,500  cubic  feet 
per  second  main  aqueduct  or  a  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  main  aque¬ 
duct.  Subsequently  Senator  Kuchel  was  informed  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  that  the  tables  may  contain  an  error  on  the  order  of  plus 
or  minus  1  percent. 
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U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington ,  D.C.,  June  26, 1967. 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

U.S.  Senate , 

Washington ,  D.G. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  June  21, 
1967,  requesting  data  concerning  the  Central  Arizona  Project  under 
the  provisions  of  S.  1004,  including  amendments  currently  proposed 
by  Senator  Hayden. 

Enclosed  are  the  studies  you  requested  reflecting  the  2,500  cubic 
feet  per  second  and  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  capacity  main  aque¬ 
ducts.  You  will  note  that  the  tabulations  vary  in  some  respects  from 
the  format  enclosed  with  your  request.  The  variations,  which  were  nec¬ 
essary  to  accommodate  the  form  of  our  data  and  probable  method  of 
administering  the  development  fund,  are  as  follows : 

1.  Hoover  Dam  and  Parker-Davis  project  surplus  revenues  are  indi¬ 
cated  as  varying  in  10-year  averages  rather  than  annually.  The  amount 
of  such  revenues  depends  upon  projected  hydrologic  conditions.  The 
10-year  averages  give  the  same  ultimate  results  as  would  annual  esti¬ 
mates,  but  they  simplify  calculations. 

2.  The  Parker-Davis  project  surplus  revenues  are  shown  as  a  single 
amount.  The  projects  were  consolidated  into  a  single  account  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  consolidation  of  the  projects  into  a  single  project  by  law 
in  1954  (68  Stat.  143) . 

*  3.  The  revenues  from  Hoover  Dam,  Parker-Davis  project,  and  the 
intertie  are  entitled  “surplus”  rather  than  “gross.”  The  proposed 
amendment  assigns  only  the  surplus  revenues  of  these  projects  to  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund.  Operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  costs  would  be  deducted  first,  not  paid  from 
the  development  fund. 

4.  The  surplus  revenues  of  the  intertie  have  not  been  divided  be¬ 
tween  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada.  Unless  legislation  provided 
a  split  of  surplus  revenues  or  the  States  agreed  to  a  split,  we  have  no 
basis  for  making  an  arbitrary  division. 

5.  We  have  shown  a  division  between  O.  &  M.  and  replacement  costs 
in  regard  to  the  prepaid  power  facilities  only.  The  replacement  cost 
column  indicates  the  cost  of  “plant  replacement”  necessary  because 
of  the  limited  useful  life  of  major  facilities.  Some  incidental  replace¬ 
ment  costs  remain  included  in  the  O.  &  M.  column.  We  have  not  shown 
replacement  costs  separately  for  irrigation  and  M.  &  I.  facilities  be¬ 
cause  of  the  extreme  complexity  of  doing  so  and  the  short  time  avail¬ 
able. 

6.  We  do  not  include  a  “reserve  for  emergency  expenses”  in  our 
accounting  methods. 

7.  We  have  shown  no  payments  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
fund  under  section  5(d)(2).  The  proposed  amendment  would  first 
apply  the  payments  of  $500,000  per  year  currently  being  made  to  the 
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Colorado  River  development  fund  to  this  purpose  during  the  remain¬ 
der  of  the  payout  period  of  Hoover  Dam.  Although  the  amendment 
would  apply  further  payments  from  the  proposed  development  fund 
to  this  purpose  after  that  time,  if  necessary,  such  payments  would  not 
be  required  if  average  runoff  of  the  Colorado  River  occurs  over  the 
next  20  years.  Assumption  of  future  average  runoff  has  been  basic  to 
our  studies. 

8.  In  our  payout  analyses,  interest  during  construction  is  normally 
added  to  capital  investment  and  repaid  as  a  part  of  capital  costs.  For 
your  purposes,  we  have  separated  this  interest  from  other  capital  costs 
and  shown  the  payments  on  unpaid  balance  as  applied  to  this  cost 
first. 

9.  We  have  separated  power  costs  into  interest-free  and  interest- 
bearing  components.  -  That  portion  of  power  costs  which  is  allocable 
to  irrigation  pumping  is  repayable*  without  interest.  Costs  allocable 
to  M.  &  I.  pumping  and  commercial  power  are  interest  bearing. 

10.  The  plan  including  a  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  main  aqueduct 
will  require  470  megawatts  of  prepaid  power  capacity  rather  than 
the  400  megawatts  associated  with  the  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  plan. 

11.  Both  of  the  studies  include  the  assumption  of  a  4.4  million 
acre-foot  priority  to  California. 

12.  In  the  studies  we  continued  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  to  Ari¬ 
zona  and  Nevada  ($600,000  annually)  from  Hoover  Dam  revenues 
after  payout  of  the  dam.  We  have  also  included  surplus  revenues 
after  payout  from  the  Mead- Phoenix  portion  of  the  intertie  ($763,000 
annually) .  These  two  changes,  which  are  offsetting  except  as  to  initial 
date  of  occurrence,  were  not  reflected  in  the  payout  studies  we  pro¬ 
vided  you  in  response  to  your  letter  of  June  13,  1967.  We  have  also 
included  the  minor  amount  necessary  to  cover  the  diminution  of  reve¬ 
nues  from  the  Coolidge  powerplant  by  reason  of  operating  Hooker 
Dam.  The  amount  shown  of  $5,000  annually  was  estimated  from  a 
cursory  study.  The  exact  amount  required  could  be  determined  only 
by  a  detailed  operating  study.  The  net  effect  of  these  three  changes  is 
to  reduce  slightly  the  development  fund  balances  shown  in  the  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  letter  of  June  13, 1967. 

13.  In  the  payout  studies  accompanying  our  letters  of  June  17  and 
23,  we  showed  accumulations  to  the  development  fund  starting  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  payment  of  all  irrigation  costs  with  transfers  from  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  to  the  credit  of  irrigation  repayment  at  the  end  of 
the  irrigation  repayment  period.  In  the  attached  payout  studies,  we 
have  shown  repayment  of  irrigation  at  the  earliest  time  that  develop¬ 
ment  fund  revenues  permit.  Inasmuch  as  the  costs  involved  are  repaid 
without  interest,  this  represents  merely  an  accounting  choice  and  has 
no  effect  on  the  development  fund  accruals  in  the  year  2025.  The  for¬ 
mat  of  your  tabulation  appeared  to  favor  the  latter  choice. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  Holum, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  ALLOTT 


While  I  concur  with  the  minority  views  there  are  several  other 
aspects  of  the  subject  legislation  upon  which  I  wish  to  express  certain 
additional  views. 

Anyone  who  attended  the  hearings  on  Colorado  River  Basin  legis¬ 
lation  could  ascertain  that,  although  I  hold  great  sympathy  for  the 
plight  of  my  good  neighbors  in  Arizona  and  would  like  very  much  to 
aid  them  to  obtain  a  needed  supplemental  water  supply  project,  the 
certainty  of  the  adverse  effects  of  such  a  project  on  my  own  State  of 
Colorado  and  the  Upper  Basin  of  the  Colorado  River,  if  simultaneously 
there  is  not  authorized  and  immediately  activated  a  suitable  water 
importation  plan  prevents  me  from  supporting  S.  1004.  I  wish  to 
remind  readers  of  this  report  that  I  have  enthusiastically  supported 
scientific  investigation  of  other  forms  of  water  supply  augmentation, 
such  as  desalination  and  weather  modification.  This  support  has  been 
at  the  authorization  level  through  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  and  at  the  funding  level  through  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee.  Furthermore,  so  long  as  these  scientific  investigations  are  con¬ 
structive,  I  will  continue  to  give  them  my  aid. 

On  the  other  hand,  because  these  processes  are  still  in  the  investiga-  * 
tion  stage  and  have  not  been  proven  from  a  hydrologic  engineering 
basis,  nor  practicable  from  either  an  economical  or  legal  basis,  it  would 
be  imprudent  to  rely  upon  these  unproven  processes  as  a  “solution”  to 
the  water  problems  of  my  State  or  the  Upper  Basin.  While  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  has  “high  hopes”  over  the  potentials  of  these 
processes,  I  see  no  reason  why  my  State,  instead  of  the  Secretary’s 
State,  should  be  selected  as  the  guinea  pig,  awaiting  the  results  of  ex¬ 
perimentation  into  physical,  engineering,  economic,  and  legal  problems 
to  which  the  answers  might  or  might  not  be  able  to  produce  more  water 
in  the  quantities  at  an  affordable  cost,  at  the  location,  and  at  the  times 
when  it  would  be  needed  to  supply  future  water  requirements.  I  can¬ 
not  tie  the  future  of  my  State  to  such  a  risky,  and  nebulous,  prospec¬ 
tive  solution  when  the  proven  method  of  importing  water  from  other 
river  basins  is  open  for  investigation  and  project  planning. 

I  am  firmly  convinced  that  the  presently  deficient  Colorado  River 
water  supply  is  soon  going  to  be  utilized  to  the  extent  that  the  rate  of 
development  of  Colorado — in  fact,  of  the  entire  seven  States  of  the 
basin  is  going  to  be  drastically  retarded.  For  this  fundamental  reason 
I  cannot  support  the  committee’s  version  of  S.  1004,  which  elimi¬ 
nates  any  study  of  an  importation  of  water  from  outside  sources  and 
does  not  authorize  the  construction  of  Hualapai  Dam  as  a  revenue 
producer  to  aid  in  paying  for  water  supply  augmentation. 

On  behalf  of  Colorado’s  future  welfare  I  am  particularly  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  water  supply  problems  that  will  be  created  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  if  S.  1004  is  enacted  into  law  since  it  does  not 
contain  the  basic  principles  of  a  true  regional  water  resource  solution 
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as  does  my  bill,  S.  1242,  and  also  amendment  214.  While  it  is  true 
that  the  existing  water  supply  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
five  Colorado  projects  authorized  by  the  committee  bill  I  cannot 
ignore  the  facts  developed  by  recent  water  supply  studies  and  the 
testimony  of  expert  witnesses  before  congressional  committees. 

The  Colorado  River  is  the  most  controversial  body  of  water  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere,  if  not  in  the  world.  This  river  may  soon  be 
the  first  major  river  on  earth  to  have  its  supply  controlled  by  man  and 
used  in  such  a  way  that  not  one  drop  will  ever  again  be  discharged 
into  the  ocean.  Water  resource  problems,  like  problems  associated 
with  any  other  commodity  in  limited  supply,  tend  to  becoming  in¬ 
creasingly  complicated  as  the  water  becomes  more  scarce.  Increasingly 
complex  decisions  are  required.  The  Colorado  River  is  no  exception. 
S.  1004  does  not  supply  essential  solutions. 

THE  WATER  SUPPLY  PROBLEM 

For  at  least  50  years  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
have  been  the  subject  of  controversy.  The  available  supplies  are  se¬ 
verely  limited  in  relation  to  other  natural  resources  in  the  seven  basin 
States.  Water  needs  are  continuing  to  expand.  The  imbalance  has  be¬ 
come  more  acute  during  the  past  20  years  as  a  result  of  increasing 
populations  and  westward  migration  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  seeking  new  opportunities  and  new  homes. 

From  the  authorization  of  the  first  Federal  water  development 
project  in  the  basin,  the  Congress  has  been  subjected  to  a  barrage  of 
conflicting  testimony  concerning  the  amount  of  available  water  and  the 
uses  for  which  it  should  or  should  not  be  developed.  On  almost  every 
occasion  when  legislation  involving  the  Colorado  River  has  been  con¬ 
sidered,  the  committee  has  heard  testimony  indicating  wide  differences 
of  opinion  with  regard  to  the  dependability  of  the  water  supply  ac¬ 
tually  available  for  consumptive  use.  For  this  reason,  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  when  considering 
H.R.  4671  in  the  89th  Congress,  demanded  that  the  States  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  produce  up-to-date  water  supply  analyses  and 
state  their  position  in  light  of  the  results. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  on  H.R.  4671,  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  received  testimony  concerning  three 
detailed  analyses  of  a  water  supply.  These  analyses  were  prepared  by 
engineers  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  by  engineers  of  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  and  by  the  engineering  firm  of 
Tipton  &  Kalmbach,  Inc.  (under  the  auspices  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission  representing  the  States  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico, 
Utah,  and  Wyoming) .  The  three  sets  of  studies  were  based  upon  dif¬ 
ferent  assumptions  as  to  net  channel  and  evaporation  losses,  rates  of 
future  increase  of  Upper  Basin  stream  depletion,  and,  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  the  periods  of  streamflow  records  employed,  although  the 
studies  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  embrace  many  com¬ 
binations  of  these  factors. 

The  important  result  of  these  three  analyses  is  the  surprising  degree 
of  agreement  with  respect  to  the  water  supply  remaining  available  for 
development  in  the  basin  and  for  the  central  Arizona  unit,  in  particular. 
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The  differences  in  the  final  results  of  the  three  studies  relate  only  to 
the  expected  time  when  utilization  of  the  entire  water  resource  of  the 
basin  will  be  reached. 

Summaries  of  the  more  pertinent  conclusions  derived  from  each 
study  are  as  follows : 

1.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

The  Bureau  concluded  that  through  the  year  1990  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  unit  will  have  a  water  supply  of  at  least  1,200,000  acre-feet  per 
year.  After  1990,  as  the  Upper  Basin  depletions  increase,  a  water 
supply  from  the  Colorado  River  available  to  the  Lower  Basin  States 
will  decrease  acocrdingly .  If  a  priority  were  granted  by  this  legislation 
to  California  for  the  use  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  annually,  and  to  other 
water  users  in  Arizona  and  Nevada  holding  similar  water  rights  and 
contracts  for  the  water,  shortages  would  have  to  be  absorbed  by  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  The  water  supplv  estimated  by  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  indicates  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  at  least  1,200,000  acre- feet  in  1975,  not  less  than  1,200,000 
acre-feet  in  the  year  1990,  approximately  900,000  acre-feet  in  the  year 
2000,  and  only  580,000  acre-feet  in  the  year  2030. 

According  to  testimony  of  the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  on  H.R. 
4671  and  similar  bills  in  the  89th  Congress,  by  adopting  a  reservoir 
operation  designed  to  produce  the  greatest  average  annual  yield,  based 
upon  the  average  of  the  entire  period  1906-65  and  using  part  of  the 
flood  control  storage  in  Lake  Mead  for  regulation,  there  would  be  avail¬ 
able  for  a  Central  Arizona  Project  2,142,000  acre-feet  of  water  in  1975, 
diminishing  to  822,000  acre-feet  in  2030. 

In  the  90th  Congress,  testimony  from  the  same  source  on  H.R.  3300 
and  the  pending  Senate  bills,  using  the  same  period  of  water  supply 
records,  indicates  that  there  would  be  available  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  (with  a  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  aqueduct)  1,650,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  in  1975 ;  1.255,000  in  1990;  1,026,000  in  2000;  and  676,000 
acre-feet  in  the  year  2030. 

Senate  Report  No.  1330,  88th  Congress,  second  session,  on  S.  1658,  a 
bill  to  authorize  construction  of  a  Central  Arizona  Project  says : 

Based,  on  what  the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  described 
as  conservative  estimates  of  runoff  and  optimistic  estimates 
of  the  buildup  of  upper  basin  uses ,  it  would  appear  that  the 
lower  basin  States  will  have  a  Colorado  River  supply  of  7.5 
million  acre-feet  until  1975 ,  after  which,  barring  a  return  to 
favorable  flow  conditions  there  may  be  a  decline  below  that 
figure.  [Emphasis  supplied.] 

2.  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  {Tipton  <&  Kcdmbach ,  Inc.) 

From  the  analysis  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission,  it  was 

concluded  that  the  shortage  of  water  in  the  mainstream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  to  supply  (1)  2.800,000  acre-feet  for  consumptive  use  in 
Arizona;  (2)  up  to  4,400,000  acre-feet  for  consumptive  use  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  ;  (3)  300,000  acre- feet  for  beneficial  consumptive  use  in  Nevada ; 
and  (4)  1,500.000  acre- feet  of  water  to  Mexico  will  amount  to  over  1 
million  acre-feet  by  the  year  2000.  The  analysis  also  indicates  that 
shortages  could  exceed  1,500,000  acre-feet  by  that  year  and  could  com- 
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mence  by  the  year  1991,  and  almost  certainly  would  occur  bv  the  year 
1995. 

The  estimated  consumptive  use  by  'presently  conceived  projects 
could  utilize  by  the  year  2000  more  water  than  will  be  physically  avail¬ 
able  from  the  Colorado  River. 

The  studies  actually  revealed  that  with  presently  existing  water 
storage  capacity,  and  assuming  curtailment  of  delivery  of  water  at 
Lee  Ferry  to  an  average  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  per  annum,  the  deple¬ 
tions  in  the  States  of  the  upper  division  would  be  limited  by  nature 
to  6.3  million  acre-feet  per  year.  The  net  depletion,  excluding  evapora¬ 
tion  from  reservoirs  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  would  be 
5.6  million  acre-feet.  Thus,  due  to  the  vagaries  of  nature  it  appears 
that  the  upper  division  States  will  be  curtailed  in  their  total  water 
resource  development  to  an  amount  about  20  percent  below  that  appor¬ 
tioned  to  them  in  1922  by  the  Colorado  River  compact. 

3.  Lo^oer  Basin 

An  independent  and  different  approach  to  the  water  supply  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Colorado  River  was  presented  in  a  joint  report  to  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  in  August  1965  by  engi¬ 
neers  representing  the  States  of  California,  Arizona,  and  Nevada. 
These  engineers  recognized  that  the  future  water  supply  of  a  stream 
with  such  a  widely  fluctuating  annual  runoff  as  the  Colorado  River 
cannot  be. predicted  with  absolute  confidence.  They  stated  that  recent 
studies  of  the  virgin  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  at  Lee  Ferry  indi¬ 
cated  a  dependable  yield  of  about  13.7  to  14  million  acre-feet  per 
year.  Probability  studies  showed  that  there  is  a  50-50  chance  that  the 
future  virgin  flow  will  be  14.9  million  acre-feet  per  year.  The  engineers 
concluded  that  with  a  water  supply  augmentation  program  pending , 
it  would  be  in  the  national  interest  to  construct  the  Central  Arizona 
Project. 

They  further  concluded  that  the  supply  of  water  from  the  Colorado 
River  will  neither  be  sufficient  to  meet  future  demands,  estimated  to  be 
about  18  million  acre-feet  per  annum  by  the  year  2000,  nor  to  meet 
the  apportionment  of  consumptive  use  of  water  made  by  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  (to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins)  and  by  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty. 

MY  CONCLUSIONS  RE  WATER  SUPPLY 

All  of  the  studies  indicate  the  presence  of  a  serious  water  deficiency 
in  the  Lower  Basin  of  the  Colorado  River.  They  show  a  real  crisis  is 
being  faced  by  Arizona,  southern  California,  and  Nevada.  Further¬ 
more,  the  same  crisis  is  coming  closer  and  closer  to  the  Upper  Basin 
with  each  passing  year.  Therefore ,  the  fundamental  issue  facing  the 
Congress  involves  the  question  of  the  water  supply  deficiency  of  the 
entire  C olorado  River  Basin. 

All  of  the  studies  indicate  that  any  large  increase  in  use  of  water 
in  the  Lower  Basin  must  even  now  be  supplied  in  part  from  water 
apportioned  by  the  compact  to  the  Upper  Basin  but  which  is  presently 
unused  by  it.  As  the  Upper  Basin  progresses  with  its  development,  the 
amount  of  unused  water  will  diminish  until  there  will  be  no  surplus 
Upper  Basin  water  available  for  use  in  the  Lower  Basin.  The  supply 
will  diminish  unless  augmented  from  other  sources.  In  the  absence  of 
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imported  water  the  average  divertible  supply  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  will  reach  precariously  low  levels  by  the  turn  of  the  century. 

On  the  basis  of  water  supply  studies  available,  and  testimony  pre¬ 
sented  at  the  hearings,  it  is  apparent  that  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  will  neither  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  future  require¬ 
ments  of  the  area  dependent  upon  it,  nor  to  meet  apportionments  of 
consumptive  use  of  water  made  by  the  Colorado  River  compact  to 
the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins,  plus  the  delivery  of  water  to  Mexico,  as 
required  by  the  international  treaty.  It  is  only  a  question  of  time  until 
the  water  requirements  exceed  the  amount  of  water  available.  This 
condition  will  occur  whether  or  not  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is 
constructed. 

Now  that  the  bill  has  been  stripped  of  provisions  that  would  lead 
to  a  water  augmentation  program,  we  must  look  at  the  dependable 
yield  of  13.7  to  14.0  million  acre-feet  per  year  rather  than  at  the  chance 
of  obtaining  14.9  million  acre-feet  per  year,  or  the  15.06  million  acre- 
feet  per  year  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  This  more  con¬ 
servative  approach  reveals  that  there  is  little  water  available  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  over  a  long-term  period. 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  Supreme  Court  apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  Lower  Basin  States  is  conditional,  based  upon  avail¬ 
able  water  supply.  Arizona’s  apportionment  is  2.8  million  acre-feet 
per  year,  but  only  if  7.5  million  acre-feet  per  year  cCre  available  for 
consumptive  use  in  the  Lower  Basin.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has 
estimated  that  existing  Arizona  projects  and  Indian  reservation  needs 
will  consume  at  full  development  1,230,000  acre-feet  per  year.  This 
will  leave  a  maximum  of  1,570,000  acre  feet  per  year  available  for  use 
by  the  Central  Arizona  Project  if  7.5  million  acre-feet  per  year  is 
available  for  consumptive  use  in  the  Lower  Basin.  With  a  dependable 
yield  of  only  13.7  to  14  million  acre-feet  per  year  calculated  at  Lee 
Ferry,  the  delivery  point  to  the  Lower  Basin,  less  than  7.5  million 
acre-feet  per  year  will  be  available  for  consumptive  use  in  1977,  the 
assumed  first  year  of  full  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
This  quantity  will  diminish  in  subsequent  years  as  the  Upper  Basin 
continues  to  use  its  apportioned  water. 

WHOSE  WTATER? 

The  1922  Colorado  River  compact  apportioned  the  consumptive  use 
of  water  of  the  Colorado  River  on  a  basis  of  7.5  million  acre- feet  per 
year  to  the  Upper  Basin  and  7.5  million  acre-feet,  to  the  Lower  Basin,, 
with  an  additional  provision  of  1  million  acre- feet  of  consumptive  use 
to  Lower  Basin.  (Legally,  the  Upper  Basin  is  required  to  deliver  75 
million  acre-feet  of  water  to  the  Lower  Basin  as  a  rolling  10-year 
average.  While  it  is  not  technically  accurate  to  say  that  the  Upper 
Basin  must  deliver  to  the  Lower  Basin  at  Lee  Ferry  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  annually,  it  is  frequently  discussed  in  this  manner.)  Adding  to 
that  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  obligation  of  1.5  million  acre-feet,  the 
result  is  a  total  draft  upon  the  river  of  17.5  million  acre- feet  annually. 
Reliable  hydrologic  studies,  discussed  earlier,  clearly  show  that  that 
much  water  is  simply  not  available. 

The  Tipton  report,  discussed  elsewhere  in  these  views,  estimates  the 
quantity  of  water  available  for  the  Upper  Basin  at  6.3  million  acre- 
feet  annually,  taking  into  consideration  the  7.5  million  acre- feet  annual 
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delivery  at  Lee  Ferry.  Of  that  6.3  million  acre-feet,  700,000  is  charge¬ 
able  to  reservoir  losses  in  the  Upper  Basin,  leaving  5.6  million  acre-feet 
for  utilization.  Upper  Basin  water  uses  now  total  approximately  3 
million  acre-feet. 

Arizona  is  reminded  that  the  Colorado  River  compact  places  a  heavy 
burden  upon  the  Upper  Basin  States  by  requiring  the  delivery  of  7.5 
million  acre-feet  per  year  at  Lee  Ferry.  Despite  the  fact  that  the  Upper 
Basin  was  apportioned  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  consumptive  use  by  the 
compact,  the  facts  are  that  there  is  not  enough  water  in  the  river  to 
satisfy  the  delivery  requirement  to  the  Lower  Basin  and  leave  the 
Upper  Basin  with  its  full  apportionment.  With  the  virgin  flow  of  the 
river  as  calculated  at  Lee  Ferry  more  in  the  neighborhood  of  13.7  to 
14  million  acre-feet,  annually,  the  Upper  Basin  then,  starts  off  by 
absorbing  a  shortage  of  from  1.2  to  2  million  acre-feet  annually,  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  Obligation. 

The  projections  used  in  all  the  departmental  calculations  with  regard 
to  the  Central  Arizona  Project  are  based  upon  utilization  of  5.8  million 
acre-feet  of  the  Upper  Basin's  water,  considering  the  7.5  million  acre- 
|  feet  annual  delivery  to  the  Lower  Basin,  at  the  year  2030.  This  con¬ 
templates  63  years  for  the  Upper  Basin  to  put  to  beneficial  use  only 
5.8  million  acre-feet  of  its  7.5  million  acre- feet  apportionment,  ana 
anticipates  a  stagnated  development  commensurate  with  such  a  gloomy 
projection.  I  cannot  accept  this  dismal  outlook  with  regard  to  Upper 
Basin  development,  particularly  in  light  of  the  population  pressures 
of  today. 

Such  projections  can  only  be  based  upon  an  unrealistic  prognosis 
of  the  population  growth  of  the  Upper  Basin  States.  The  combined 
population  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  LTtah,  and  Wyoming  now  exceeds 
4  million  persons,  and  indications  are  that  future  growth  will  greatly 
accelerate.  In  addition,  water  needs  per  person  are  continually  increas¬ 
ing.  To  forecast  only  a  constant  rate  of  water  development  over  the 
next  60  years,  which  is  implicit  in  the  projection  of  full  use  of  the 
Upper  Basin’s  remaining  water  by  2030,  instead  of  contemplating 
accelerated  water  development  needs,  is  to  ignore  the  facts.  The  De¬ 
partment,  then,  is  only  planning  for  an  additional  development  of 
2.7  million  acre- feet  of  water  by  the  year  2030.  The  question  then  is : 
“Why  is  the  Upper  Basin’s  development  projected  at  a  snail’s  pace?” 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Department  of  Interior  plans  to  sell  1.8 
I  million  acre-feet  of  water  through  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in 
1975.  Applying  a  10-percent  loss  factor,  over  2  million  acre-feet  will 
be  diverted  annually  to  just  one  project  in  the  Lower  Basin,  a  project 
which  is  planned  to  divert  water  in  5  years. 

A  colloquy  appearing  on  page  133  of  the  1965  hearings  before  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on  H.R.  4761  is 
particularly  pertinent  here: 

Mr.  Wyatt.  Would  we  be  talking  about  this  project  here 
today  without  the  prospects  of  augmentation  of  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  system  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  I  think  the  answer  to  that  is  “Yes.” 

Mr.  Aspinall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Wyatt.  Yes. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  Only  at  the  expense  and  with  the  use  of  the 
Upper  Colorado  Basin  entitlement  under  the  Colorado  River 
compact. 
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Secretary  Udall.  During  the  period  in  which - 

Mr.  Aspinall.  I  don’t  care  whether  it  is  during  that  period 
or  whether  it  lasts  forever.  That  is  the  only  way  it  can  be  done, 
because  there  is  a  shortage  in  the  Lower  Basin  at  the  present 
time,  if  we  consider  only  water  to  which  the  Lower  Basin  is 
entitled. 

Secretary  Udall.  I  am  proceeding  on  the  major  assumption 
of  the  7.5  million  acre-feet  delivery  and  the  contemplation 
of  the  assumption  with  regard  to  buildup  in  the  Upper 
Basin  depletion. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  But  the  fact  is  without  that  water  which 
the  Upper  Basin  is  not  using  this  project  could  not  be  here 
before  Congress. 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  agree. 

It  is  patently  clear  that,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  predicated 
upon  the  use  of  water  apportioned  to  the  Upper  Basin  but  which  is 
presently  unused.  If  the  development  of  the  Upper  Basin  exceeded 
the  gloomy  and,  in  my  opinion,  unrealistic  projections  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior,  the  question  then  becomes :  Is  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  feasible?  The  Upper  Basin  States  are  not  included,  they  know 
that  without  augmentation  the  feasibility  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  depends  upon  a  retarded  development  of  the  Upper  Basin,  a 
development  that  has  already  been  retarded  for  too  long. 

The  Upper  Basin  States  are  anxious  to  develop  their  lawful  and 
rightful  share  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River. 

S.  1004 — THE  COMMITTEE  BILL  IGNORES  REALITY 

The  bill  approved  by  the  committee  completely  ignores  the  fact 
that  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  is  inadequate  to  meet 
the  future  demands  on  the  river.  Addition  of  a  new  major  project  to 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  without  commencing  action  for  long- 
range  solutions  to  the  water  supply  problems  of  the  entire  basin  will 
only  tend  to  aggravate  the  problem  and  jeopardize  resource  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  Upper  Basin. 

The  vast  oil  shale  deposits  of  Colorado,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  may 
become  a  primary  source  of  petroleum.  There  are  now  favorable  in¬ 
dications  that  the  technological  problems  can  be  solved. 

In  a  recent  hearing  before  the  Senate  Independent  Offices  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcommittee,  Farris  Bryant,  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Planning,  commented  upon  the  Middle  East  crisis  and  the 
effects  of  the  embargo  on  oil  shipments.  Quoting  from  his  testimony, 
Mr.  Bryant  said: 

.  .  .  While  U.S.  demands  on  Middle  East  oil  are  not  large, 
a  failure  to  maintain  the  flow  of  oil  to  Western  Europe 
could  have  serious  adverse  effects  on  our  national  security. 

Last  month,  I  attended  a  meeting  of  the  NATO  Senior 
Civil  Emergency  Plans  Committee,  during  which  the  harm¬ 
ful  effect  on  certain  of  our  NATO  allies  of  continued  re¬ 
duced  deliveries  of  Middle  East  oil  was  made  abundantly 
clear.  The  interrelationships  between  our  national  security  and 
that  of  our  NATO  allies  is  the  cornerstone  of  this 
organization. 
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With  fluid  world  conditions  and  the  fragileness  of  the  alliances 
which  now  permit  foreign  oil  production  for  importation  into  the 
United  States  and  Western  Europe,  the  national  security  implications 
of  a  future  oil  shale  industry  take  on  added  significance.  But  an  oil  shale 
industry  of  any  significant  size  will  require  considerable  water,  both 
in  the  upgrading  and  processing  of  the  shale  oil  and  in  the  related 
industries,  associated  services,  and  domestic  needs  of  the  communities 
to  house  the  employees  operating  these  plants.  As  an  example  of  direct 
water  use,  I  have  been  informed  by  oil  shale  experts  that  shale  oil 
(kerogen)  is  a  hydrogen-deficient  hydrocarbon.  It  requires  hydro¬ 
genation  before  refining,  and  this  process  requires  water — a  lot  of 
water.  Estimates  are  that  hydrogenation  of  shale  oil  requires  1%  bar¬ 
rels  of  water  per  barrel  of  oil.  Water  development  will  obviously  have 
a  direct  relationship  to  oil  shale  development. 

But  the  Upper  Basin  cannot  afford  to  base  its  future  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  one  mineral  to  the  exclusion  of  others,  nor  can  the  Nation 
permit  it.  Other  important  resources  of  the  Upper  Basin  must  also  be 
developed  under  a  balanced  program.  It  would  be  unthinkable  for  the 
Upper  Basin  to  defer  other  development  solely  for  the  preservation  of 
sufficient  water  from  our  dwindling  supply  for  the  express  purpose  of 
developing  only  one  resource.  While  present  indications  are  favorable, 
it  is  a  fact  that  a  commercially  and  economically  feasible  method  of 
extracting  shale  oil  from  oil  shale  has  not  been  proven,  and  commercial 
production  does  not  now  exist. 

Balanced  development  will  require  full  development  of  our  appor¬ 
tionment  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  and  augmentation  of 
our  water  resource  is  essential  in  order  for  the  Upper  Basin  to  receive 
its  full  apportionment  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  annually.  S.  100 1 
totally  fails  to  come  to  grips  wth  these  needs. 

At  the  hearings  on  S.  861,  S.  1004,  S.  1013,  S.  1242,  and  S.  1409-  wit¬ 
nesses  from  my  own  State  of  Colorado  and  the  States  of  Utah  and 
Wyoming  expressed  great  concern  over  the  fact  that  most  of  the  water 
left  for  future  development  in  the  Upper  Basin  of  the  Colorado  River, 
and  which  would  have  to  be  used  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project  under 
S.  1004,  is  water  that  has  been  apportioned  to  those  states  for  their 
consumptive  use.  Representatives  of  these  three  states  believe  that  it 
is  the  duty  of  Congress  to  assure  their  future  development  of  water 
resources  by  protecting  the  water  apportioned  to  them  by  compacts. 
I  concur  with  them  completely.  This  protection  can  and  should  be  re¬ 
alistically  provided  in  this  legislation  by  authorizing  studies  of  all 
forms  of  augmentation  of  water  supplies,  such  as  reductions  in  water 
losses,  water  conservation  practices,  desalination,  weather  modifica¬ 
tion,  importation  of  water  from  outside  the  natural  drainage  basin  of 
the  Colorado  River,  and  other  means.  Directly,  or  by  exchange,  the 
new  water  could  be  utilized  by  states  in  both  the  Lower  and  Upper 
Basins. 

THE  COMMITTEE  BILL,  S.  1004 — ITS  DEFICIENCIES  AND  OMISSIONS 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  authorization  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  per  se ,  providing  other  essential  legisla¬ 
tive  features  are  included.  I  am  opposed  to  the  enactment  of  S.  1004, 
the  committee  bill,  in  its  present  form.  I  do  support  the  principles  em- 
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bodied  in  S.  861,  S.  1242,  S.  1409,  and  H.R.  3300  (pending  in  the 
House)  of  the  90th  Congress.  Of  the  bills  before  the  Senate,  I  regard 
S.  861,  S.  1242,  and  S.  1409  as  “regional  bills”  because  they  would 
provide  a  means  of  relieving  the  present  and  potential  acute  water 
shortages  facing  the  seven  states  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  region  served 
by  the  Colorado  River  system.  Although  S.  1004  is  not  limited  to  pro¬ 
viding  benefits  to  only  one  state,  it  certainly  does  not  represent  a  re¬ 
gional  approach  to  regional  problems.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  enactment 
of  S.  1004  would  accomplish  exactly  what  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
forecasted  when  he  said  that  the  availability  of  additional  Colorado 
River  water  to  Arizona  “is  no  solution  at  all  to  the  regional  water 
problems  ( because )  it  merely  temporarily  moves  the  shortage  from 
one  place  to  another .”  The  Secretary  could  have  spoken  no  truer 
words.  It  is  regrettable  that  his  intestinal  fortitude  waned  to  the  de¬ 
gree  that  he  no  longer  adheres  to  a  concept  of  activating  his  own  ideas. 

Colorado’s  five  projects 

I  am,  and  always  have  been,  an  ardent  supporter  of  Colorado’s  five 
projects — Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and 
Dallas  Creek — that  are  included  for  authorization  in  the  committee’s 
bill.  On  the  other  hand,  I  am  fully  aware  that  both  Senators  from 
Arizona — in  concert  with  members  of  the  majority,  after  having  three 
times  rejected  amendments  in  the  form  of  substitute  bills  that  were 
proposed  by  Senator  Kuchel,  of  California,  Senator  Hansen,  of  Wyom¬ 
ing,  and  myself — bills  that  would  have  provided  a  regional  solution  for 
the  Southwest’s  water  problems — inserted  the  five  projects  in  S.  1004 
as  a  political  sop  in  an  effort  to  subvert  Colorado’s  congressional  dele¬ 
gation  from  its  own  state’s  position.  I  refuse  to  take  this  bait.  I  believe 
Colorado’s  position  is  sound  because  without  Hualapai  Dam  and 
initiation  of  activities  leading  to  an  importation  of  water  into  the 
Colorado  River,  Colorado  will  soon  find  her  future  resource  develop¬ 
ment  encased  in  an  inflexible,  limited  pattern  from  which  escape  will 
be  impossible.  Oil  shale  enterprises,  petrochemical  industries,  other 
related  resource  developments,  agriculture  and  associated  water  con¬ 
suming  activities,  which  we  can  see  over  the  horizon  would  be  flushed 
back  into  the  darkness. 

Furthermore,  all  members  of  Colorado’s  delegation  are  fully  aware 
of  the  fact  that  it  is  a  long  step  from  project  authorization,  through 
the  processes  of  advance  planning,  the  appropriation  of  construction 
funds,  and  actual  construction  of  a  project.  The  present  administration 
has  shown  no  signs  that  it  would  be  enthusiastic  about  constructing 
Colorado’s  five  projects  at  an  early  date.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  while 
the  Seedskadee  Project  in  Wyoming  was  authorized  in  1956,  after 
11  years  of  delay  it  has  vet  to  be  funded  for  construction.  Three  years 
have  elapsed  since  our  Savery-Pot  Hook  project  and  Fruitland  Mesa 
projects  were  authorized  in  1964.  The  administration  still  has  not 
requested  construction  funds  and  they  remain  in  the  planning  stage. 
Considering  the  apathetic  attitude  of  the  administration  to  the  above- 
mentioned  three  projects,  there  is  little  reason  to  believe  that  adding 
five  more  projects  to  the  administration’s  cold  storage  locker  will 
accelerate  water  resources  development  in  Colorado.  We  must  not  be 
deluded. 
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Colorado  cannot  afford  the  Central  Arizona  Project  if  its  costs 
includes  the  shelving  of  its  future  water  development,  while  Central 
Arizona  development  rolls  merrily  along,  in  the  absence  of  legislative 
guarantees  under  which  my  state  can  unquestionably  retrieve  from 
Arizona  the  water  that  would  be  “loaned”  to  her  under  the  terms  of 
S.  1004.  If  there  were  some  effective  manner  of  guaranteeing  simul¬ 
taneous  construction  of  Colorado’s  five  projects,  and  any  other  Upper 
Basin  projects  that  can  be  made  ready,  so  that  their  completion  and 
operation  would  antedate,  or  at  the  least  coincide  with  the  completion 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  situation  would  be  somewhat  more 
palatable. 

CONCLUSION 

I  have  repeatedly  stated  that  I  could  not  support  and  would  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  actively  resist  any  Central  Arizona  legislation  which  did  not 
provide  for  all  of  the  following  four  elements : 

(1)  Provide  for  the  repayment  to  the  Upper  Basin  fund  of  the 
charges  made  to  it  for  power  deficiencies  during  the  filling  of  Glen 
Canyon  Dam ; 

(2)  Provide  for  the  five  Colorado  projects  (Dolores,  San  Mi¬ 
guel,  West  Divide,  Dallas  Creek,  and  Animas-La  Plata)  ; 

(3)  Provide  for  some  beginning  of  a  study  for  the  importation 
of  water ;  and 

(4)  Provide  for  the  Hualapai  Dam. 

Only  two  of  these  four  elements  are  contained  in  S.  1004  as  reported 
by  the  Committee,  the  repayment  provision  and  the  five  Colorado 
projects. 

I  repeat,  all  four  elements  are  essential  to  the  resolution  of  the  Upper 
Basin  dilemma.  This  is  the  official  position  of  the  Governor  of  Colorado 
and  of  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board,  which  is  by  statute 
charged  with  the  responsibility  of  water  development  and  conservation 
in  the  State  of  Colorado,  and  it  is  the  position  that  has  been  taken  by 
members  of  the’Colorado  congressional  delegation. 

It  should  be  remembered  by  all  concerned  that  nearly  92  percent  of 
all  of  the  virgin  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  originates  in  the  Upper 
Basin,  while  less  than  half  is  reserved  for  Upper  Basin  use  by  the 
effects  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact.  Colorado’s  sister  States  should 
also  be  reminded  of  the  fact  that  Colorado  was  apportioned  only  51.75 
percent  of  Upper  Basin  water,  under  the  terms  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Compact.  But,  over  70  percent  of  the  virgin  flow  of  the 
Colorado  River  as  measured  at  Lee  Ferry  is  produced  in  Colorado,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  records  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 
Colorado  has  been  generous  in  sharing  her  precious  water  resources, 
and  as  such  is  entitled  to  the  good  will  and  support  of  her  Sister 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  in  resolving  her  water  problems. 

During  the  Senate  hearings  on  this  legislation,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  characterized  the  Hualapai  Dam  “*  *  *  as  a  gun  pointed  at  the 
Columbia  River.”  Using  the  same  kind  of  analogy,  if  the  Hualapai 
Dam  is  a  gun  pointed  at  the  Columbia  River,  then  S.  1004,  authorizing 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  without  Hualapai  Dam  or  provision  for 
importation  studies,  is  a  nuclear  missile  aimed  at  the  Upper  Basin 
with  the  primary  point  of  impact  in  Colorado. 


Gordon  Allott. 


INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  HANSEN 


INTRODUCTION 

I  Strongly  oppose  S.  1004,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  bill,  which 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee  has  recently  voted  to  report  to  the 
Senate,  and  I  urge  that  it  be  disapproved  by  the  Congress. 

This  legislation  proposes  to  bring  immediate  relief  to  the  water  needs 
of  Arizona,  but  it  does  so  at  the  expense  of  the  long-range  interests  of 
all  the  States,  including  Arizona,  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  The 
bill  represents  a  serious  threat  to  the  proper  economic  development  of 
the  entire  seven-State  Colorado  River  Basin  and  is  inimical  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  State  of  Wyoming  has  never  shirked  in  making  its  position 
clear  with  respect  to  Federal  legislation  proposed  through  the  years 
which  would  bring  a  solution  to  the  water  needs  of  the  Pacific  South¬ 
west.  The  views  of  Wyoming’s  representatives  appear  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  record  as  follows : 

1.  Memorandum  from  Floyd  A.  Bishop,  Wyoming  State  En¬ 
gineer,  to  Clifford  P.  Hansen,  Governor  of  Wyoming,  dated  May 
27,  1965,  hearings  on  “H.R.  4671  and  Similar  Bills’’  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  89th  Congress,  first  session 
(1965),  page  460. 

2.  Memorandum  from  John  F.  Raper,  attorney  general  of  the 
State  of  Wyoming,  to  Clifford  P.  Hansen,  Governor  of  Wyoming, 
dated  May  27, 1965,  ibid.,  page  459. 

3.  Letter  from  Clifford  P.  Hansen  to  Hon.  Wayne  Aspinall, 
chairman,  House  Interior  Committee,  dated  May  28,  1965,  ibid., 
page  459. 

4.  Letter  from  Clifford  Hansen  to  Wayne  Aspinall,  dated  June 
22, 1965,  ibid.,  page  461. 

5.  Statement  of  Teno  Roncalio,  Congressman  from  Wyoming, 
August  23,  1965,  ibid.?  page  78. 

6.  Letter  from  Clifford  Hansen  to  Wayne  Aspinall,  dated 
August  24, 1965,  ibid.,  page  461. 

7.  Statement  of  Clifford  P.  Hansen,  Governor  of  Wyoming, 
August  26,  1965,  ibid.,  page  363. 

8.  Letter  from  Clifford  Hansen  to  Wayne  Aspinall,  dated  Sep- 
temper  10,  1965,  ibid.,  page  374. 

9.  Statement  of  Clifford  P.  Hansen,  Governor  of  Wyoming^) re¬ 
sented  by  H.  T.  Person,  commissioner,  Upper  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
mission,  May  11,  1966,  hearings  on  “H.R.  4671  and  Similar  Bills" 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  89th  Congress, 
second  session  (1966),  page  1189. 
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10.  Statement  of  William  H.  Harrison,  Congressman  from 
Wyoming,  March  13,  1967,  hearings  on  “H.R.  3300  and  Similar 
Bills,  S.  20  and  Similar  Bills,”  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Irri¬ 
gation  and  Reclamation  of  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  90th  Congress,  first  session  (1967),  page  183. 

11.  Statement  of  Senator  Clifford  P.  Hansen,  March  16,  1967, 
ibid.,  page  361. 

12.  Statement  of  Senator  Gale  McGee,  March  16,  1967,  ibid., 
page  397. 

13.  Statement  of  Stanley  K.  Hathaway,  Governor  of  Wyoming, 
March  16, 1967,  ibid.,  page  363. 

14.  Letter  from  Floyd  A.  Bishop,  Wyoming  State  Engineer,  to 
Hon.  Harold  T.  Johnson,  chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation 
and  Reclamation,  House  Interior  Committee,  dated  March  24, 
1967,  ibid.,  page  393. 

15.  Letter  from  Gov.  Stanley  K.  Hathaway  to  Hon.  Harold  T. 
Johnson,  dated  March  27, 1967,  ibid.,  page  378. 

16.  Statement  of  Floyd  A.  Bishop,  State  engineer,  accompanied 
by  John  Bereman,  Interstate  Streams  engineer  for  the  State  of 
Wyoming;  Thomas  Cahill;  and  C.  J.  Kuiper,  May  4,  1967,  hear¬ 
ings  on  “S.  1004,  S.  1013,  S.  861,  S.  1242,  and  S.  1409,”  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power  Resources  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  90th  Congress,  first  ses¬ 
sion  (1967),  page  405. 

Most  recently,  Mr.  Floyd  Bishop,  Wyoming’s  State  Water  Engineer, 
testifying  on  behalf  of  Governor  Hathaway  before  the  Senate  Interior 
Committee  of  this  Congress  said : 

Wyoming  has  continually  faced  a  difficult  choice  on  this 
Colorado  River  Basin  legislation.  We  are  reluctant  to  oppose 
a  project  which  makes  it  possible  for  Arizona  to  utilize  her 
apportionment  of  Colorado  River  Basin  waters.  However,  as 
a  fundamental  precept,  we  think  it  unwise  to  authorize  Fed¬ 
eral  projects  which  require  a  greater  amount  of  water  than  is 
apportioned  to  the  various  entities  by  interstate  compact 
agreements.  We  believe  that  these  compacts  state  the  supreme 
and  only  method  of  allocating  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River.  We  think  it  is  wrong  to  authorize  Federal  projects 
which  will  utilize  in  the  lower  basin  a  greater  apportionment 
of  water  than  the  lower  basin  entitlement,  and  we  have  the 
same  reservations  as  it  applies  to  the  authorization  of  Federal 
projects  in  the  upper  basin  for  any  State  in  excess  of  its  ap¬ 
portionment.  (Hearing  on  “S.  1004,  S.  1013,  S.  861,  S.  1242, 
and  S.  1409,”  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power 
Resources  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  90th  Congress,  first  session,  May  4, 1967,  pp.  418-19) . 

It  is  Wyoming’s  view  that  S.  1004  would  result  in  the  utilization  by 
Arizona  of  waters  previously  allocated  to  Upper  Basin  States.  Simply 
stated,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  rely  on  water  borrowed 
from  the  Upper  Basin. 

Those  who  support  this  legislation  have  refused  to  write  into  it  any 
safeguards  insuring  the  availability  and  return  of  this  loaned  water 
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when  it  was  needed  by  the  lending  States  of  the  Upper  Basin.  Absent 
such  safeguards,  Wyoming  must  oppose  this  Central  Arizona  Project 
bill. 

INTERSTATE  COMPACTS 

Wyoming  believes  that  the  Colorado  River  compact  of  1922,  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact  of  1948,  and  the  Water  Treaty 
of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States  represent  the  supreme  law  of 
the  river.  All  Colorado  River  legislation  considered  by  the  Congress 
must  recognize  the  supremacy  of  these  agreements.  Congress  should 
pass  no  laws  which  would  be  inconsistent  in  word  or  in  fact  with  the 
terms  of  these  agreements. 

iThe  1922  compact  involves  all  seven  States  in  the  drainage  of  the 
Colorado  River.  It  provides  for  a  division  of  water  use  between  the 
Upper  Basin  and  the  Lower  Basin,  with  the  dividing  point  between 
the  two  basins  being  located  at  Lee  Ferry  near  the  Arizona-Utah  State 
line.  This  1922  compact  apportioned  from  the  Colorado  system  in 
perpetuity,  to  the  Upper  Basin  and  to  the  Lower  Basin,  respectively, 
exclusive  beneficial  consumptive  use  of  7 y2  million  acre-feet  annually. 

Wyoming  also  believes  that  the  Lower  Basin  water  supply  appor¬ 
tioned  by  the  compact  consists  of  the  sum  of  the  following : 

i  ( 1 )  7y2  milion  acre-feet  of  water  delivered  by  the  Upper  Basin 
at  Lee  Ferry; 

(2)  The  virgin  flow  of  all  of  the  Lower  Basin  tributaries  of 
the  Colorado  River ; 

(3)  Runoff  from  precipitation  which  falls  on  the  river  or  res¬ 
ervoirs  or  on  lands  which  drain  directly  into  the  Colorado  River. 

Wyoming  further  believes  that  before  the  Upper  Basin  is  required  to 
deliver  any  water  at  Lee  Ferry  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty  obliga¬ 
tion,  the  sum  of  the  three  aforementioned  sources  of  water  must  be  less 
than  9  million  acre-feet  which  is  accounted  for  as  follows : 

(1)  71/2  million  acre- feet  of  beneficial  consumptive  use  in  the 
entire  Lower  Basin ; 

(2)  U/2  million  acre-feet  to  Mexico. 

In  the  event  the  sum  of  the  three  sources  of  water  available  for  use 
in  the  Lower  Basin  falls  below  9  million  acre-feet,  then,  and  only  then, 
is  the  Upper  Basin  obligated  to  deliver  additional  water  at  Lee  Ferry. 
The  additional  delivery  required  if  such  deficiency  occurred  is  limited 
to  one-half  of  the  amount  by  which  the  total  water  supply  available 
to  the  Lower  Basin  fails  to  produce  9  million  acre-feet  per  year. 

Unfortunately,  Arizona  apparently  does  not  agree  with  this  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  Colorado  River  compact.  Arizona  apparently  con¬ 
tends  that  the  Upper  Basin  is  obligated  to  deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  an  aver¬ 
age  of  71/2  million  acre-feet  per  year  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  of  1922,  plus  an  additional  three-fourths  of  a 
million  acre-feet  per  year  in  satisfaction  of  half  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden.  Arizona  must  base  its  interpretation  upon  its  contention  that 
the  Gila  River  and  other  Lower  Basin  tributaries  within  the  United 
States  were  excluded  from  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

Arizona’s  contention  flies  in  the  face  of  the  terms  of  the  1922  Com¬ 
pact  which  clearly  apportioned  to  the  Lower  Basin,  and  to  the  Upper 
Basin  as  well,  the  use  of  specific  quantities  of  water  from  the  “Colorado 
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River  system”  which  included  “that  portion  of  the  Colorado  River  and 
its  tributaries  within  the  United  States  of  America.”  The  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  itself  placed  the  burden  for  delivery  of  water  to  Mexico 
upon  “the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  from  any  and  all  sources 
*  *  *”  (Treaty  Series  207,  article  10). 

During  the  recent  executive  session  of  the  Senate  Interior  Commit¬ 
tee  which  was  devoted  to  the  marking  up  of  S.  1004,  I  proposed  an 
amendment  which  would  have  ended  this  existing  disagreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Upper  Basin  States  and  the  State  of  Arizona.  That  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  added  a  new  subsection  “c”  to  section  9  of  S.  1004. 
The  amendment  would  have  provided  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  “(c)  operate  all  facilities  under  his  jurisdiction  on  the  Colorado 
River  and  its  tributaries  in  such  a  manner  that  all  consumptive  uses  of 
water  in  the  lower  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  System  are  ac¬ 
counted  for  as  consumptive  uses  under  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act.” 

Unfortunately,  the  singleminded  views  of  Arizona  prevailed  in  the 
voting  within  the  Interior  Committee  and  this  amendment  was 
rejected. 

Wyoming  and  the  other  Upper  Basin  States  can  only  now  look  for¬ 
ward  to  litigation  or  negotiations  at  some  future  time  to  resolve  this 
major  disagreement.  In  the  meantime,  there  appears  to  be  no  prudent 
course  for  us  to  follow  in  evaluating  obligations  on  the  available  water 
supply  except  to  assume  the  worst;  namely,  that  the  Upper  Basin  may 
have  to  deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  as  much  as  8)4  million  acre-feet  annually. 

EXISTING  LOWER  BASIN  USES 

If  we  assume  that  the  upper  basin  has  the  responsibility  to  deliver 
an  average  of  7^2  million  acre-feet  at  Lee  Ferry  annually,  and  recog¬ 
nizing  further  the  disputed  possibility  that  the  Upper  Basin  may  have 
to  deliver  as  much  as  8)4  million  acre-feet  annually,  it  will  now  be¬ 
hoove  the  Congress  to  examine  some  facts  on  Lower  Basin  consumptive 
uses  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  at  the  present  time. 
As  used  herein,  “consumptive  use”  is  defined  as  diversions  less  returns. 

Undisputably  conservative  figures  quoted  in  the  1964-65  report  of 
the  Colorado  River  Board  of  California  show  average  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  from  the  main  stream  in  Lower  Basin  years  1961  through 
1965  as  follows : 

Thousand 

acre-feet 


Arizona 1 _  976. 4 

California  1  _  4,  989. 4 

Nevada 1  _  24. 2 

Mexico 2  _  1,  850. 4 

Lake  Mead  evaporation 3 _  800.  0 

Computed  net  losses,  Hoover  Dam  to  Mexico 4 -  988.  2 


Total  _  9, 628.  6 


1  Colorado  River  Board  of  California  Annual  Report.  1964-65,  table  4,  averaged. 

2  Colorado  River  Board  of  California  Annual  Report,  1964-65,  table  6,  averaged. 

3  IJSDI  Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan  Report,  January  1964,  table  12. 

4  Colorado  River  Board  of  California  Annual  Report,  1964-65,  table  5  averaged,  with 
adjustments  suggested  In  following  text. 

The  foregoing  clearly  shows  that  even  without  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  the  Lower  Basin  is  presently  using  more  water  from  the  main 


162 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


stream  than  would  be  supplied  to  them  under  the  1922  Compact  by 
the  Upper  Basin,  when  development  therein  is  complete,  and  that  this 
excess  use  at  the  present  time  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
River  may  be  as  much  as  2.1  million  acre-feet  annually.  The  Central 
Arizona  Project  as  proposed  in  the  legislation  being  considered  by 
this  committee  would  require  an  additional  1.2  to  2  million  acre-feet 
and  Nevada  proposes  to  utilize  0.3  million  acre-feet  per  year.  In¬ 
creased  evaporation  losses  connected  with  this  new  additional  devel¬ 
opment  are  assumed  to  be  offset  by  the  savings  realized  from  the  pro¬ 
posed  channel  improvement  program.  The  combined  total  of  all  these 
ultimate  demands  upon  the  main  stream  in  the  Lower  Basin  is  11.1 
million  acre-feet  per  year,  and  even  if  we  assume  that  California  will 
cut  back  to  her  decreed  allocation  of  4.4  million  acre-feet,  the  demand 
would  still  be  10.5  million  acre- feet  per  year,  or  nearly  3  million  acre- 
feet  per  year  in  excess  of  the  7.5  million  acre-feet  required  to  be  deliv¬ 
ered  to  the  Lower  Basin  at  Lee  Ferry.  Wyoming  thinks  it  is  both  legally 
and  morally  wrong  to  authorize  expensive  Federal  projects  in  the 
Lower  Basin  which  depend  on  the  availability  of  a  greater  portion  of 
water  than  the  Lower  Basin  entitlement. 

DEPENDENCE  ON  UPPER  BASIN  WATER 

The  record  of  the  House  hearings  concerning  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  project  legislation  during  both  sessions  of  the  89th'  Congress 
and  also  during  the  present  session  of  the  90th  Congress  is  replete 
with  references  to  the  effect  that  the  water  supply  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  is  dependent  upon  Upper  Basin  water  which  is  pres¬ 
ently  in  excess  of  Upper  Basin  needs.  As  the  Upper  Basin  develops,  the 
water  supply  in  the  Lower  Basin  will  progressively  diminish,  and  some¬ 
time  within  the  next  30  years  the  surplus  of  water  flowing  from  the 
Upper  Basin  to  the  Lower  Basin  will  cease  to  exist,  providing  that 
nothing  is  done  to  thwart  the  normal  development  of  the  Upper  Basin 
region. 

PROPOSED  PROJECTS  WITHIN  THE  STATE  OF  COLORADO 

The  figures  developed  previously  showing  existing  Lower  Basin  uses 
indicate  clearly  that  demands  for  comsumptive  use  of  Colorado  River 
water  exceed  existing  supplies.  Thus,  increased  use  demands  in  the 
Lower  Basin  will  only  be  met,  if  at  all,  by  shifting  existing  shortages  to 
another  region.  Water  shortages  will  also  plague  the  various  States 
of  the  Upper  Basin.  Wyoming  must  be  both  fair  and  consistent  in  op¬ 
posing  any  scheme  which  merely  shifts  known  existing  water  short¬ 
ages.  An  analysis  of  the  water  supply  available  for  use  under  the 
terms  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  of  1948  indicates 
that  the  State  of  Colorado  may  be  in  excess  of  her  Compact  apportion¬ 
ment  of  Colorado  River  water  if  all  five  of  the  projects  proposed  in 
S.  1004  are  constructed.  Therefore,  Wyoming  must  take  the  position 
that  construction  of  three  of  these  Colorado  projects  should  be  de¬ 
ferred  until  the  construction  of  importation  works  adequate  to  al¬ 
leviate  the  water  shortages  of  the  entire  Colorado  River  has  been 
commenced. 

Wyoming’s  analysis  of  the  available  water  supply  in  the  Upper  Basin 
is  set  out  fully  on  pages  409—411  of  the  Senate  hearings  on  S.  1004, 
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dated  May  2  through  5,  1967.  In  summary,  the  total  depletions  of 
Colorado  River  water  within  the  State  of  Colorado  are  as  follows: 

Thousand 

acre-feet 


Present  depletions - 1,  786 

Depletions  due  to  presently  authorized  Federal  projects _ _  140 

Probable  future  depletions _  346 

Depletions  due  to  the  5  projects  proposed  to  be  authorized  by  present  legis¬ 
lation  _ : _  378 


Total  Colorado  depletions _ 2,  650 


Under  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact,  Colorado’s  share 
of  the  Upper  Basin  apportionment  amounts  to  51.75  percent  of  the 
total  amount  which  is  available  to  the  Upper  Basin.  Based  on  the  4.7 
million  acre-feet  annually  available  for  consumptive  use  in  the  Upper 
Basin  as  stated  in  the  Tipton  &  Kalmbach  study  less  the  50,000  acre- feet 
apportioned  to  Arizona  from  the  Upper  Basin  entitlement,  Colorado’s 
share  would  be  51.75  percent  of  4.65  million  acre-feet,  or  only  about 
2.4  million  acre-feet  per  year. 

Comparing  the  previously  stated  estimates  of  total  Colorado  deple¬ 
tions  of  the  Colorado  River  including  the  five  proposed  new  projects 
in  the  State  of  Colorado,  amounting  to  2.65  million  acre-feet  per  an¬ 
num,  with  the  figure  of  2.4  million  acre-feet  to  which  Colorado  would 
be  entitled  under  the  compact  on  the  basis  of  the  previously  cited 
figures  from  the  Tipton  &  Kalmbach  report,  it  can  be  seen  that  Colo¬ 
rado  would  be  exceeding  her  apportionment  by  about  250,000  acre-feet 
per  year.  Deferral  of  the  Dallas  Creek  project,  West  Divide  project, 
and  San  Miguel  project  would  reduce  this  excess  to  about  50,000  acre- 
feet  annually. 

COLORADO  RIVER  LEGISLATION  MUST  BE  REGIONAL  IN  SCOPE 

The  Minority  views  which  I  have  signed  on  S.  1004  discusses  in 
depth  the  undisputed  water  shortages  facing  the  entire  Colorado  River 
region.  That  report  emphasizes  the  need  for  the  augmentation  of  water 
to  meet  these  shortages. 

In  1965,  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart  Udall,  testifying  before 
the  House  Interior  Committee  in  support  of  H.R.  4671,  as  introduced 
in  the  89th  Congress,  was  asked  the  following  question  by  Congress¬ 
man  Wyatt  of  Oregon :  “Has  the  Bureau  or  has  the  Department  any 
opinion  as  to  the  inevitability  of  augmenting  the  Colorado  water  sys¬ 
tem  from  other  water  resources?” 

Secretary  Udall  answered:  “I  think  we  have  made  the  one  major 
point :  That  when  one  looks  30,  40,  50  years  ahead  the  entire  region, 
the  Upper  Basin  as  well  as  the  Lower  Basin,  will  run  into  shortages  and 
be  in  difficulty.  Therefore,  we  think  it  is  a  major  assumption  that  the 
prudent  thing  to  do  for  the  Nation,  in  terms  of  resource  planning,  is 
to  look  to  augmentation,  yes.” 

Congressman  Wyatt  then  asked :  “*  *  *  I  would  like  to  ask  you,  in 
this  connection,  if  the  Bureau  or  if  the  Department  has  conducted  any 
extensive  studies  on  diverting  the  water  from  the  Columbia  River 
below  the  Bonneville  Dam  to  the  Southwest.” 

Secretary  Udall  answered:  “Obviously,  Congresman,  we  have  not; 
we  do  not  have  any  studies  of  any  detail,  otherwise  we  could  present 
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more  facts  to  you.  But  I  think,  just  from  the  standpoint  of  a  very 
quick,  rough  reconnaissance,  basically  what  engineers  and  reclamation 
experts  could  gather  from  a  study  of  the  bare  bones  of  the  thing,  it 
is  obvious  that — there  are  many  things  that  are  very  desirable  about 
diverting  from  the  Columbia  below  Bonneville.  No.  1 — as  distin¬ 
guished  from  northern  California,  for  example,  because,  although 
there  are  two  or  three  fine  smaller  rivers  in  the  northern  Calfornia, 
they  don’t  have  the  quantity  which  you  have  in  the  Columbia — you 
could  take  2.5  million  acre-feet,  for  example,  which  is  about  1.5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  water  of  the  Columbia.  The  Columbia  is  the  great 
river  of  the  West,  it  is  the  great  river  of  the  country  in  a  way.  There¬ 
fore,  could  you  take  that  quantity,  you  could  take  1,  2,  3  percent  of  the 
water  out  of  the  Columbia  River  estuary  without  doing  harm  to  the 
other  values  that  are  present.  This  is  the  type  of  thing  you  could 
study  and  you  could  also  study  what  benefits  to  the  Northwest  would 
be  gained.  I  think  the  people  in  the  Northwest  might  be  surprised 
what  you  would  come  up  with  in  terms  of  actual  concrete  benefits.” 
(Hearings  on  H.R.  4671  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 
Reclamation  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  House 
of  Representatives,  89th  Cong.,  first  sess.  (1965),  pp.  135-137.) 

When,  in  February  of  this  year,  Secretary  Udall  abandoned  all 
attempts  to  find  a  regional  solution  to  the  water  shortage  problem  of 
the  Colorado  River,  the  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Secretary’s  home  State  of  Arizona,  were  predictably 
shocked,  angered,  and  dismayed.  In  recent  years  Wyoming  has  de¬ 
scribed  and  advocated  five  basic  elements  it  considered  essential  for 
any  Colorado  River  legislation.  Not  one  of  these  elements  is  now  in¬ 
cluded  in  S.  1004. 

During  the  course  of  the  executive  session  mark-up  of  S.  1004,  I 
presented  to  the  Senate  Interior  Committee  an  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  to  S.  1004,  amendment  No.  213,  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  my  colleague  from  Wyoming,  Senator  McGee.  This  sub¬ 
stitute  bill  would  have  provided  for  the  five  fundamental  provisions 
which  Wyoming  has  consistently  recommended  to  the  Congress.  These 
provisions  are  as  follows : 

(1)  There  should  be  authorized,  concurrently  with  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  a  project  which  will  import  into  the  Colorado 
River  drainage  or  its  service  area,  sufficient  water  to  satisfy  the 
Mexican  Treaty  burden.  The  cost  of  this  importation  project 
should  be  a  nonreimbursable  obligation  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  In  conjunction  with  the  foregoing,  there  should  be  pro¬ 
vision  for  an  immediate  reconnaissance  study  of  all  possible 
sources  of  augmentation  of  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  system.  The  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden 
would  only  partially  solve  the  water  supply  problem  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin,  and  the  long-range  need  for  further  augmenta¬ 
tion  will  still  exist  even  after  the  first  provision  has  been  fulfilled. 

(3)  As  an  integral  part  of  any  Colorado  River  Basin  project 
authorization,  there  should  be  sufficient  revenue-producing  fea¬ 
tures  to  assure  adequate  financing  of  the  augmentation  measures 
needed  to  supplement  the  water  supply  in  the  drainage. 

(4)  The  authorization  of  the  San  Miguel  project,  West  Divide 
project,  and  the  Dallas  Creek  project  in  the  State  of  Colorado 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


165 


should  be  conditioned  upon  completion  of  the  importation  proj¬ 
ect  to  relieve  the  Colorado  River  Basin  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden. 

(5)  If  a  priority  to  the  consumptive  use  of  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  annually  is  granted  to  California  by  Arizona,  it  should  be 
clearly  stated  that  such  priority  involves  only  those  two  States 
and  does  not  involve  any  granting  of  priority  to  California  by 
the  upper  basin. 

Unfortunately,  this  substitute  was  rejected  by  the  Committee. 

A  further  substitute,  amendment  No.  214,  was  also  offered  jointly 
by  Senators  Kuchel  and  Allott  which  would  have  provided  some  meas¬ 
ure  of  assurance  that  regional  solutions  would  be  sought  through 
augmentation  programs.  Since  this  substitute  was  far  preferable  from 
a  regional  point  of  view  to  the  limited  provisions  of  S.  1004,  I  sup¬ 
ported  it  in  committee.  Unfortunately,  it  too  was  defeated. 

CONCLUSION 

In  view  of  the  mounting  demands  which  will  be  made  upon  the 
inadequate  water  supplies  of  the  Colorado  River,  Wyoming  believes 
that  the  Congress  now  more  than  ever  before  must  give  full  attention 
to  the  interstate  compacts  which  it  has  previously  ratified  apportion¬ 
ing  the  water  between  the  various  states  of  the  basin.  The  realities  of 
the  yield  of  this  river  and  the  obligations  which  have  been  placed 
upon  it  must  no  longer  be  ignored.  In  our  view,  it  is  unconscionable 
to  propose  to  the  Congress,  as  is  done  in  S.  1004,  that  the  interests  of 
an  entire  region  be  made  to  suffer  while  singular  benefits  are  brought 
to  one  State.  This  administration  sponsored  proposal  reported  out  of 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee  rejects  all  of  the  years  of  work  that 
have  gone  into  achieving  a  realistic  and  responsible  approach  for  a 
basinwide  development  program  which  would  have  treated  with  equity 
all  of  the  States  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

It  is  important  that  Wyoming’s  legal  and  moral  position  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  much  tortured  river  be  made  as  clear  as  possible.  It  is 
also  important  to  realize  that  Wyoming  has  no  qualms  about  the 
correctness  of  her  position.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  out  by  the  Senate  Interior  Committee  would  place  in  jeopardy 
the  future  meaningful  development  of  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin. 
We  denounce  such  irresponsible  legislation  and  we  urge  the  Congress 
and  the  Nation  to  do  likewise. 


Clifford  P.  Hansen. 


INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  MR.  MOSS 

I  am  constrained  to  offer  my  individual  views  on  this  measure  be¬ 
cause  it  does  not  provide  a  definite  program  of  study  for  augmenting 
the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River.  Without  such  augmentation,  Utah’s 
legal  share  of  the  water  from  the  river  is  not  adequately  protected. 

The  position  of  the  State  of  Utah  as  enunciated  by  Gov.  Calvin  L. 
Rampton  and  supported  by  Utah’s  congressional  delegation  is  dictated 
by  history  and  you  will  find  it  consistent.  S.  1409,  which  I  introduced 
and  which  was  before  our  committee,  more  nearly  reflects  the  Utah 
position  than  any  of  the  several  versions  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project.  This  bill  sets  a  constructive  position  of  cooperation  on  a  long- 
range  interregional  solution  to  the  basic  problem,  which  is  a  maldis¬ 
tribution  of  our  water  supply. 

We  have  much  in  common  with  our  sister  State  of  Arizona  and  I 
have  striven  to  direct  the  course  of  this  legislation  so  that  we  could 
support  her. 

I  am,  of  course,  disappointed  that  the  administration  withdrew  its 
support  from  the  regional  approach  that  Secretary  Udall  championed 
2  years  ago.  Our  apprehension  in  Utah  stems  from  the  fact  that  in  the 
future  when  we  need  our  water  for  our  own  uses,  we  may  be  standing 
alone  in  attempts  to  withdraw  it  from  a  going  downstream  economy 
for  the  establishment  of  new  upstream  developments.  Therefore,  I 
sought  legislation  with  protective  measures  that  will  give  some  assur¬ 
ance  that  our  future  water  resources  development  will  not  be 
jeopardized. 

S.  1409,  which  is,  in  many  respects,  similar  to  Senator  Kuchel’s  bill 
and  Senator  Allott’s  bill,  does  provide  these  safeguards.  When  the 
committee  rejected  all  three  of  these  bills,  I  attempted  further  to  as¬ 
sure  these  safeguards  by  joining  in  a  substitute  bill.  This  too  was  re¬ 
jected.  Thus,  it  was  clear  that  S.  1004  would  be  reported  by  the 
committee. 

The  Dixie  project  was  authorized  by  the  88th  Congress.  Changes 
in  the  plan  occasioned  by  the  relocation  of  the  major  storage  dam  of 
the  project  placed  the  Dixie  pi’oject  in  need  of  repayment  assistance. 
At  my  request,  the  bill  was  amended  in  committee  to  integrate  Utah’s 
Dixie  project  into  the  development  fund  established  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  Thus  my  amendment  will  provide  approximately 
$30  million  in  assistance  from  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  de¬ 
velopment  fund  and  will  make  possible  the  construction  of  the  Dixie 
project. 

Public  Law  88-565,  which  authorized  the  Dixie  project,  provides 
that  separable  and  joint  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  are  nonreimbursable.  Therefore  it  was  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  include  such  language  in  S.  1004.  However,  the  committee  re¬ 
affirms  this  position  in  the  report  to  accompany  the  bill. 
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In  addition,  the  measure  provides  for  the  completion  of  planning 
reports  for  the  Uintah  and  Ute  Indian  projects. 

Against  this  background  and  for  these  reasons,  I  voted  to  report  the 

bill. 

I  should,  however,  make  it  clear  that  the  legislation  is  lacking  in  im¬ 
portant  safeguards  to  the  State  of  Utah.  It  will  be  my  duty,  therefore, 
to  support  an  amendment  to  provide  these  safeguards  when  the  meas¬ 
ure  comes  before  the  Senate.  It  has  always  been  my  view  that  States 
must  cooperate  in  sharing  water  on  a  regional  basis — Arizona  is  en¬ 
titled  to  an  equitable  amount  of  water  from  the  Colorado  Fiver.  I 
still  offer  to  my  friends  in  Arizona  and  elsewhere  a  constructive  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  basic  water  problem  of  the  Colorado.  With  a  compre¬ 
hensive  and  constructive  approach,  I  assure  you  of  the  full  and  undi¬ 
vided  support  of  Utah. 

Frank  E.  Moss. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February'  16, 1967 

Mr.  Hayden  (for  liimself,  Mr.  Fannin,  Mr.  Cannon,  and  Mr.  Jackson) 
introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 

July  26, 1967 

Reported  by  Mr.  Hayden,  with  an  amendment 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  HILL 


To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  Section  -D  -That  this  Act  may  he  ehed  as  the  -Central 

4  Arizona  Ero-jeet  Act  A 

5  Sect  A  -(a)-  Her  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation 

6  water  and  monieipai  water  supplies  to  the  water  deficient 

7  areas  of  Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direet 

8  diversion  or  exchange  of  watery  generation  of  clcctne  power 

9  and  energy,  control  of  floedsy  conservation  and 
10  of  hsh  and  wildlife  resoureesy  enhancement  of 


II 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


o 


opportunities?  and  for  other  purposes?  the  Secretary  el  the 
Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary-’)-  shall 
construct?  operate?  and  maintain  the  central  Arizona 
of  the  following  principal  works-?  -(4-)-  a 


of  main 
pumping  plants 


and  canals?  h 


a  main  canal  and 


Beef  aqueduct  and  pumping 
plants-)^  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  from  Bake  Havasu 
to  Ormo  Ham  or  suitable  alternative?  which  system  shall 
have  a  capacity  of  not  less  than  three  thousand  cubic  feet  per 
second-?  -(3)-  Ormo  Ham  and  Reservoir  and  power 
plant  or  suitable  alternative-?  -f3f  Buttes  Ham  and 
which  shall  he  so  operated  as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of 
any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  Bivcr  as  those 
rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the  United 
States  Histriet  Court  for  the  Bistrict  of  Arizona  on  June  39? 
1935?  in  United  States  against  Bda  Valley  Irrigation  His¬ 
triet  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Humber  99)-?  -(4f  Hooker 
Ham  and  Boscrvoir  which  shall  he  constructed  to  an  initial 
capacity  of  ninety-eight  thousand  acre  feet  and  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  permit  subsequent  enlargement  of  the  structure 
-(to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  -(if  of  this 
section ;  f5f  Charleston  Ham  and  Bcservoir;  f9f  Tucson 
aqueducts  and  pumping  plants-?  -(7f  Salt  Gila  aqueduct ;  f8f 
canals?  regulating  facilities?  hydroelectric  powerplants?  and 
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eleetrieal  transmission  facilities ;  -{ft)-  related  water  distrii 
ties  and  drainage  works ;  and  -{40)-  appurtenant  works? 

-fb)  (4  )-  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  non  Federal  interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal 
generating  powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shah 
acquire  the  right-  to  such  portion  of  the  capacity-  of  such 
plenty  including  delivery  of  power  and  energy  over  ap¬ 
purtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 
delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection 
with  the  central  Arizona  project?  Power  and  energy  ac¬ 
quired  thereunder  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by 
the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  connection  with  the 
central  -Arizona  project.  The  agreement  shah  prevbhy  among 
other  things,-  that — 

-{!)-  The  -United  States  shah  pay  not  more  than 
that  portion  of  the  total  construction  eosty  exclusive  of 
interest  during  construction,-  of  the  powerplant,  and  of 
any  switchyards  and  transmission  facilities  serving 
the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios  of 
the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United 
States  therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities-? 
The  Secretary  shah  make  the  Federal  portion  of  sueh 
costs  available  to  the  non  Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  periody  including  the  period  of 
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tion  of  designs  and  specifications j  in  snefi  installments 
as  will  facilitate  a  timely  eenstractien  seliednlc ; 

fiif  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  eostsy  in¬ 
cluding  prevision  for  depreciation  -(except  as  to  depre- 
eiation  on  tfee  pro  rata  share  of  construction  cost  borne 

1~>TT  f|l  A  4  n  111  TTH  t]~>  tl~>  f\  f  Al*A  /VAl  A» 

t jy  1 11U  TTmtUtt  ntttttTo  xxl  cieUuTucli leU  V  V  4  til  tllU 

subdivision  -(if  shall  he  prorated  between  the  bruited 
States  and  the  non-F cderal  interests  on  the  basis  of  the 

vp  ti  aq  s\  r\  toyni  in  o  r]  i  o  nnPo  fl~i  o  f  ava  r*r m  v>  mvK_ 

TTitlUo  UvtvJl  111111LU  ill  tlLUvi  UUllvU  Vv  1 1 1 1  lllU  1U1  42  UUl^  o LI  U 

division  -(iff 

-(iiif  The  United  States  shah  he  given 
credit  for  any  interests  in  -Federal  lands 
by  the  -Department  of  the  Interior  that  are  made  avail  ■ 
fib  1  c  f or  tii c  powerplant  fin d  aj)joui  tcn^xnccs. 

-(ef  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Uongrcss, 
water  from  the  central  Arizona  project  shall  not  he  made 
a-vadablc  direetly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not 
having  a  recent  irrigation  history  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  except  in  the  ease  of  Indian  lands,-  national  wildlife 
refuges,'  andy  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State- 
administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

fdf  (l)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  central  Arizona  project  within  the  State  of 
-Arizona  may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it 
is  neeessarv  to  effect  repaymenty  he  pursuant  to  master  eon- 
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tracts  with  organizations  -which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  bound  - 
ariesr  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other 
arrangements  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water 
from  the  central  Arizona  project  avail  able  to  users  within  its 
boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary^  approval  and 
the  United  States  shall,-  if  the  Secretary  determines  snob 

this  Arcty  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to  snob 


contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user? 
The  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  -(Tf  shall  not  apply  to 
the  supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the 
boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation? 

'9)-  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9-fdf 
of  the  Reclamation  -Project  Act  of  -1939  -(49  U.S.G.-  485h 
-(d) )  with  respect  to  any  project,  contract  unit  or  irrigation 
block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more  than 
fifty  years ;  any  water  service  provided  pursuant  to  section 
9-(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  19-39  -(49  UrSAA 
485h-(e)-)  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a 
period  of  hfty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  a-t  an 
identical  price  per  acre  -foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Score- 


6 


1  toy  may 


e-j  and  long  term 


relating  to  irri- 


2  gatien  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available 

3  thereunder  may  he  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  mu- 

4  meipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  suck 

5  water  is  net  required  by  the  contractor  ter  irrigation  purposes. 

6  -f3f  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 

7  supply  under  the  central  Arizona  project  may  he  made  with 

8  out  regard  to  the  limitations  el  the  last  sentence  el  section 

9  4{ef  el  the  Reclamation  Rrejeet  Act  el  4030  -{43  4E&E 

10  4851i-(c) )  ;  may  provide  ler  the  delivery  el  such  water  at  an 

11  identical  priee  per  aere-loot  ler  water  el  the  same  elass  at 
1-  the  several  points  el  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
18  conduits ;  and  may  provide  ler  repayment  ever  a  period  el 
14  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  danse  -{4f  el  said  section  and 
4,4  ku=  the  delivery  el  water  ever  a  period  el  kfty  years  if  made 
46  pursuant  to  clause  -{A)-  thercol.- 

-fe)-  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under 

18  the  central  Arizona  project  shall  require  that  -{4)-  there  he 

19  in  effect  measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  el  the  Secretary, 

20  te  control  expansion  el  irrigation  Irem  aquifers  affected  by 

21  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  areaq  -(A)-  the  eanals  and 

22  distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  eonvcycd  alter 


23 

24 

25 


its  delivery  by  the  Enitcd  States  to  the  contractors  shall  he 
provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judg  ■ 
fftent  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses ;  -f3)-  ndtlicr 
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the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  ethers 
to  pump  ground  water  from  lands  located  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  ol  any  federal  reclamation  project  or  Irrigation 
district  receiving  water  from  the  eentral  Arizona  project  for 
any  use  ontside  such  federal  reclamation  project  or  irrigation 
distrietj  unless  the  Secretary  and  the  agency  or  organization 
operating  and  maintaining  seeh  federal  reclamation  project 
or  irrigation  district  shall  agree  or  shall  have  previously 
agreed  that  a  surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drain- 

n  0*0  ic,  av  c?  vo  Am  vr* /I _•  on  r]  /  A  \  r>  1 1  o  r«nlf  n r»i ]_  rn 1 1 i  o nml 

tl^ U  lo  vl  W  cl' O  X  v.  vU  y  ctiTtX  y  1  J  ctxl  111^  1  1 V-  IX 1  L  LH  til ^  111 lllllv  I  cl X 

and  industrial  waste  watery  return  flewy  seepagey  sewage 
effluenty  and  ground  water  leeated  in  or  flowing  from  eon- 
tractor-s  service  area  originating  or  resulting  from  -{if  waters 
contracted  for  from  the  eentral  -Arizona  project  or  -fh)- 
waters  stored  or  developed  hy  any  f ederal  reclamation 
project  are  reserved  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  United 
States  as  a  seuree  of  supply  for  the  serviee  area  of  the  eentral 
Arizona  project  or  for  the  service  area  of  the  f  ederal  rec¬ 
lamation  project,  as  the  ease  may  fee-f  Provided,  That  not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  clause  -{3j-  of  this  subseetiony 
the  agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste  watery  return 
flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent,-  and  ground  water  in  or  from 
any  such  federal  reclamation  project,-  may  also  he  pumped 
or  diverted  for  use  and  delivery  by  the  U nited  States  else¬ 
where  in  the  serviee  area  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  if 
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net  needed  fee  use  er  reuse  in  seek  -Federal  reclamation 


project? 

-(f)-  Fhe  Secretary  may  require  m  any  contract  under 
which  water  is  provided  from  the  central  -Arizona  project  that 
the  contractor  agree  te  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange 
for  er  in  replacement  ef  existing  supplies  from  sources  other 
than  the  main  stream?  Fhe  Secretary  shall  so  require  m  the 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila 
Fiver  systeny  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
users  of  water  from  the  Gda  Fiver  system  in  Aew  Mexico 
additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the 
conditions  specified  in  subsection  -(!)-  of  this  section-?  Fro- 
mded,  Fhat  such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  he  accom- 
phshed  without  economic  injury  er  cost  to  such  Arizona 


-(g)-  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main 
Gelerade  Fiver  water  for  the  central  Arizona  project;  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  users  winch  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream  water  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main 
stream  water;  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that  unit 
whieh  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources,-  but  only 
in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  ylelded.- 
-(h)-  In  the  operation  of  the  central  Arizona  project; 
the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


9 


New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Oik  River,-  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources,  in  amounts  that  wifi  permit 
consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not  to  e-xceed  an 
annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
eighteen  thousand  acre  feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation^ 
over  and  above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article 
4A  of  the  deeree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Arizona  against  California  -(370  U.S.-  310)-.  Such  in¬ 
creased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until  and  shall 
continue  only  so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water 


plished  in  accordance  with  this  Aety  in  quantities  s 
to  replace  any  diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such 
diversions  from  the  Gik  Rivop  its  tributaries  and  under 
ground  water  sourcesT  In  determining  the  amount  required 
for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  he  given  to  any 
differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved.  All  addi¬ 
tional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection  shall 
be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  J line  20y  1935y  in 
United  States  against  Cik  V-alley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  hhf  and  to  all  other  rights 


existing  on  the 


date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and 


S.  1004- 
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See?  The 


Arizona  to  water  from  the  09a  Itivery  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources,  and  shad  be  junior  thereto  and 
shad  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without  economic 
injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights? 

and  development  of  the  bsh 
and  -wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation 
opportunities  in  connection  with  the  central  Arizona  project 
works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  Act  shad  be  in  accordance 

xtti  t]>  Ql  All  Q  a£  A  Avnl  "Wf  O  ipp 

V v  1  111  T7 1 1  v"  U1  U  V  lolUllo  ux  til  v  _L  UlleTUl  V?  utl  1 


Act  -(70  Stab  24 df? 

Seo?  4?  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  re] 
capabdity  of  Indian  lands  within,-  under?  or  screed  by  the 
central  Arizona  project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to 
irrigation  of  Indian  lands  -(including  provision  of  water  for 

and  stock  water  uses}-  and  within  the 
capability  of  such  lands  shad  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  duly  4?  4-932-  -f47  Stub-  464)  ■,  and  such  costs  as  are 
beyond  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shad  be 


See?  b?  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of 
the  reimbursable  costs  of  the  central  Arizona  project  which 
are  properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shad  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  -Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
dseal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating 
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el  sack  pro:jeot7  en  tbe  basis  el  the  computed 
average  interest  rale  payable  by  Ike  Freasary  apen  its  eab 
standing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither 
due  aer  callable  fee  redentptieu  for  filteea  yearn  from  tbe 
date  el  issue? 

See.  6?  Abe  Secretary  ntay  undertake  programs  for 
water  salvage  aleag  aad  adjacent  te  tbe  main  stream  el  tbe 
Colorado  Elver  aad  ler  greaad  -water  recovery?  Sack  pro¬ 
grams  shah  be  consistent  witb  malateaaaee  el  a  reasonable 
degree  el  andistarbed  babltat  ler  ftsb  aad  wildble  ia  tbe 

O 

area?  as  determined  bv  tbe  Seeretarv? 

Se€.  7b  Eke  Upper  Colorado  Elver  Easla  land  estab¬ 
lished  aader  seetlea  5  el  tbe  Act  el  April  44y  4-956  -fob  Stab 
407) ;  sbab  be  reimbursed  tram  tbe  Colorado  Elver  dcvelop- 

ment  land  established  bv  seetlea  2  el  tbe  Eealder  Ganven 

*/  •/ 

■Project  Adjustment  Act  -fed  Stab  755)t  ler  ab  expenditures 
herctefore  er  hereafter  made  from  tbe  Upper  Go!  or  a  do  Eiver 
Easia  land  te  meet  deficiencies  la  generation  at  Hoover  Darn 
daring  tbe  filling  period  el  reservoirs  el  storage  anils  el  tbe 
Colorado  Eiver  storage  project  parse  ant  te  tbe  criteria  for 
tbe  filling  el  Glen  Canyon  Eeserveir  -(27-  Fed;  Eeg?  6854,- 
drdy  49j  1963) .  For  this  purpose  $-500,000  for  each  year 
el  operation  el  Hoover  Ham  aad  powcrplanty  commencing 
with  tbe  enactment  el  this  Aety  shall  be  transferred  from 


tbe  Colorado  Eiver  development  land  te  tbe  Upper  Colorado 
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River  Basin  fundj  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to 
tbe  purposes  staled  in  section  2  (d)  of  tbe  Boulder  Ganyon 
Project  Adjustment  Aeb  until  sueb  reimbursement  is  acoom- 
plished?  Bo  tbe  e-xtent  that  any  deficiency-  in  sueb  reim¬ 
bursement-  remains  as  of  June  4 T  4-9-&7-  tire  amount  of 


tbe  remaining  deficiency  slatil  then  be  transferred  to 
tbe  Bppcr  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues 
derived  from  tbe  sale  of  electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover 
Bam. 

Sei-'t  £7  Nothing  in  tbis  Act  sbab  be  construed  to  alter, 
amendy  rcpcafi  modify,-  or  be  in  conflict  witb  tbe  provisions  of 
tbe  Colorado  River  Compact  -(4b  Stab  405-7 ) ,  tbe  Bpper 
Colorado  Rriver  Basin  compact  -(-03  Stab  34)-j  tbe  water 
treaty  of  4044  witb  tbe  Bnitcd  Mexican  States  -(Treaty 
Series  0-94)  tbe  decree  entered  by  tbe  Supreme  Court  of  tbe 
B-nited  States  in  Arizona  against  California,  and  others  -(-376 
4ASt  340}t  ory  except  as  otherwise  provided  b e-rein,  tbe 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  -(4b  Stab  4057)-,  tbe  Boulder 
Canyon  Project.  Adjustment  Act  -(b4  Stab  7-71)  or  tbe  Colo¬ 
rado  River  River  Storage  Project  Act  -(70  Stab  40b)  7 
Sb0:  Or  Bbe  Secretary  is  directed  to— 

-(a)-  make  reports  as  to  tbe  annual  consumptive 
uses  and  losses  of  -water  from  tbe  Colorado  River  system 
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after  each  successive  five-year  period?  keginning  wkh 
tke  five-year  period  starting  on  October  4?  4965.  Suck 
reports  skak  ke  prepared:  in  consultation:  with  tke  {States 
of  tke  lower  basin  individually  and  witk  tke  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  -River  Commission,  and  skak  be  transmitted  to  tke 
President,-  tke  Congress,  and  to  tke*  Governors  of  cock 
State  signatory  to  tke  Colorado  River  eompaet-j 

-(b)-  condition  all  eontraets  for  tke  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  tke  drainage  basin  of  tke  Colorado  -River 
system  upon  tke  availability  of  water  under  tke  Colorado 
River  eompaetr 

Seer  44b  -(a)-  Tke  Secretary  skak  propose  criteria  for 
tke  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  tke  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  under  tke  authority  of  tke  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Aet  and  tke  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act?  consistent  with  tke  provisions  of  those  statutes,  tke 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Aet?  tke  Colorado  -River 
compact,-  tke  Upper  Colorado  River  eompaet  and  tke  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  -Treaty.  To  effect  in  port  tke  purposes  expressed 
in  this  parargaph,  tke  criteria  skak  make  prevision  for  tke 
storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  tke  Colorado  River  stor¬ 


age  project  end  releases  of  water  from  Bake  Powell  in  tke 
following  listed  order  of  priority : 
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-(4-)-  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described 
in  article  IH-fc)  of  tire  Colorado  River  compact;  if  any  such 
and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper 


-(2)-  Releases  to  comply  with  article  III  (d)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compaot.- 

-(d)-  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  speci¬ 
fied  in  clauses  -(d)-  and  -(2)-  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent 
that  the  Secretary;  after  consultation  with  the  dipper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three  low¬ 
er  division  States  and  taking  into  consideration  all  relevant 
factors  -(including;  but  not  limited  tfg  historic  streamflews; 
the  most  critical  period  of  record;  and  probabilities  of  water 
supply)^  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  de¬ 
liveries  under  clauses  -(d)-  and  -f2f  without  impairment  of 
annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
Colorado  River  compact  :•  -Provided,  dhat  water  not  so  re¬ 
quired  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from  -Labe  Roweik  -fi)- 
to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the 
lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  lid  (e)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact;  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made 
when  the  active  storage  in  Rake  Rowell  is  less  than  the 
aetive  storage  in  Rake  Read;  -fir)-  to  maintain;  as  nearly  as 
practicable;  active  storage  in  Rake  klead  equal  to  the  active 
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*&v,  in  -Late  -Powell,  and  -{iii)-  to  avoid  anticipated  spills 
Lem  Late  Powell.- 

-fh)-  £fot  later  than  July  47  4-96-8,  the  criteria  proposed 
m  ftceerdanee  with  the  foregoing  subsection  -(a}-  of  this 
section  shall  he  submitted  to  the  Governors  el  the  seeen 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  ether  parties  and 
agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
review  and  eomment-  After  leeeipt  ef  eemments  en  the 
proposed  criteria?  hut  not  later  than  January  4?  4969,  the 
Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance 
with  this  section  and  publish  the  same  in  the  -Federal 
Register.  Beginning  January  4?  497-0j  and  yearly  tit  ere  ■ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to 
the  Governors  of  the  Colorado  River  -Basin  States  a  report 
describing  the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria 
for  the  preceding  compact  water  year  and  the  projected 
operation  for  the  current  year?  As  a  result  of  actual  oper¬ 
ating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secre 
tary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve 
the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  -{af  of  this  section?  hut 
only  after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  appropriate  consultation 
with  sueh  State  representatives  as  each  Governor  may 
designate? 
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Aet  shall  he 


7-  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 


iiiiili  fli  a  l~Aro  (Tm  11  OP 
VV  1 T7TT  t7llt7  IUI  C  i'  U111L? 


44t  -(a)-  Rights  ol  the  upper  basin  to  the  eon- 
nse  ol  water  apportioned  to  tha>t  has-in  from  the 
River  system  hy  the  Colorado  River  compact 
shall  not  he  reduced  or  prejudiced  hy  any  use  ol  sueh  water 
in  the  lower  hasim 

/  1  j  \  "jV/vf-li  1  •!->  ry  ill  hli  1  o  \  of  C'lvn  1 1  1  lA  Q  All  C1  f  1*11  O  /I  OA  £1X1  f  A 

y  I  /  J  1\  v*  hi  1 1 1 1^  ITT  Vlllo  Ill'll  ollclll  }J  U  "Ulloll  111  U  DV  at?  11/ 

impah7  eon-diet  with7  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 
powers  ol  the  Rpper  Colorado  River  Commission? 

See?  hSr  hhcept  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  AeR 

Arizona  project,  the  Secretary  shall  he  governed  hy  the 
Rederal  reclamation  laws  (Act  ol  hone  h77  R)0R;-  hh  Stat? 
hS8  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  he  deemed  a  st 

Sees  Rh  -(a)-  All  terms  used  in  this  Aet  which  are 
defined  in  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  mean¬ 
ings  there  defined? 

-(h)-  ‘Alain  stream”  means  the  main  stream  ol  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  downstream  from  Ree  Rerry  within  the  Rnitcd 
Statcs7  including  the  reservoirs  thereem 

-(c)-  “Rscr”  or  wester  nser^  in  relation  to  main  stream 
water  in  the  lower  hasm  means  the  United  Statcs7  or  any 
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av  1  a  Q'o  1  011  All  f  1  f  1  rfv/l  ini/1  Av  fl  l  A  /I  A^'VAA  aI  1  \  ^si  l _ 

JL ) U-L  owl  1  UI  Lll tl y  L  11  tJ  11 1  vl  lUlvlvl  HI U  l.lvL'l  v U  UI  tJrru  IJIL 

pranc  Court  of  the  United  Stales  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia?  and  others  -{3-7-6  U.S.  340) ,  to  nso  main  stream 
■water  when  available  thereunder? 

-fd)-  “Aetive  storage---  means  that  amonnt  ot  water  in 


of 
Utah? 


reservoir  storage,-  exclusi¥e  of  bank  storage?  whieli  ean  he 
released  through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works? 

-fe)-  “Colorado  -River  Basin  States1-  means  the 
Arizona-,  California?  Colorado?  Nevada?  New1 
and  Wyoming? 

Sec.  44?  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
out  of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not 
ated,  sueh  sums  as  may  be  required  to  earry  out  the  purposes 


of  this  Aetr 

Section  1.  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Central 
Arizona  Project  Act'' . 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation 
water  and  municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water-deficient 
areas  of  Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct 
diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  generation  of  electric  power 
and  energy,  control  of  floods,  conservation  and  development 
of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of  recreation 
opportunities,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary  ’ )  shall 
S.  1004 - 3 
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1  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 

2  consisting  of  the  following  principal  works:  (1)  a  system 

3  of  main  conduits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and 

4  pumping  plants  ( Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping 

5  plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu 

6  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall 

7  have  a  capacity  of  not  less  than  three  thousand  cubic  feet  per 

8  second;  (2)  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping 

9  plant  or  suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir, 

10  which  shall  be  so  operated  as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of 

11  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those 

12  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the  United 

13  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
11  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  Dis- 
15  trict  and  others  ( Globe  Equity  Numbered  59 ) ;  (4)  Hooker 

10  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a 

11  manner  as  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (f), 
(g),  and  (h)  of  this  section;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Res- 

19  ervoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt- 

20  Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities,  hydroelectric 
power  plants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9)  re- 

22  lated  water  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  ap- 

9o 

°  purtenant  works:  Provided,  That  for  a  period  of  27  years 
-"1  from  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  in  any  year  in  which,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  will  be  insufficient  main 
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stream  Colorado  River  water  to  satisfy  the  consumptive  uses 
of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand ,  four  million  four 
hundred  thousand,  and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  respectively,  diversions 
for  the  said  purposes  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be 
so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water  in  quantities 
sufficient  to  provide  for  the  aggregate  annual  consumptive 
use  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  the 
State  of  California.  Except  as  to  the  terms  and  provisions 
of  this  priority,  the  rights  of  Arizona  under  the  decision  in 
Arizona  against  California  (373  U.S.  546)  are  not  affected., 
abridged,  or  impaired.  The  terms  “ consumptive  use”  and 
(imain  stream”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  have  the  meanings 
assigned  to  those  terms  in  the  decree  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia,  dated  March  9,  1964  (376  U.S.  340). 

(b)(1)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  non-F ederal  interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal 
generating  powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall 
acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of  the  capacity  of  such 
plant,  including  delivery  of  power  and  energy  over  ap¬ 
purtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 
delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection 
with  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  Power  and  energy  ac¬ 
quired  thereunder  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by 
the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  connection  with  the 
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1  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  agreement  shall  provide, 

2  among  other  things,  that — 
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(i)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction  cost,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  interest  during  construction,  of  the  powerplant, 
and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission  facilities  serv¬ 
ing  the  United  States ,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United 
States  therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities. 
The  Secretary  shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such 
costs  available  to  the  non-F ederal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,  including  the  period  of  prepara¬ 
tion  of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  installments 
as  will  facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule,  but  no 
funds  other  than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  until  he  determines 
that  adequate  contractual  arrangements  are  in  effect 
covering  water  and  fuel  supplies  for  the  thermal  generat¬ 
ing  powerplant; 

(ii)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  provisions  for  depreciation  ( except  as  to  depre¬ 
ciation  on  the  pro  rata  share  of  construction  cost  borne 
by  the  United,  Stales  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
subdivision  (i) )  shall  be  apportioned  between  the  United 
States  and  the  non-F  ederal  interests  on  an  equitable 
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basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (i )  ; 

(Hi)  The  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate 
credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal  lands  administered 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  are  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  power plant  and  appurtenances ; 

(iv)  Costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under 
subdivisions  (i)  and  (ii)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest 
and  interest  during  construction,  (b)  financing  charges, 
( c)  franchise  fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be 
specified  in  the  agreement. 

(2)  The  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  located  in  Arizona, 
and  if  it  is  served  by  water  diverted  from  the  drainage  area 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  consumptive 
use  of  water  in  connection  therewith  shall  be  charged  against 
the  apportionment  to  Arizona  made  by  article  111(a)  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31) 
and  such  use  shall  not  increase  Arizona's  entitlement  to  con¬ 
sumptive  use  under  said  compact. 

(c)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress, 
water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made 
available  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not 
having  a  recent  irrigation  history  as  determined  by  the  Sec- 
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retary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands ,  national  wildlife 
refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State- 
administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(d)(1)  Irrigation  arid  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of 
Arizona  may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it 
is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  he  pursuant  to  master  con¬ 
tracts  with  organizations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  bound¬ 
aries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other 
arrangements  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within  its 
boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary  s  approval  and 
the  United  States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such 
action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to  such 
contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user . 
The  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to 
the  supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the 
boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d) 
of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h 
W)  with  respect  to  any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation 
block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more  than 
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fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pursuant  to  section 
9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(e))  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a 
period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an 
identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to  irri¬ 
gation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available 
thereunder  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  mu¬ 
nicipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such 
water  is  not  required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section 
9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(c) ) ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an 
identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
conduits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of 
fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and 
for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

(e)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be 
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in  effect  measures ,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary , 
to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from  aquifers  affected  by 
irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and 
distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after 
its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  be 
provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judg¬ 
ment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3) 
neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  per¬ 
mit  others  to  pump  ground  water  from  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside  said 
contractor  s  service  area,  unless  the  Secretary  and  such  con¬ 
tractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  re¬ 
quired.  Such  contracts  shall  be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the 
satisfaction  of  all  existing  contracts  between  the  Secretary 
and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore  made  pursuant  to  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057). 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under 
which  water  is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that 
the  contractor  agree  to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange 
for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  supplies  from  sources  other 
than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila 
River  system,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
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1  users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico 

2  additional  quantities  of  ivater  as  provided  in  and  under  the 

3  conditions  specified  in  subsection  (h)  of  this  section:  Pro - 

4  vided,  That  such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  he  ac- 

5  complished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  such  Arizona 

6  contractors. 

7  (9)  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream 

8  Colorado  River  ivater  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as 

9  determined  by  the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
10  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream  water  sup - 
44  plied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main 
42  stream  water,  as  against,  other  users  supplied  by  that  project 
4°  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  only 

-j  4 

*  in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  Centred  Arizona  Project, 
the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in 

17  New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 

18  and  underground  water  sources,  in  amounts  that  will  permit 
49  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not  to  exceed  an 
20  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
24  eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation, 
22  over  and  above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article 
2o  IV  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 

24  in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340).  Such  in- 

25  creased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until  and  shall 
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continue  only  so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado  Fiver  water 
to  downstream  Gila  Fiver  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accom¬ 
plished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient 
to  replace  any  diminution  of  tlieir  supply  resulting  f  rom  such 
diversions  from  the  Gila  Fiver,  its  tributaries  and  under¬ 
ground  water  sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required 
for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any 
differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved.  All  addi¬ 
tional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection  shall 
be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in 
United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights 
existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and 
Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  Fiver,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  ivater  sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and, 
shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without  economic 
injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

(i)  For  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  no  water  from  the  projects  authorized  by 
this  Act  shall  be  delivered  to  any  water  user  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of  any  basic  agricultural 
commodity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
or  any  amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of  such  com- 


1  modity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop 

2  would  normally  be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply 

3  as  defined  in  section  301  (b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

4  ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  unless  the  Secretary  of 

5  Agriculture  calls  for  an  increase  in  production  of  such 

6  commodity  in  the  interest  of  national  security. 

7  (j)  The  Secretary  shall  integrate  the  Dixie  project,  here- 

8  tofore  authorized,  into  the  repayment  arrangement  and  par- 

9  tidpation  in  the  Development  Fund  established  by  section  5 

10  of  this  Act  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

11  Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish 

12  and  wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation 

13  opportunities  in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project 

14  works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance 

15  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 

16  Act  (79  Stat.  213). 

17  Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment 

18  capability  of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  the 

19  Central  Arizona  Project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to 

20  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision  of  water  for 

21  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and  within  the 

22  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 

23  Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  as  are 

24  beyond  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreim- 

25  bursable. 
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Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate  fund 
in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  known  as  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereafter 
called  the  “Development  Fund” ),  which  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  as  hereafter  provided,  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  2  of  this  Act,  and  to  be  expended 
or  applied  in  connection  with  water  conservation  and  de¬ 
velopment  for  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  as  may  here¬ 
after  be  prescribed  by  the  Congress. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  aforesaid  provisions  of  section  2,  and  such  proj¬ 
ects  as  are  hereafter  authorized  by  the  Congress  for  water 
conservation  and  development  for  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin,  shall  be  credited  to  the  Development  Fund  as  advances 
from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  and  shall  be  available 
for  such  purposes. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  Development 
Fund — 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  the  works  and  facilities  authorized  pursuant 
to  section  2  and  hereafter  authorized  in  furtherance  of 
the  purposes  of  this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission, 
and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  proceeds  received 
from  recreation  concessionaires) ;  and 

(2)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon 
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and  Parker-Davis  projects  which,  after  completion  of 
repayment  requirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  requirements  of  those  projects:  Provided, 
however,  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  continue  the  in-lieu-of -taxes  payments  to  the  States 
of  Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2(c) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so  lony 
as  revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder 
C anyon  Project. 

(3)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie,  located  in 
the  States  of  N evada  and  Arizona  which,  after  comple¬ 
tion  of  repayment  requirements  of  the  said  part  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona,  are  surplus,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  requirements  of  said  portion  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  and  re¬ 
lated  facilities. 

(d)  All  revenues  collected  and  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  available,  without 
further  appropriation,  for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
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and  replacements  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for , 
all  facilities  of  the  project  within  such  separate  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  he  included  in  annual  appropriation  Acts; 

(2)  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  section  8  of 
this  Act; 

(3)  payments  as  required  by  subsection  (f)  of  this 
section;  and 

(4)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State 
of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution 
of  the  production  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge 
Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  be¬ 
tween  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  as 
set  forth  in  section  2  of  this  Act. 

( e )  Bevenues  credited  to  the  Development  Fund  shall 
not  be  available  for  construction  of  the  works  authorized 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act  except  on  appropriation  by 
the  Congress. 

(f)  Bevenues  in  the  Development  Fund  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  (1), 
(2),  and  (4)  of  section  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  the  project  or  separable  feature 
thereof,  authorized  pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act 
which  are  allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  pursuant  to 
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this  Act,  within  a  'period  not  exceeding  fifty  years  from 

2  the  date  of  completion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable 

3  feature,  exclusive  of  any  development  period  authorized 

4  by  law ;  and 

5  (2)  interest  ( including  interest  during  construction ) 

6  on  the  unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  com- 

7  mercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  sup- 

8  ply  features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 

9  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 

10  visions  of  subsection  ( g)  of  this  section,  and  interest 

11  due  shall  be  a  first  charge. 

42  ( g)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the 

13  reimbursable  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  are 

14  properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 

15  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be  determined 

16  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of 
11  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initial¬ 
ly  ing  construction  of  such  project,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed 

19  average  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  out- 

20  standing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither 

21  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the 

22  date  of  issue. 

35  (h)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the 

24  Congress  annually  for  all  operations  financed  by  the  develop- 

25  ment  fund. 
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Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  programs  for 
water  salvage  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  and  for  ground  water  recovery.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  shall  he  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable 
degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the 
area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  projects,  Colorado,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43 
U.S.C.  620),  and  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning 
reports  on  other  participating  projects,  subsection  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  deleting  the 
words  “Pine  River  extension ”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  words  “Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  San  Miguel”.  Section  2  of  said  Act  is  hereby  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Par shall,  Troublesome, 
Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek,  East 
River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  ex¬ 
tension,  Animas-La  Plata” ,  and  inserting  after  the  words 
“Yellow  Jacket”  the  words  “ Basalt ,  Middle  Park  (includ¬ 
ing  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure  units) ,  Upper 
Gunnison  (including  the  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomi- 


1  chi  Creek  units),  Lower  I  am  pa  (including  the  Juniper  and 

2  Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Yarnpa  (including  the  II  ay- 

3  den  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)”,  and  by  inserting 

4  after  the  word  “Sublette”  the  words  “(including  the  Kendall 

5  Reservoir  on  Green  River  and  a  diversion  of  water  from  the 

6  Green  River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming), 

7  Uintah  unit  and  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  central  Utah,  San 
3  Juan  County  (Utah),  Price  River,  Grand  County  (Utah), 
9  Ute  Indian  unit  extension  of  the  central  Utah,  Gray  Canyon, 

10  and  Juniper  (Utah)”.  The  amount  which  section  12  of  said 

11  Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further  increased 
by  the  sum  of  $ 360,000,000  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if 
any,  as  may  be  required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construc- 
tion  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indexes  applicable 

15  to  the  type  of  construction  involved.  This  additional  sum  shall 
1(5  be  available  solely  for  the  construction  of  the  projects  herein 
1^  authorized. 

(b)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project 
I9  shall  be  constructed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance 
with  the  engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Secre- 
21  tary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  May  4,  1966,  and 
printed  as  House  Document  436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress: 

90 

Provided,  That  the  project  construction  of  the  Animas-La 
24  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken 
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1  until  and  unless  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico 

2  shall  have  ratified  the  following  compact  to  which  the  consent 

3  of  Congress  is  hereby  given: 

4  “Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

5  “ The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico, 

6  in  order  to  implement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 

7  Federal  Reclamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  pro- 

8  posed  participating  project  under  the  Colorado  River  Stor- 

9  age  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105),  and  being  moved  by  consid- 

10  erations  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 

11  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the  follow- 
12,  ing  articles: 

13  “  Article  1 

14  “A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado  and 

15  New  Mexico  from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems, 

16  including  return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas 

17  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico  under  the  Animas- 

18  La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of 

19  equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of  the 

20  Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for 

21  that  project,  providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within 

22  the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state  by  articles  III  and 

23  XL  V  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  ( 63 

24  Stat.  31). 

25  “ft.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  (a) 
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1  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 

2  shall  not  be  construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

3  “Article  II 

4  This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory 
o  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each  of 

6  the  signatory  States .” 

7  (c)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata, 

8  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and 

9  Seedskadee  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  stor- 

10  age  project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acreage  for  which 

11  any  single  ownership  may  receive  project  water  at  one  hun- 

12  dred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof, 

13  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

14  ( d)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations ”  con- 

15  tained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that  section  of  Senate  Docu- 

16  Tnent  A  umbered  80,  Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session, 

17  entitled  Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities  and 
13  Auxiliary  F eatures shall  mean  and  refer  to  the  appropria- 
19  tion  heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Moun- 
"0  tain  Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  Fed- 

21  eral  reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and  the  Secretary  is 

22  directed  to  act  in  accordance  with  such  meaning  and  refer- 

23  cnee.  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines  and 

24  observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i),  and  does  not 
2'^  in  any  way  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising 
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under  said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  8.  The  Upper  Colorado  Diver  Basin  fund  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat. 
107) ,  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774),  for  all  expenditures 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam 
during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 
the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851, 
July  19,  1962).  For  this  purpose  $ 500,000  for  each  year 
of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing 
with  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred  from 
the  Colorado  River  development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to 
the  purposes  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accom¬ 
plished.  To  the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reim¬ 
bursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of 
the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues 
derived  from  the  sale  of  electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover 
Dam. 
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Sec.  9.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  construed  to  alter , 
amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  he  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Colorado  River  compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  water 
treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States  ( Treaty 
Series  994),  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  and  others  (376 
U.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774),  or  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105). 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

( a)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive 
uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
after  each  successive  five-year  period,  beginning  with 
the  five-year  period  starting  on  October  1,  1965.  Such 
reports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the  bene¬ 
ficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 
Specific  figures  on  quantities  consumptively  used  from 
the  major  tributary  streams  flowing  into  the  Colorado 
River  shall  also  be  included  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 
Such  reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with  the 
States  of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to 
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the  President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors  of  each 
State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  compact; 

(h)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  upon  the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado 
River  compact. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for 
the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  those  statutes,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the  Colorado  River 
compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact  and  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed 
in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  stor¬ 
age  project  arid  releases  of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the 
following  listed  order  of  priority: 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described 
in  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  if  any  such 
deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper 
division. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  IJl(d)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  sped- 
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1  fied  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent 

2  that  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colo - 

3  rado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three  low- 

4  er  division  States  and  takiny  into  consideration  all  relevant 

5  factors  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic  stream  flows, 
8  the  most  critical  period  of  recor'd,  and  probabilities  of  water 

7  supply),  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  de- 

8  liveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impairment  of 

9  annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
10  Colorado  River  compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  re- 

41  quired  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i) 

42  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the 

13  lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e)  of  the 

14  Colorado  River  compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made 

15  when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the 

16  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as 

17  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active 

18  storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (Hi)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills 

19  from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  criteria  proposed 

21  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this 

22  section  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 

23  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other  parties  and 

24  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
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review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  hut  not  later  than  January  1,  1969,  the 
Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance 
with  this  section  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1970,  and  yearly  there¬ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to 
the  Governors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report 
describing  the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria 
for  the  preceding  compact  water  year  and  the  projected, 
operation  for  the  current  year.  As  a  result  of  actual  oper¬ 
ating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secretary 
may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve  the  pur¬ 
poses  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after 
correspondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado 
River  Basin  States  and  appropriate  consultation  with  such 
State  representatives  as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  shall  be  administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
criteria. 

Sec.  12.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  by  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall 
not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water  in 
the  lower  basin. 
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1  (b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to 

2  impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 

3  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

4  Sec.  13.  Pail  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat. 

5  1063;  16  U.S.C.  791a-823 )  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the 

6  reach  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake  Mead  and  the 

7  present  western  boundary  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National 

8  Park  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

9  Sec.  14.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act  in 

10  constructing ,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  Central  Ari- 

11  zona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal 

12  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388  and 

13  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto)  to  which 

14  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement. 

15  Sec.  15.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  which  are  de- 

16  fined  in  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  meanings 

17  there  defined. 

18  (b)  “ Main  stream ”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo- 

19  rado  River  downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United 

20  States,  including  the  reservoirs  thereon. 

21  (c)  “User”  or  “water  user ”  in  relation  to  main  stream 

22  water  in  the  lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any 

23  person  or  legal  entity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su- 

S.  1004 - 6 
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1  preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali- 

2  fornia,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main  stream 

3  water  when  available  thereunder. 

4  (d)  “ Active  storage ”  means  that  amount  of  water  in 

5  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be 

6  released  through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

7  (e)  “ Colorado  River  Basin  States ”  means  the  States  of 

8  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  Neiv  Mexico,  Utah, 

9  and  Wyoming. 

10  Sec.  16.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

11  for  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  including 

12  prepayment  for  power  generation  and  transmission  facilities, 

13  but  exclusive  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non- 

14  Indian  lands,  $ 768,000,000  (October  1963  prices)  plus 

15  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by 

10  reason  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indi- 

11  cated  by  engineering  cost  indexes  applicable  to  the  types  of 
13  construction  involved  herein,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000,000 

19  for  construction  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for 

20  non-Indian  lands  and,  in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as  may 

21  be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 
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SENATE 

16.  PqOD.  Passed  as  reported  S»  2138,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Surgeon  General  to  provide  food  and  medical  services  on  an  emergency 
bas\s.  This  bill  had  been  reported  Aug.  1  during  adjournment  (S.  Scot  467} 
pp.  s^0543,  S10548-8 

17.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  80-4,  with  amendments  H.  R.  10196,  the/Labor  and 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  appropriation  bill.  This  bil^/had  been  reported 
Aug.  1  during  adjournment  (S.  Rept.  469).  Conferees  were  appointed,  dd 
S10651-10715  , 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  1296,  providing/authorizations  for 
the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration,  pp,  S10578-80 

A  Subcommitteexjf  the  Appropriations  Committee  app/oved  for  full  committee 
consideration  with  amendments  H.  R.  10738,  the  defense  appropriation  bill, 
p.  D670  x  7 

18.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  EllendOr  inserted  an  article  by  Secretary  Freeman,  "Malthus, 
Marx,  and  the  North  America  Breadbasket,"  in/Ghich  he  discusses  "food  pro¬ 
duction  and  its  effect  upon\international  relaxations."  pp.  S 10582-5 


19,  RECLAMATION,  Passed  as  reported  S.  1251,  bo  make  certain  reclamation  project 
expenses  nonreimbursable,  pp.  S105  38  -  9 / 

Passed  as  reported  S.  862,  forkiddibg  Federal  participation  in  irrigation 
projects  under  the  Small  Reclamatioh/Projects  Act  until  30  days  after  a  pro¬ 
ject  has  been  submitted  to  Congress*  \This  bill  had  been  reported  on  Aug.  1 
during  adjournment  (S.  Rept.  468)/  ppV  S 10543-5 

Began  consideration  of  S.  1004,  authorizing  construct roi 
the  Central  Arizona  project.  Sen.  Jackson  inserted  certain  financial  data 
relating  to  this  bill.  pp.  S10620-1,  S10720-V?> 


.  DIAN  LANDS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  285,  to  ai^ow  long-term  leasing  of  res¬ 

tricted  Indian  lands  for/public,  religious,  educational,  recreational,  resi- 
ential,  business,  farming  or  grazing  purposes,  p»n.  S10542-3 

21.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Kenned^,  N.  Y.,  commended  and  insertedStestiraony  by  Sen.  Mondale 

before  the  Housing  .Subcommittee ,  S.  Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  on  pro¬ 
posed  legislation/to  provide  mo derate -income  families  with  opportunity  to  pur¬ 
chase  housing  anQ.  to  establish  a  revolving  Federal  fund  tta  aid  nonprofit 
sponsors  in  the  effort  to  meet  the  housing  needs  of  the  urh^n  poor.  pp. 

Sen.  Scobt  inserted  his  testimony  on  his  proposal  to  develop  comprehensive 
planning  Ln  housing  programs  as  well  as  other  community  goals.  \pp.  S10622-3 

22.  POVERTY./  Sen,  Javits  inserted  several  magazine  articles  prese _ ^ 

and  analyzing  the  various  programs  carried  on  under  the  provisions 
Economic  Opportunity  Act.  pp.  S10624-8 


S10591- 


debating, 
the 


23.  TAX  SHARING.  Sen.  Javits  commended  and  inserted  a  statement  to  the  Fisca\  Poli¬ 
cy  Subcommittee,  Jt.  Economic  Committee,  by  Dr.  Walter  Heller,  former  Chairman 
of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  entitled  "Questions  and  Answers  on  Revenue 
Sharing."  pp.  S10632-5 


24\ AGRICULTURAL  EXPORTS.  Sen.  Carlson  inserted  a  statement  by  the  National  Farmers 
Jnion  president  discussing  food  needs,  world  trade,  and  export  problems./  pp. 


10635-7 


INTERGOVERNMENT  RELATIONS.  Sen.  Mundt  inserted  a  speech  by  Sen.  Bakef  on  "The 
Future\of  Federalism,"  in  which  he  stated  that  he  strongly  favors  ji  program  of 
no-strings-attached  federal  revenue  sharing  as  the  centerpiece  of''  a  balanced 
program  tto  strengthen  federalism  as  state  and  local  governments/assume  more 
responsibility,  pp,  S10637-8 


26.  COMMITTEE  BUSINESS.  The  Agriculture  and  forestry  Committee/ordered  favorably 

reported  (but  djhd  not  actually  report)  without  amendment  J6.  2126,  to  make  newly 
acquired  farms  eligible  for  the  cropland  adjustment  program  under  certain  cir¬ 
cumstances;  and  wifch  amendment  S.  109,  prohibiting  discrimination  against  a 
producer  concerning  t\is  right  to  belong  to  an  association  of  producers;  S. 

1657,  authorizing  indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers  who  are  directed  to  re¬ 
move  their  milk  from  ma^skets  because  it  contains  certain  chemical  residues; 
and  S.  1550,  to  amend  the\Consolidated  Farmers  fyome  Administration  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  release  of  valueless  liens,  p.  D670 


POLLUTION.  Received  from  HEW  X.report  on  automotive  air  pollution,  and  from  the 
Interior  Department  a  report  on\manpower  ^nd  training  needs  in  water  pollution 
control;  to  Public  Works  Committee,  p.  8*10549 

Sen.  Cooper  inserted  an  editorial  cpfnmenting  on  the  air  pollution  control 
bill  which  the  Senate  passed  recently  "A  Business  Responsibility."  pp, 

S 10608-9 


28.  FAIR  HOUSING.  Sen.  Sparkman  annojCiced  hearings  to  begin  Aug.  21  on  S.  1358, 

the  proposed  Fair  Housing  Act  of  1967,  and\S.  2114,  to  supplement  the  financing 
of  homes  where  there  is  evidence  of  discriminatory  lending  practices.  Sen. 
Mondale  spoke  in  favor  of  t^fese  two  bills,  p^.  S10576-7 


29.  COSPONSORS.  Several  Senators  were  added  as  cosponsors  to  various  bills;  Sens. 

Thurmond  and  Jordan,  Id/ho,  to  S.  2097,  to  double Ncustom  duty  on  articles  a 
imported  from  communiac  countries  trading  with  Nort\  Vietnam,  and  S.  2098,  to  \j 
prohibit  the  export  tft  articles  to  Communist  countries  trading  with  North 
Vietnam;  and  12  Senators  were  added  to  S.  1796,  to  impose  quotas  on  the  im¬ 
portation  of  certain  textile  articles.  Sen.  Tower  addeuvhis  name  as  cosponsor 
to  several  bill/  and  inserted  a  statement  of  his  reasons  sor  this  action, 
pp.  S 10574-6 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


30.  OPINION  IJ0LL.  Rep.  Gathings  inserted  the  results  of  a  questionnaire  including 
items  at  interest  to  this  Department,  p.  A3910 


31.  WATE^  Rep.  Wydler  inserted  his  statement  on  the  future  water  needs  o\his  area 
ma4e  at  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  hearings  on  water  supply  problems.  \^>p, 
(3913-14 


3^4  MODEL  CITIES.  Extension  of  remarks  by  Rep.  Moorhead  expressing  concern  that 

the  House  "rejected"  the  model  cities  program  and  inserting  an  article  on  theN 


subject,  pp.  A3917-18 


33.  FOOD  STAMP.  Rep.  Fraser  inserted  a  newspaper  report  praising  the  food  stamp 
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duty',  and  in  properly  enforcing  the  laws  of 
the  community,  without  immediately  being 
surrounded  by  a  jeering,  threatening  mob 
«houting  “Police  brutality.’’  It  has  become 
virtually  a  pattern  throughout  the  country, 
ami  the  fuse  to  many  of  the  recent  riots  has 
beenvighited  by  an  arrest  properly  executed. 
What\s  going  to  happen  to  law  and  order  if 
the  community  is  unable,  through  its  prop¬ 
erly  constituted  authorities,  to  enforce  the 
law?  Anarohy  will  result.  Mob  rule  will  pre¬ 
vail.  Every  naan  will  be  a  law  unto  himself. 
And  every  man  will  arm  for  his  own  protec¬ 
tion  and  for  th\protection  of  his  own  family. 

“Society  basedSmn  the  rule  that  each  one 
is  a  law  unto  himself  would  soon  be  con¬ 
fronted  with  disorder  and  anarchy.”  (Justice 
Harlan,  U.S.S.C.)  \ 

No,  police  brutality  lA  not  the  cause  of  the 
unrest  sweeping  over  toe  Nation.  I  do  not 
condone  police  brutality,  Out  I  do  not  believe 
that  much  of  it  can  be  fonuid  to  exist. 

The  citizen  who  obeys  thXlaws  and  who 
conducts  himself  properly  wilnneed  have  no 
fear  of  police  brutality.  All  t«v  often,  the 
individual  who  charges  police  brutality  has 
been  guilty,  first,  of  breaking  the  \aw,  and 
then  of  resisting  the  officer  who  nuide  the 
arrest.  The  policeman  is  more  often  abused 
and  mistreated  than  is  the  person  who  sries 
“Police  brutality.”  \ 

Some  people  say  the  riots  result  from  tire 
slow  pace  of  integration  and  poor  educa¬ 
tional  facilities.  But  one  does  not  have  to 
have  an  integrated,  interracial  education  to 
have  a  good  education.  Otherwise,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  get  a  good  education  in 
many  European  schools  and  few  Americans, 
relatively  speaking,  would  have  had  a  good 
education  over  the  years. 

Moreover,  most  people  of  my  age  in  Amer¬ 
ica  can  remember  the  one-room  school,  the 
two-room  school,  the  school  without  running 
water  and  without  plumbing,  the  school  with 
a  Burnside  stove.  I  am  not  advocating  that 
we  go  back  to  that,  but  more  moneys  are 
being  spent  today,  and  rightly  so,  to  educate 
people  in  these  troubled  areas  than  were 
ever  spent  before. 

Of  course,  not  all  of  the  schools  in  the 
crowded  cities  are  the  best — no  one  would 
maintain  that  to  be  the  case — but  they  are 
rapidly  being  replaced  with  new  and  modern 
facilities,  and  even  the  oldest  and  worst  of 
the  city  schools  today  are  often  '  etter  than 
many  of  those  in  which  most  Americans  my 
age  and  older  acquired  their  education.  Yet, 
poor  school  facilities  were  never  heretofore 
considered  an  excuse  or  justification  for 
rioting. 

After  all,  it  is  not  the  school  so  much,  pery 
haps,  as  it  is  the  student  himself.  We  can 
only  provide  the  opportunity  for  an  educa¬ 
tion,  but  if  the  student  shows  no  inclination 
to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity,  Ire  will 
not  become  educated.  Education  ca/not  be 
administered  Ss  a  drug  through  a  hypodermic 
needle.  It  cannot  be  absorbed  by /osmosis.  It 
requires  effort.  And  many  peopjb  will  never 
put  forth  the  effort  to  learn /regardless  of 
how  modern  the  school  may /be. 

There  are  those  who  blame  the  riots  on 
poverty.  Yet,  poverty-stricken  white  Ameri¬ 
cans  outnumber  poverty-stricken  Negroes, 
but  white  Americans  Jiave  not  resorted  to 
violence  in  the  streets.  Moreover,  there  are 
millions  of  poor  LVgroes  in  America  today 
who  deplore  the  rials. 

If  poverty  wei/ an  excuse  for  rioting,  Abra¬ 
ham  Lincoln  vrould  have  been  the  Stokely 
Carmichael  of  his  day  and  Booker  T.  Wash¬ 
ington  woi/d  have  been  the  Floyd  McKis- 
sick  or  the  Rap  Brown  of  his  time. 

I  ren/mber  the  depression  of  the  early 
1930's/Thousands  of  men  and  women  and 
children  in  West  Virginia  were  inadequately 
clothed,  fed,  and  sheltered,  but  they  did  not 
attempt  to  take  the  law  into  their  own  hands. 
Ifegroes  and  white  saw  hunger  in  the  min¬ 
ting  communities,  but  they,  did  not  find  in 
this  an  excuse  to  burn  and  loot  and  destroy. 


The  mining  communities  where  I  lived  as  a 
boy,  and  during  my  early  adult  years,  were 
areas  of  grinding  poverty. 

I  have  seen  men  wearing  hemp  sacks 
around  their  feet  in  the  wintertime  because 
they  lacked  shoes.  I  have  seen  Christmases 
come  and  go  without  a  stick  of  candy  in 
many  a  home.  I  have  seen  children  without 
shoes  and  tables  without  food.  I  have  seen 
men  without  jobs,  and  I  have  seen  rat-in¬ 
fested  houses.  As  to  plumbing  fixtures,  there 
were  none.  Air  conditioning  was  unheard  of. 
Few  people  could  boast  of  owning  a  radio 
or  refrigerator,  and  fewer  still  possessed  an 
automobile. 

Yet,  these  poor  people,  as  a  general  rule, 
kept  their  floors  scrubbed  and  their  steps 
clean.  Here  and  there  they  planted  a  flower 
or  a  piece  of  shrubbery.  Their  few  bits  of 
clothing  were  washed  on  a  scrubboard  in  a 
No.  3  tub.  They  could  not  afford  the  luxury 
of  a  washing  machine.  Yet,  these  people, 
Negro  and  white,  were  law-abiding  citizens 
and  they  taught  their  children  to  obey  the 
law  and  to  respect  governmental  authority. 

People  tried  to  help  one  another  rather 
than  hurt  one  another.  People  sought  to  give, 
even  when  they  had  little  to  give,  instead 
of  taking  that  which  was  not  rightfully 
theirs.  And,  believe  it  or  not,  people  did  not 
have  to  lock  their  doors  at  nights  and  ba/ 
their  windows.  Nobody  ever  heard  of  homes 
being  burglarized,  of  women  being  rapedf  of 

Sold  men  being  knocked  to  the  ground'  and 
nobbed,  and  of  pockets  being  picked  iar  those 
communities.  / 

S&.  I  cannot  have  much  sympathy  with 
thoseWho  attempt  to  blame  th/riots  upon 
poverty*.  Strangely  enough,  nymy  of  these 
so-callecKpoverty-stricken  rioters  seem  to  be 
mainly  interested  in  looting  Vne  liquor  stores. 
According  tb  the  news  reports,  these  are  the 
establishments  that  are  Srst  looted. 

Some  woulcNyhave  i if  believe  that  these 
rioters  want  jooe.  I  happen  to  believe  that 
most  of  them  would  /lot  hit  a  lick  at  a  snake. 
They  are  allergic  16  work,  and  as  the  old 
saying  goes,  a  drop  orttheir  sweat  would  cure 
the  leprosy.  /  \ 

One  has  ordy  to  loo®*,  at  the  job  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  /the  Washington  Metropolitan 
area,  or  in /ny  other  cityTSp  see  that  many 
jobs  go  hogging  for  want  ol  people  to  fill 
them,  TAe  Eastern  PanhandlNp*  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  i/a  great  apple-growing  a  tea,  and  it  is 
but  a / few  miles  from  the  Nations  Capital. 
Yet/fruit  pickers  have  to  be  imported  every 
yyfr  to  help  harvest  West  Virginia\apples. 
WTiere  are  reported  to  be  between  7,000  and 

/8,000  individuals  in  the  city  of  Washington 
who  supposedly  constitute  the  hard  c^re 
unemployed,  and  yet,  heretofore,  it  has  beeu 
impossible  to  recruit  people  from  this  area* 
who  are  willing  to  travel  to  the  apple  orch¬ 
ards,  just- a  few  miles  away,  to  help  harvest 
the  fruit. 

<  Look  at  the  classified  section  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  newspapers  on  any  day  of  the  week, 
and  one  will  find  advertisement  after  ad¬ 
vertisement  calling  for  domestic  help.  Most 
of  these  domestics  can  get  $12  for  8  hours’ 
work  and  their  transportation  paid  and  lunch 
provided,  but  all  too  many  of  the  employable 
women  do  not  want  to  work,  and  so  the  jobs 
are  not  filled.  Many  of  these  people  would 
rather  draw  welfare  checks  than  go  to  work. 

Just  travel  a  dozen  blocks  from  the  Capi¬ 
tol  building,  in  any  one  of  three  directions, 
and  look  at  the  young,  defiant  hoodlums  who 
are  congregated  on  the  street  corners  and 
listen  to  their  vulgar  language,  and  you  will 
readily  understand  the  reluctance  of  em¬ 
ployers  to  give  them  jobs.  The  element  about 
which  I  speak  would  constitute  a  danger  to 
the  employer,  in  the  first  place,  and,  in  the 
second  place,  they  are  absolutely  untrust¬ 
worthy. 

When  a  man  heaves  a  brick  through  a 
store  window  and  makes  off  with  a  televi¬ 
sion  set  or  other  loot,  he  thereby  brands 
himself  as  an  irresponsible  individual  who  is 


not  worthy  of  employment  and  one  whom 
no  sensible  employer  would  want  to  hire; 

So,  where  these  so-called  “causes”  of  the 
riots  are  cited  again  and  again,  people  are 
just  not  thinking.  / 

In  a  degree,  however,  it  is  understandable 
that  the  rioters  would  harbor  the  idea  that 
they  have  a  vested  right  to  do  wrong  be¬ 
cause  they  have  sometimes  been  encouraged 
to  believe  this.  They  have  been  so  encour¬ 
aged  by  those  who  say  than  poverty  or  dis¬ 
crimination  or  lack  of  jobs,  et  cetera,  are  the 
causes  for  riots.  Public/officials,  if  they  are 
forced  by  recent  events  to  deplore  the  riots, 
often  do  so  in  one/ sentence,  but,  almost 
invariably,  they  inyhediately  embark  upon  a 
speech  wherein  they  seek  to  excuse  the  vio¬ 
lence  and  excusee  those  who  perpetrate  it  by 
placing  the  blame  upon  a  society  which  has 
been  unable  /fully  to  eradicate  poverty,  dis¬ 
crimination/ and  unemployment.  Little  won¬ 
der  that  /he  rioters  are  encouraged  to  do 
violence/ 

I  do  .not  maintain  that  poverty  and  slums 
and  Unemployment  are  to  be  ignored,  or 
tha/we  should  close  our  eyes  to  these  things. 
Indeed,  we  should  take  feasible  action  to 
effectively  deal  with  them.  I  do  say,  how¬ 
ever,  that  they  are  not  a  justification  for 
insurrection  and  riot.  They  are  not  an  excuse 
for  violence.  Most  people  have  had  to  work 
for  what  they  own.  Most  people  are  willing 
to  work  for  what  they  receive.  Most  people 
have  demonstrated  the  patience,  the  initia¬ 
tive,  and  the  effort  to  get  where  they  are,  and 
the  obstacles  they  have  had  to  overcome  have 
often  been  great. 

The  issue  here  is  whether  a  minority  group 
should  be  able  to  bring  such  pressure  to  bear 
on  Government  by  the  threat  of  violence 
that  it  can  exact  funds  from  the  Public 
Treasury. 

If  democracy  means  anything  at  all,  it 
means  that  the  taxpayers’  money — that  the 
people’s  property  which  has  been  taken  for 
public  purposes — shall  be  spent  only  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  laws  and  policies  determined 
by  the  people’s  representatives.  And  if 
democracy  means  anything  at  all,  it  means 
that  such  laws  and  policies  are  formulated 
and  adopted  only  through  a  process  where¬ 
by  the  people’s  representatives  are  per¬ 
suaded  to  support  them  by  rational  argu¬ 
ments  presented  in  democratic  debate. 

To  shortcut  the  process  of  debate  by 
threatening  violence  is  to  attack  democracy 
itself.  Whoever  takes  up  and  uses — however 
indirectly— the  threat  of  violence  is  guilty 
of  something  like  blackmail.  And  it  may  be¬ 
hoove  us  all  to  remember  Mr.  Justice  Frank¬ 
furter’s  admonition:  “Respect  for  law  can¬ 
not  be  turned  off  and  on  as  though  it  were 
a  hot-water  faeucet.” 

V  Increasing  numbers  of  public  leaders  are 
attempting  to  persuade  Congress  to  vote 
more  funds  for  various  urban  and  anti¬ 
poverty  programs  by  warning  Members  of 
Congress  of  the  violent  consequences  that 
Will  ocWr  should  Congress  not  fund  such 
programs*. 

To  mak\  such  an  argument  is  equivalent 
to  saying :  \*Fund  these  programs  in  the 
amounts  we  36k  for,  or  else.” 

So  what  is  the  solution  to  this  most  vexing 
problem  of  our  age? 

I  wish  I  could  teWyou  in  a  few  easy  phrases 
or  simple  words,  buV there  are  none. 

Perhaps  the  entireNproblem  is  impossible 
of  solution.  For,  while\ome  say  the  answer 
lies  in  more  Federal  aid  to  these  areas  in  the 
form  of  urban  renewal,  school  subsidies,  and 
poverty  programs,  will  not  this  simply  aggra¬ 
vate  the  problem  of  individuals  who  refuse 
to  work?  If  everything  is  dond\for  them  by 
“Uncle”  why  should  they  make  any  personal 
effort  to  do  it  themselves.  \ 

Are  those  who  toil  and  save,  thoseSwho  live 
by  the  law,  are  they  to  be  forced  \£>  pay, 
through  already  high  taxes  and  tnsough 
higher  insurance  rates,  for  the  repair  ^and 
uplifting  of  the  slums  and  their  inhabitants? 
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YSe,  but  is  this  not  a  form  of  tribute  or 
protection  money  to  keep  the  natives  happy 
and  <!)iiiet? 

Thesk  are  all  profoundly  difficult  problems 
and  I  ankman  enough  to  admit  that  I  cannot 
even  begih  to  know  all  of  the  answers  to 
them.  I  already  have  urged  some  action 
which  I  hop\  will  at  least  put  some  sort  of 
damper  on  these  terrible  fires. 

I  am  a  co-sponsor  of  the  anti-riot  bill. 
This  bill  makes  it  a  federal  crime  to  incite 
or  participate  in  a  >iot  which  impairs  Inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce,  or  to  interfere 
with  a  fireman  or  laV  enforcement  officer 
who  is  performing  official  duties  incident  to 
or  during  a  riot.  I  do  notSmaintain  that  this 
bill  will  be  a  cure-all,  if  iv^s  enacted.  More¬ 
over,  I  would  not  be  at  all\urprised  if  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  as 
presently  constituted,  were  to  riH.e  such  a  law 
unconstitutional ! 

In  the  long  run,  every  effort  shoHjd  be  put 
forth  to  stamp  out  illiteracy,  and  the 
emphasis,  for  every  individual,  should  be 
upon  education.  Education  for  the  sake  of 
education,  rather  than  integration  for  mte 
gration’s  sake,  is  the  important  thing.  Ed 
cation  will  light  the  paths  to  mutual  respect, 
cooperation,  and  better  understanding.  Edu¬ 
cation  is  the  cornerstone  for  amicable  race 
relations. 

Booker  T.  Washintgon,  one  of  the  greatest 
of  American  Negroes,  lived  as  a  boy  in 
Malden,  West  Virginia,  where  he  toiled  in 
the  salt  works  and  in  the  mines.  In  later 
years,  when  he  had  become  a  great  edu¬ 
cator,  he  made  a  statement,  the  wisdom  of 
which  can  benefit  not  only  the  Negro  boy 
or  girl,  but  also  the  white  youth  who  is 
desirous  of  making  a  success  in  life: 

“When  a  Negro  girl  learns  to  cook,  to 
wash  dishes,  to  sew,  to  write  a  book,  or  a 
Negro  boy  learns  to  groom  horses,  or  to 
grow  sweet-potatoes,  or  to  produce  butter, 
or  to  build  a  house,  or  to  be  able  to  practice 
medicine,  as  well  or  better  than  someone 
else,  they  will  be  rewarded  regardless  of 
race  or  color.” 

Moreover,  every  man  should  have  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  employment  on  the  basis  of 
merit,  and  he  should  expect  to  be  chosen 
only  on  the  basis  of  merit,  education,  train¬ 
ing,  experience,  industry,  and  character — not 
the  color  of  his  skin.  Nor  should  the  color 
of  one's  skin  be  a  badge  for  preferential 
treatment  in  hiring  and  promotion  any  more 
than  it  should  be  a  badge  for  discriminatory 
treatment. 

Also,  family  planning  is  imperative,  and 
civil  rights  organizations  should  make  in¬ 
tensive  efforts  to  promote  such.  The  high 
birth  rate  among  low-income  Negro  fam¬ 
ilies  simply  cannot  be  over -looked.  For,  what¬ 
ever  importance  may  be  assigned  to  une 
ployment  as  a  factor  in  riots  and  other  de¬ 
velopments  which  have  racial  overtones/the 
fact  is  that,  in  this  age  of  automation  cy¬ 
bernation,  and  advancing  technology,  the 
problem  of  unemployment  will  always  be 
with  us,  and  no  amount  of  Government  lar¬ 
gess  and  costly  poverty  programs  will  con¬ 
stitute  a  panacea  therefor  as/long  as  the 
birth  rate  is  permitted  to  s/far,  unchecked 
and  uncontrolled,  among  thbse  families  least 
prepared  and  least  able  ti/ provide  for  large 
numbers  of  children  whof  in  later  years,  will 
be  unprepared  candidates  for  jobs  which  no 
longer  exist. 

Additionally,  the/£>roblem  of  illegitimacy 
must  be  dealt  with.  An  indication  of  the 
concomitant  socjAl  evils  can  be  seen  in  the 
fact  that  there/Were  12  times  as  many  cases 
of  venereal  disease  per  100,000  people  in 
Harlem  as  tjiere  were  per  100,000  people  in 
New  Yorky6ity  as  a  whole. 

Illegitimacy  is,  more  and  more,  becoming 
a  frightening  factor  in  this  whole  equation. 
How  the  Nation  can  continue  to  close  its 
eyes/to  this  disturbing  fact  is  beyond  com¬ 
prehension.  Something  will  have  to  be  done 
about  it,  or  the  burden  of  crime,  riots,  and 
the  dole  will  ultimately  become  unbearable. 


Militant  civil  rights  groups  should  stop  blam¬ 
ing  the  white  power  structure  for  all  of  the 
ills  that  axe  visited  upon  the  Negro  com¬ 
munity. 

Negroes  must  themselves  take  the  lead  in 
doing  something  constructive  for  themselves; 
and  they  can  do  this  by  waging  war  upon 
the  evils  of  illegitimacy  as  one  important 
beginning. 

The  Negro’s  lot  can  be  infinitely  better  in 
the  future  if  something  is  done  now  to 
encourage  and  promote  planned  parenthood 
and  parental  responsibility.  This  is  not  to  say 
that  illegitimacy  is  nonexistent  among 
whites,  but  the  statistics  show  clearly  where 
the  problem  is  greatest,  and  it  should  there 
be  attacked  most  intensely. 

Finally,  no  amount  of  Government  pater¬ 
nalism  can  take  the  place  of  drive  and  ambi¬ 
tion  when  it  comes  to  developing  the  sub¬ 
stantial  and  upright  citizen.  Hard  work,  per- 
severence,  and  self-accomplishment  breed 
independence  and  strength,  and  courage  and 
resourcefulness  in  the  man  or  woman.  Some¬ 
how  the  glory  of  honest  toil  is  going  to  have 
to  be  restored  if  this  Nation  is  going  to  sur¬ 
vive  all  of  the  domestic  dangers  that  con¬ 
front  it.  There  is  no  question  but  that  the 
^Central  Government  has  a  responsibility  to 
assist, _  a  responsibility  to  provide  certain  serv¬ 
ice,  but  if  that  Government  is  to  endure,  the 
peofcfie  must  not  be  encouraged  more  and 
moreSto  depend  upon  the  Government  for  th 
supplying  of  every  want  and  every  need 
nation  on  the  dole  can  never  hope  to  main¬ 
tain  the  inoral  fiber,  the  spiritual  strength 
and  the  rugged  resourcefulness  to  kq/p  her 
people  free. 

Easy  moneys,  easy  living,  lazine/s,  shift¬ 
lessness — all  these  go  hand  in  hami  with  ir¬ 
responsibility,  a  disordered  socigiy,  and  ulti 
mate  decay. 

Disobedience  to  laV  and  acjsS  of  violence  by 
a  few  can  hurt  the  just  cause  of  the  many. 
Not  alone  this.  The  perpetuation  of  ours  as  a 
government  of  laws  depends  upon  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  the  constitutio ru\J  process  through 
which  the  rights  of  /oinomies  can  be  safe¬ 
guarded  and  only  through  which  the  free¬ 
doms  of  all  our  Bltizens  will  \ndure. 

It  may  be  a  tedious  process, Na.  long  and 
painstaking  pnfcess,  but,  like  the  mills  of 
the  gods,  it  grinds  exceedingly  fine,  it nd  any¬ 
thing  that  As  antithetic  to  that  constitu¬ 
tional  process,  whether  it  be  the  falsh  doc¬ 
trine  of/  self-determination  by  one’s  \on- 
science/as  to  what  laws  should  be  obeyed\or 
disobgyed  does  violence  to  this  Republic  a: 
to  constitutional  American  liberty. 

the  words  of  a  former  Supreme  Court 
istice : 

The  foundation  of  a  republic  is  the  virtue 
of  its  citizens.  They  are  at  once  sovereigns 
and  subjects.  As  the  foundation  is  under¬ 
mined,  the  structure  is  weakened.  When  it  is 
destroyed,  the  fabric  must  fall.  Such  is  the 
voice  of  universal  history.  (Swayne,  U.S.S.C.) 1 1 
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CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  395, 
S.  1004.  I  do  this  so  that  the  bill  will  be¬ 
come  the  pending  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  1004) 
to  authorize  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  central  Arizona 
project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  with  an 


amendment  to  strike  out  all  after  the  en¬ 
acting  clause  and  insert: 

Section  1.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  “Central  Arizona  Project  Act”. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnish¬ 
ing  irrigation  water  and  municipal  water 
supplies  to  the  water-deficient  areas  of 
Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through 
direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  gen¬ 
eration  of  electric  power  and  energy,  control 
of  floods,  conservation  and  development  of 
fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of 
recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (herein¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  consisting  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  principal  works:  (1)  a  system  of  main 
conduits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal 
and  pumping  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct 
and  pumping  plants) ,  for  diverting  and 
carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme 
Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system 
shall  have  a  capacity  of  not  less  than  three 
thousand  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2)  Orme 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping 
plant  or  suitable  alternative;  (3)-  Buttes 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  oper¬ 
ated  as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  any 
user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River 
as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree 
entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley 
Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity 
Numbered  59);  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions 
of  subsections  (f),.(g),  and  (h)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir; 

(6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants; 

(7)  Salt-Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regu¬ 
lating  facilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants, 
and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9) 
related  water  distribution  and  drainage 
works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works;  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  for  a  period  of  27  years  from 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  in  any  year  in 
which,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
there  will  be  insufficient  mainstream  Col¬ 
orado  River  water  to  satisfy  the  consump¬ 
tive  uses  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thou¬ 
sand,  four  million  four  hundred  thousand, 
and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  respec¬ 
tively,  diversions  for  the  said  purposes  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so  limited 
as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water  in 
quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  ag¬ 
gregate  annual  consumptive  use  of  four 
million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
the  State  of  California.  Except  as  to  the 
terms  and  provision  of  this  priority,  the 
rights  of  Arizona  under  the  decision  in 
Arizona  against  California  (373  U.S.  546) 
are  not  affected,  abridged,  or  impaired.  The 
terms  “consumptive  use”  and  “main 
stream”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  have  the 
meanings  assigned  to  those  terms  in  the 
decree  in  Arizona  against  California,  dated 
March  9,  1964  (376  U.S.  340). 

(b)  (1)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  non-Federal  interests  pro¬ 
posing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating 
powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall 
acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of  the 
capacity  of  such  .plant,  including  delivery 
of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 
delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required 
in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  Power  and  energy  acquired  there¬ 
under  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by 
the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The 
agreement  shall  provide,  among  other 
things,  that — 

(i)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction 
cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any  switch¬ 
yards  and  transmission  facilities  serving  the 
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United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided 
for  the  United  States  therein  to  the  total 
capacities  of  snch  facilities.  The  Secretary 
shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
available  to  the  non-Federal  interests  dur¬ 
ing  the  construction  period,  including  the 
period  of  preparation  of  designs  and  specif¬ 
ications,  in  such  installments  as  will  fa¬ 
cilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule,  but 
no  funds  other  than  for  preconstruction  ac¬ 
tivities  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  until  he  determines  that  adequate 
contractual  arrangements  are  in  effect  cover¬ 
ing  water  and  fuel  supplies  for  the  thermal 
generating  powerplant; 

(ii)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance 
costs,  including  provisions  for  depreciation 
(except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro  rata 
share  of  construction  cost  borne  by  the 
United  States  in  accordance  with  the  forego¬ 
ing  subdivision  (i) )  shall  be  apportioned 
between  the  United  States  and  the  non- 
Federal  interests  on  an  equitable  basis  taking 
into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (i) ; 

(iii)  The  United  States  shall  be  given  ap¬ 
propriate  credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal 
lands  administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the 
powerplant  and  appurtenances; 

(iv)  Costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States 
under  subdivisions  (i)  and  (ii)  shall  not  in¬ 
clude  (a)  interest  and  interest  during  con¬ 
struction,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  fran¬ 
chise  fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall 
be  specified  in  the  agreement. 

(2)  The  thermal  generating  plant  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subparagraph  (1)  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  be  located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is 
served  by  water  diverted  from  the  drainage 
area  of  the  Colorado  River  system  above  Lee 
Ferry,  consumptive  use  of  water  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith  shall  be  charged  against  the 
apportionment  to  Arizona  made  by  article  III 
(a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Com¬ 
pact  (63  Stat.  31)  and  such  use  shall  not  in¬ 
crease  Arizona’s  entitlement  to  consumptive 
use  under  said  compact. 

(c)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided 
by  Congress,  water  from  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  shall  not  be  made  available  directly 
or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not 
having  a  recent  irrigation  history  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of 
Indian  lands,  national  wildlife  refuges,  and, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State- 
administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(d) (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona 
may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines 
that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be 
pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organiza¬ 
tions  which  have  power  to  levy  assessments 
against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their 
boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  con¬ 
tracts  or  other  arrangements  whereby  each 
such  organization  makes  water  from  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizonal  Project  available  to  users  within 
its  boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  approval  and  the  United  States  shall, 
if  the  Secretary  determines  such  action  is  de¬ 
sirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require 
that  it  be  a  party  to  such  contracts  or  that 
contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States 
and  any  user.  The  provisions  of  this  sub- 
paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  the  sup¬ 
plying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use 
within  the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to 
section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 
of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d) )  with  respect  to 
any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block 
shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not 
more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  pro¬ 
vided  pursuant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Rec¬ 
lamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(e))  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of 


water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main 
canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other 
points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  de¬ 
signate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to 
irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that 
water  made  available  thereunder  may  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  municipal 
or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent 
that  such  water  is  not  required  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard 
to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of 
section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 
of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c));  may  provide 
for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical 
price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  and  conduits;  and  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty 
years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said 
section  and  for  the  delivery  of  water  over 
a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant 
to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

(e)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is 
provided  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect 
measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation 
from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the 
contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and 
distribtuion  system  through  which  water 
is  conveyed  after  its  delivery  by  the  United 
States  to  the  contractors  shall  be  provided 
and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his 
judgment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance 
losses;  and  (3)  neither  the  contractor  nor 
the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others 
to  pump  ground  water  from  within  the  ex¬ 
terior  boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a 
contractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside  said  con¬ 
tractor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary 
and  such  contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall 
have  previously  agreed,  that  a  surplus  of 
ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is 
or  was  required.  Such  contracts  shall  be 
subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satisfaction 
of  all  existing  contracts  between  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore  made 
pursuant  to  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act 
(45  Stat.  1057). 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  con¬ 
tract  under  which  water  is  provided  from  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  contractor 
agree  to  accept  main  stream  water  in  ex¬ 
change  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  sup¬ 
plies  from  sources  other  than  the  main 
stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system,  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  make  available  to  users  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico 
additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided 
in  and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (h)  of  this  section;  Provided,  That 
such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  be 
accomplished  without  economic  injury  or 
cost  to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

(g)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of 
main  stream  Colorado  River  water  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded 
water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for 
main  stream  water  supplied  by  that  project 
shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main 
stream  water,  as  against  other  users  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  which  have  not  so 
yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  only  in 
quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water 
so  yielded. 

(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  con¬ 
tract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources,  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New 
Mexico  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in 


any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eight¬ 
een  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir 
evaporation,  over  and  above  the  consumptive 
uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340). 
Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not 
begin  until  and  shall  continue  only  so  long 
as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  down¬ 
stream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being 
accomplished  in  accordance  with  this  Act, 
in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  dimi¬ 
nution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such 
diversions  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose 
full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  dif¬ 
ferences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  in¬ 
volved.  All  additional  consumptive  uses  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  this  subsection  shall  be  subject 
to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as 
established  by  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District 
of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States 
against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to 
all  other  rights  existing  on  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  to 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources,  and  shall  be 
junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made  only  to  the 
extent  possible  without  economic  injury  or 
cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

(1)  For  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  no  water  from 
the  projects  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be 
delivered  to  any  water  user  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of  any  basic 
agricultural  commodity,  as  defined  in  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  any  amendment 
thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of  such  com¬ 
modity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the 
bulk  of  the  crop  would  normally  be  mar¬ 
keted  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply 
as  defined  in  section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  calls  for 
an  increase  in  production  of  such  commodity 
in  the  interest  of  national  security. 

(j)  The  Secretary  shall  integrate  the  Dixie 
project,  heretofore  authorized,  into  the  re¬ 
payment  arrangement  and  participation  in 
the  Development  Fund  established  by  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  this  Act  consistent  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development 
of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  the 
enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities  in 
connection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
(79  Stat.  213). 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the 
repayment  capability  of  Indian  lands  with¬ 
in,  under,  or  served  by  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  ir¬ 
rigation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision 
of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock 
water  uses)  and  within  the  repayment  capa¬ 
bility  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such 
costs  as  are  beyond  repayment  capability 
of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
a  separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  to  be  known  as  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund 
(hereafter  called  the  “Development  Fund”), 
which  shall  remain  available  until  expended 
as  hereafter  provided,  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  this  Act,  and  to  be 
expended  or  applied  in  connection  with 
water  conservation  and  development  for  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  as  may  here¬ 
after  be  prescribed  by  the  Congress. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  aforesaid  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  2,  and  such  projects  as  are 
hereafter  authorized  by  the  Congress  for 
water  conservation  and  development  for  the 
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Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  shall  be  credited 
to  the  Development  Fund  as  advances  from 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  and  shall 
be  available  for  such  purposes. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the 
Development  Fund — 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  In  connection 
with  the  operation  of  the  works  and  facilities 
authorized  pursuant  to  section  2  and  here¬ 
after  authorized  in  furtherance  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act  (except  entrance,  admis¬ 
sion,  and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges 
and  proceeds  received  from  recreation  con¬ 
cessionaires)  ;  and 

(2)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder 
Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects  which, 
after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis 
projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  those 
projects:  Provided,  however.  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue 
the  in-lieu-of-taxes  payments  to  the  States 
of  Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  sec¬ 
tion  2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Adjustment  Act  so  long  as  revenues  accrue 
from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project. 

(3)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  portion 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest 
intertie,  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and 
Arizona  which,  after  completion  of  repay¬ 
ment  requirements  of  the  said  part  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie 
located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona, 
are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  requirements  of  said  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie 
and  related  facilities. 

(d)  All  revenues  collected  and  credited  to 
the  development  fund  pursuant  to  this  Act 
shall  be  available,  without  further  appro¬ 
priation,  for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacements  of,  and  emergency 
expenditures  for,  ail  facilities  of  the  project 
within  such  separate  limitations  as  may  be 
included  in  annual  appropriation  Acts; 

(2)  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  sec¬ 
tion  8  of  this  Act: 

(3)  payments  as  required  by  subsection 
(f )  of  this  section;  and 

(4)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in 
the  State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as 
a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production  of 
hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  Ari¬ 
zona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  be¬ 
tween  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  2  of  this 
Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  Development 
Fund  shall  not  be  available  for  construction 
of  the  works  authorized  pursuant  to  section 
2  of  this  Act  except  on  appropriation  by  the 
Congress. 

(f)  Revenues  in  the  Development  Fund  in 
excess  of  the  amount  necessary  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  clauses  (1),  (2),  and  (4) 
of  section  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury 
to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  the  project  or  separable 
feature  thereof,  authorized  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  this  Act  which  are  allocated  to  ir¬ 
rigation,  commercial  power,  or  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply,  pursuant  to  this  Act, 
within  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years 
from  the  date  of  completion  of  each  such 
unit  or  separable  feature,  exclusive  of  any 
development  period  authorized  by  law;  and 

(2)  interest  (including  interest  during 
construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance  of 
the  investment  in  the  commercial  power  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (g)  of  this 
section,  and  interest  due  shall  be  a  first 
charge. 


(g)  The  Interest  rate  applicable  to  those 
portions  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  which  are  properly 
allocated  to  commercial  power  development 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for 
initiating  construction  of  such  project,  on 
the  basis  of  the  computed  average  Interest 
rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  out¬ 
standing  marketable  public  obligations 
which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  re¬ 
demption  for  fifteen  years  from  the  date  of 
issue. 

(h)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  annually  for  all  op¬ 
erations  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  pro¬ 
grams  for  water  salvage  along  and  adjacent 
to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and 
for  ground  water  recovery.  Such  programs 
shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a 
reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for 
fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project, 
Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek;  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  Federal 
reclamation  projects,  Colorado,  as  participat¬ 
ing  projects  under  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620), 
and  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning 
reports  on  other  participating  projects,  sub¬ 
section  (2)  of  section  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby 
further  amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Pine 
River  extension”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  words  “Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  San  Miguel”.  Section  2 
of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by 
deleting  the  words  “Parshall,  Troublesome, 
Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi 
Creek,  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek, 
Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  extension,  Animas- 
La  Plata”,  and  inserting  after  the  words 
"Yellow  Jacket”  the  words  "Basalt,  Middle 
Park  (including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit 
Ear,  and  Azure  units),  Upper  Gunnison  (in¬ 
cluding  the  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  and 
Tomichi  Creek  units),  lower  Yampa  (in¬ 
cluding  the  Juniper  and  Great  Northern 
units).  Upper  Yampa  (including  the  Hayden 
Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)”,  and  by 
inserting  after  the  “Sublette”  the  words  “(in¬ 
cluding  the  Kendall  Reservoir  on  Green  River 
and  a  diversion  of  water  from  the  Green 
River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in 
Wyoming) ,  Uintah  unit  and  the  Ute  Indian 
unit  of  the  central  Utah,  San  Juan  County 
(Utah) ,  Price  River,  Grand  County  (Utah) , 
Ute  Indian  unit  extension  of  the  central 
Utah,  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper  (Utah)”. 
The  amount  which  section  12  of  said  Act  au¬ 
thorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further 
increased  by  the  sum  of  $360,000,000  plus 
or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be 
required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construc¬ 
tion  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost 
indexes  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction 
involved.  This  additional  sum  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  solely  for  the  construction  of  the  proj¬ 
ects  herein  authorized. 

(b)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  project  shall  be  constructed  and  oper¬ 
ated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  engi¬ 
neering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on 
May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Document 
Numbered  436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  project  construction  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project 
shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and  unless  the 
States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall 
have  ratified  the  following  compact  to  which 
the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given; 

“Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  in  order  to  implement  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Recla¬ 


August  2,  1967 

mation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  pro¬ 
posed  participating  project  under  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105), 
and  being  moved  by  considerations  of  inter¬ 
state  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 
compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed 
upon  the  following  articles : 

“Article  I 

“A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  from  the  La  Plata 
and  Animas  River  systems,  including  return 
flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas  River 
diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico  under  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation  Project 
shall  be  valid  and  of  equal  priority  with  those 
rights  granted  by  decree  of  the  Colorado 
state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colorado 
for  that  project,  providing  such  uses  in  New 
Mexico  are  within  the  allocation  of  water 
made  to  that  state  by  articles  III  and  XIV 
of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
(63  Stat.  31). 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of 
Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

“Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and 
obligatory  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory 
States.” 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel, 
West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating 
projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  proj¬ 
ect,  establish  the  nonexcess  Irrigable  acreage 
for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive 
project  water  at  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land 
classes. 

(d)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appro¬ 
priations”  contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled 
“Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities 
and  Auxiliary  Features,”  shall  mean  and  refer 
to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain  Res¬ 
ervoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and 
the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accordance 
with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines 
and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph 

(i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or  alter 
any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under  said 
Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  8.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
fund  established  under  section  5  of  the  Act 
of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107),  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  section  2  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  774),  for  all  expenditures  heretofore  or 
hereafter  made  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  gen¬ 
eration  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling 
period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to 
the  criteria  for  the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon 
Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962). 
For  this  purpose  $500,000  for  each  year  of 
operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant, 
commencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
shall  be  transferred  from  the  Colorado  River 
development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of 
said  amounts  to  the  purposes  stated  in  sec¬ 
tion  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Adjustment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement 
is  accomplished.  To  the  extent  that  any  de- 
fiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as  of 
June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of  the  remaining 
deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net 
revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  electric 
energy  generated  at  Hoover  Dam. 

Sec.  9.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be 
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In  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63  Stat.  31), 
the  water  treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994),  the  de¬ 
cree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  except  as 
otherwise  provided  herein,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  774),  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105). 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(a)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year 
period  starting  on  October  1,  1965.  Such  re¬ 
ports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of 
the  beneficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on  a 
State-by-State  basis.  Specific  figures  on 
quantities  consumptively  used  from  the 
major  tributary  streams  flowing  into  the 
Colorado  River  shall  also  be  included  on  a 
State-by-State  basis.  Such  reports  shall  be 
prepared  in  consultation  with  the  States  of 
the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall 
be  transmitted  to  the  President,  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  to  the  Governors  of  each  State 
signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  compact; 

(b)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery 
of  water  originating  in  the  drainage  basin 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River 
compact. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose 
criteria  for  the  coordinated  long-range  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and 
operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  and  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act,  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  those  statutes,  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act,  the  Colorado  River 
compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact 
and  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in 
part  the  purposes  expressed  in  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for 
the  storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  and  releases 
of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following 
listed  order  of  priority: 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  defi¬ 
ciency  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact,  if  any  such  deficiency 
exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the 
upper  division. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d) 
of  the  Colorado  River  compact. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the 
releases  specified  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of 
this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission  and  representatives 
of  the  three  lower  division  States  and  tak¬ 
ing  into  consideration  all  relevant  factors 
(including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic 
streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  of  rec¬ 
ord,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply) ,  shall 
find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure 
deliveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without 
impairment  of  annual  consumptive  uses  in 
the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado 
River  compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so 
required  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from 
Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  rea¬ 
sonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the  lower 
division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e) 
of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  but  no  such 
releases  shall  be  made  when  the  active 
storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active 
storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as 
nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake 
Mead  equal  to  the  active  storage  in  Lake 
Powell,  and  (ill)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills 
from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  cri¬ 
teria  proposed  in  accordance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 


Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such] 
other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary] 
may  deem  appropriate  for  their  review  and  ] 
comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1969,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appro-  ] 
priate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  I 
Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1970,  and  | 
yearly  thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  trans¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Governors 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report 
describing  the  actual  operation  under  the 
adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  compact 
water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for 
the  current  year.  As  a  result  of  actual  oper¬ 
ating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances, 
the  Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  cri¬ 
teria  to  better  achieve  the  purposes  specified 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only 
after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  of 
the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and 
appropriate  consultation  with  such  State 
representatives  as  each  Governor  may  desig¬ 
nate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  shall  be  administered  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  12.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to 
the  consumptive  use  of  water  apportioned 
to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  sys¬ 
tem  by  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall 
not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of 
such  water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
so  as  to  impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise 
change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  13.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act 
(41  Stat.  1063;  16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  the  reach  of  the  Coloardo 
River  between  Lake  Mead  and  the  present 
western  boundary  of  the  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park  until  and  unless  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  Congress. 

Sec.  14.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act  in  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the 
Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32 
Stat.  388  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or 
supplementary  thereto)  to  which  laws  this 
Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement. 

Sec.  15.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act 
which  are  defined  in  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  shall  have  the  meanings  there  defined. 

(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  downstream 
from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United  States, 
including  the  reservoirs  thereon. 

(c)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to 
main  stream  water  in  the  lower  basin  means 
the  United  States,  or  any  person  or  legal  en¬ 
tity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340), 
to  use  main  stream  water  when  available 
thereunder. 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount 
of  water  in  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of 
bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through 
the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means 
the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming. 

Sec.  16.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  construction  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  including  prepayment  for 
power  generation  and  transmission  facilities, 
but  exclusive  of  distribution  and  drainage 
facilities  for  non-Indian  lands,  $768,000,000 
(October  1963  prices)  plus  or  minus  such 
amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by  rea¬ 
son  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  construction 
costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indexes 
applicable  to  the  types  of  construction  in¬ 
volved  herein,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000,000 
for  construction  of  distribution  and  drainage 
facilities  for  non-Indian  lands  and,  in  addi¬ 
tion  thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required 
for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
project. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  10  A.M.  TO/ 
MORROW 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Resi¬ 
dent,  if  there  is  no  further  business  to 
come  before  the  Senate,  I  movof  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  order  previously  en¬ 
tered,  that  the  Senate  stand  yn  adjourn¬ 
ment  until  10  o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  motion  was  agreed/to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  53  minutes  pun.)  the  Senate 
adjourned  until  tomt/frow,  August  3, 
1967,  at  10  o’clock  a.i 
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Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  Augusr2, 1967: 

Deputt/Director  of  Peace  Corps 
Brent  KyAshabranner,  of  Oklahoma,  to  be 
|  Deputy  Director  of  the  Peace  Corps. 

Upper  >Great  Lakes  Regional  Commission 
Hanoi  d  G.  Jordahl,  Jr.,  of  Wisconsin,  to  be 
|Alte/hate  Federal  Cochairman  of  the  Upper 
I  Gi/at  Lakes  Regional  Commission. 

In  the  Air  Force 

The  following-named  officers  for  promotion 
|  in  the  Regular  Air  Force,  under  the  appro¬ 
priate  provisions  of  chapter  835,  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended.  All  officers 
|  are  subject  to  physical  examination  required 
| by  law: 

Lieutenant  colonel  to  colonel 

LINE  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

Aaron,  Thomas  R.,  09689. 

Abbott,  Charles  W.,  15243. 

Abbott,  Edgar  L.,  34547. 

Adcock,  James  K.,  20589. 

Adkins,  Harold  F„  34250. 

Akin,  John  A.,  49171. 

Albright,  John  S.,  24703. 

Alden,  William  A.,  22658. 

Alder,  Louis  O.,  16280. 

Aldrich,  Thomas  A.,  16418.  , 

Alexander,  Glenn  R„  14777. 

Alexander,  Wiley  L„  8670. 

Algermissen,  Robert  L.,  15846. 

Allen,  Charles  S.,  16305. 

Allman,  Conrad  S.,  15984. 

Allran,  Braxton  E„  16128. 

Almon,  Sam  L.,  34802. 

Amundson,  Maynard  N.,  12501. 

Anderson,  Carmon  H.,  50348. 

Anderson,  Charles  C.,  Jr.,  33257. 

Anderson,  Charles  K.,  20616. 

Anderson,  George  R.,  23653. 

Anderson,  Robert  S.,  15199. 

Anderson,  Winston  P„  15848. 

Andrews,  George  A.,  15103. 

Ingel,  Angel  J.,  34497. 

,  Ralph  W„  49235. 
jert,  Russell  R.,  Jr.,  49177. 

William  H„  22993. 

Arabfttko,  Nicholas,  34822. 

,  James  B.,  16404. 

Armstrof^,  Robert  H.,  15899. 

Armstrongs  William  P.,  16471. 

Arnold,  William  A.,  Jr.,  14944. 

Ashman,  Rob^ft  E.,  48721. 

Aszman,  BurttNH.,  07342. 

Auger,  Gerald  FVL6009. 

Austin,  Noel  D.,  lc 
Babb,  James  W.,  22TiQ6. 

Back,  John  V.,  12953^ 

Bahls,  Roy  A.,  15878. 

Bailer,  Harold  W.,  1346C 
Bailey,  James  A.,  49199. 

Bailey,  James  W.,  16293. 

Bailey,  Joseph  A.,  13505. 

Bailey,  Richard  F.,  12414. 

Bailey,  Wallis  T„  34836. 

Baker,  Homer  A.,  Jr.,  33126. 

Baker,  Kemper  W.,  15791. 

Baker,  Marshall  E.,  20675. 

Baker,  Ogden  Z.,  33452. 

Ballengee,  Chester  K.,  34866. 

Banias,  Bill  B.,  51846. 

Barker,  Darold  K.,  8819. 
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\Barnhart,  Harley  E„  15488. 
Barrett,  Burton  S.,  15589. 

Barrett,  Edward  C.,  49260. 

Bargee,  Kenneth  G„  14326. 
Basham,  Hal  J.,  51088. 

Bastian.  Earl  L.,  10693. 

Bates,  Vergil  H.,  51085. 
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'Political  activity. 

HIGHLIGHTS;  Senate  committee  reported  bills  to  prohibit  unfair  trade  practices 
affecting  cooperatives /make  newly  acquired  farms  eligible  W  cropland  adjustment 
program,  and  continue/dairy  indemnity  payments.  Sen.  Mondale\and  Rep.  Feighan  in¬ 
troduced  and  discuss'ed  meat  inspection  bills.  Sen.  Sparkman  introduced  and  dis¬ 
cussed  beef  export/ bill. 


SENATE 


1.  RECLAMATION.  Began  debate  on  S.  1004,  authorizing  construction  and  operation 
of  the  Central  Arizona  project,  pp.  S10733,  S10737,  S10758-9,  S10813-19, 
S10822-5 1 


UDGET;  TAXATION.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  reviewing  tl^e 
budgetary  situation  and  recommending  a  temporary  10%  surtax  on  corporate  an\ 
personal  income,  a  speedup  of  corporate  tax  collections,  and  continuation  of\ 
excise  taxes  for  the  immediate  future  (H.  Doc.  152).  To  Senate  Finance  Commit 
tee  and  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  Several  House  members  discussed  the 
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message,  pp.  S10810-13,  H9881-7,  H9945 

COOPERATIVES ;  DAIRY  PAYMENTS :  CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT;  FARM  LOANS.  The  Agriculture 
md  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  109,  to  control  unfair  trade 
practices  affecting  producers  of  agricultural  products  and  associations  of 
sucK.  producers  (S.  Rept.  474),  and  S.  1657,  to  extend  for  one  year/che  autho- 
rity\f  this  Department  to  make  indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farme/s  who  are 
directed  to  remove  their  milk  from  commercial  markets  because  i^/contains 
residues\of  chemicals  registered  and  approved  for  use  by  the  Government  (S. 
Rept.  476^c  without  amendment  S,  2126,  to  make  newly  acquire^ farms  eligible 
for  the  cropland  adjustment  program  under  certain  circumstances  (S.  Rept.  475); 
and  with  amendments  S.  1550,  to  provide  for  release  of  valueless  liens  under 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  (S.  Rent.  487).  p.  S10745 

4.  WINE;  TAXATION.  lifce  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  1282,  to 

provide  for  withdrawal  of  wine  from  bonded  wine  ce^rars  without  payment  of 
tax,  when  rendered  unfit  for  beverage  use  (S.  Rept/  489).  p.  S10745 

5.  LAND  REFORM.  Sen.  Prcxm^e  spoke  in  favor  of  la/d  reform  in  South  Vietnam.  4 

pp.  S 10735-7  A  7  T 

6.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Received  fr^mthe  FederayPower  Commission  a  report,  "Preven¬ 

tion  of  Power  Failures."  p.  S\0744 

7.  VEHICLES.  Both  Houses  received  frWm  the  General  Accounting  Office  a  report  on 

its  review  of  policies  and  practicefc/of  selected  civil  agencies  for  rebuilding 
used  motor  vehicle  tires,  pp.  S10744^  H9970 

8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Javits  submitted  several  amendments  which  he  intends  to  pro¬ 

pose  to  the  foreign  aid  bill.  /pp.  S10759\60 

Sen.  Cooper  inserted  an  article,  "U.  S.\ssistance  to  Less-Developed 
Countries,  1956-65."  pp.  &u)762-5 

9.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  S.  Con.  R^s.  38,  expressing  the\ense  of  Congress  regarding  the 

International  Antidumping  Code,  was  transferred  r^om  the  Foreign  Relations  ^ 
Committee  to  the  Finance  Committee,  p.  S10760  \ 

10.  REDWOOD  PARK.  Sen^/Metcalf  said  the  Redwood  National  R^rk  agreement  has  dan¬ 

gerous  implications,  pp.  S10768-73 

11.  FORESTRY.  Sen/Bartlett  objected  to  suggestions  that  the  tW  on  export  of  logs 

from  Alaska  Joe  lifted  in  order  to  alleviate  the  shortage  caused  by  exportation 
of  logs  to/Japan  from  other  areas.  He  said  the  Alaska  logs  a^e  neede  to 
encourage/establishment  of  permanent  industries  in  Alaska,  p, \>10778 

12.  FARM  LA^OR.  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J.,  recommended  collective  bargaining  for  farm 

woryrs.  pp.  S10787-9,  S10790-2 

13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Majority  Leader  Mansfield  said  he  and  Minority  Leader 
/Dirksen  "wish  to  make  a  joint  announcement  to  the  effect  that  there  wilk^be  a 

recess,  on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  from  the  conclusion  of  business  on  Friday, 
September  1,  up  to  and  including  Sunday,  September  10."  p.  S10814 


Senate 

Thursday,  August  3,  1967 


The  Senate  met  at  10  o’clock  a.m., 
and  was  called  to  order  by  the  President 
pro  tempore\ 

Rev.  Howard  C.  Rutenbar,  rector, 
Christ  Episcopal  Church,  St.  Joseph, 
Mo.,  offered  the 'following  prayer: 

Almighty  God,  wk  beseech  Thee  to  look 
with  favor  upon  our  land  and  people. 
In  these  times  of  tensita  and  stress  both 
at  home  and  abroad,  make  us  quick  to 
perceive  the  needs  of  alhmen.  Help  us 
to  be  resolute  in  purpose  to  in-omote  good 
will  among  all  races  and  crehds.  Give  us 
strength  to  pursue  what  is  right  and  fol¬ 
low  what  is  true.  May  we  haveScourage 
to  live  responsibly  day  by  day.  Forgive 
us  of  past  wrongs  so  that  we  mayShave 
reconciliation  within  our  homeland\nd 
peace  among  all  nations  of  the  worid. 
And  particularly  do  we  commend  to  Thee 
this  body  of  men  into  whose  hands  we 
commit  the  government  of  our  Nation. 
Grant  them  integrity  of  purpose  and  an 
unfailing  devotion  to  the  cause  of  right¬ 
eousness.  May  all  their  legislation  be  such 
as  promotes  welfare  and  justice  that  the 
oppressed  may  be  relieved,  that  all  social 
evils  and  social  wrongs  may  be  put  down. 
And  grant,  Father  of  all,  that  through 
their  deliberations  and  actions  all  causes 
of  discontent  and  strife  may  be  elim¬ 
inated  so  that  all  of  this  great  land  can 
truly  experience  such  love  of  neighbors 
and  concern  for  one  another’s  welfare. 
This  we  ask  in  His  name  who  came  to 
bring  peace  to  mankind.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
reading  of  the  Journal  of  the  proceed¬ 
ings  of  Wednesday,  August  2,  1967,  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With-, 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

LIMITATION  ON  STATEMENTS 

ING  TRANSACTION  OF  ROJf 

MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  VirginiaAlr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  omsent  that 
statements  during  the  transaction  of 
routine  morning  busines/be  limited  to  3 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDENT  yfo  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  ordered. 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT- 
PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  S.  1004,  the  central  Arizona 
project  legislation,  permission  be  granted 
for  floor  privileges  for  Edward  Weinberg 
and  Mr.  Daniel  A.  Dreyfus,  officials  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With- 
.  out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. _ 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
following  committee  and  subcommittees 
be  authorized  to  meet  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  today : 

The  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

The  Permanent  Subcommittee  on  In¬ 
vestigations  of  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Employment, 
Manpower,  and  Poverty  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DEPARTMENTS  OF  LABOR 
HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WEI 
FARE  APPROPRIATIONS,  19$<<- — 
k  TRIBUTES 

L\  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate’s  consideration  yesterday  of  the 
measui^  making  appropriations  for  the 
Departments  of  Labor  and  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare,  met  With  swift  and 
decisive  approval.  LargelWresponsible  for 
such  an  outstanding  ymccess  was  the 
senior  SenatorLrom  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  , 
the  chairman  ofcdhmLabor-HEW  Appro¬ 
priations  Subcomoflttee.  His  clear  and 
thorough  explanation  of  the  measure, 
his  strong  and  arale  advocacy  for  its  pro¬ 
visions  and  hbr  iiligen\eff orts  to  bring  to 
this  Chamber  an  appropriations  proposal 
so  carefulhr  worked  out  assured  its  ready 
acceptance  by  the  Senate. 

Senator  Hill  is  not  new  tctUhe  task  of 
handling  highly  important  legislative 
proposals — and  none  could  be  more  im¬ 
portant  than  a  measure  that  funds  edu¬ 
cation,  health,  manpower,  and  otheivnro- 
frams  of  such  a  vital  nature.  Over 'Hie 
years  the  Senate  has  often  gained  the 
benefit  of  his  experience  and  deep  un¬ 
derstanding.  It  certainly  was  demon¬ 
strated  during  the  consideration  of  this 
measure  yesterday.  The  Senate  and  the 
Nation  owe  Senator  Hill  a  sincere  debt 
of  gratitude.  It  is  richly  deserved. 

The  senior  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits]  deserves  similarly  high 
commendation  for  his  singularly  out¬ 
standing  contribution  to  the  passage  of 
this  measure.  He  has  been  assigned  the 
leadership  for  the  minority  as  its  rank¬ 
ing  member  on  the  subcommittee.  His 
full  grasp  of  the  many  facets  of  this  vast 
funding  measure  was  clearly  exhibited. 
The  Senate  is  most  grateful. 

The  Senate  is  grateful  also  for  the 
vital  role  played  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  dur¬ 
ing  the  consideration  of  this  measure. 
His  long  and  abiding  interest  in  this 
funding  measure  and  the  many  programs 
it  supports  was  of  great  assistance  to 
the  Senate.  We  are  most  grateful. 

Other  Senators  deserve  our  thanks. 
Noteworthy  were  the  cooperative  efforts 


of  the  Senator  from  /Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse].  While  offering  .his  own  strong 
and  sincere  views  whj£h,  in  some  re¬ 
spects  differed  from /hose  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  he  in  no  way  inhibited  the  dis¬ 
position  of  this  /Pleasure.  Indeed,  no 
Member  of  this /body  has  devoted  more 
time  and  energy  to  enhance  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  education,  health,  and  welfare.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris] 
is  similarly  to  be  commended.  And  the 
efforts  pi  the  Senators  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  h/rtke]  and  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Nel¬ 
son]  /should  be  singled  out  as  well  as 
those  of  the  Senators  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  Michigan  [Mr. 
u\rt],  and  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]. 

leir  views  are  always  thoughtful,  al¬ 
ways  most  welcome. 

So  to  these  and  many  other  Senators 
we  are  grateful  for  joining  to  assure 
prompt  and  efficient  action  on  this  meas¬ 
ure  yesterday.  The  Senate  may  be  proud 
of  another  outstanding  achievement. 


RECOGNITION  OF  SENATOR 
PROXMIRE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Byrd 
of  West  Virginia  in  the  chair) .  Under  the 
order  previously  entered,  the  Chair  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  speak  on  the  subject  of  land  re¬ 
form  in  Vietnam.  Before  I  do  so,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  brief  statement  on  an¬ 
other  subject. 


MILWAUKEE  SHOWS  NATION  HOW 
TO  HANDLE  RIOTS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  on 
the  basis  of  results  to  date,  it  appears 
that  Milwaukee  may  have  taught  the  Na¬ 
tion  a  lesson  in  how  to  handle  the  big 
city  riots  that  have  become  such  a  tragic 
^national  problem.  The  Milwaukee  riot 
Story  is  not  over.  Just  last  night  an  addi¬ 
tional  death  was  reported  and  more  fires 
were  set. 

Bikon  the  basis  of  the  number  of  peo¬ 
ple  killed,  the  personal  injury  sustained, 
the  value  of  property  destroyed,  Milwau¬ 
kee  seems/o  be  coming  through  its  night¬ 
mare  far,  rar  better  than  any  other  big 
city  in  the  Nation. 

Wisconsin  'officials  deserve  great 
credit  for  this— 'and  especially  does  the 
mayor  of  Milwaukee,  Henry  Maier.  The 
mayor  acted  with\reat  speed  to  bring 
overwhelming  force  \o  bear  in  the  riot 
areas. 

He  swiftly  asked  fas  the  National 
Guard,  and  a  very  large  National  Guard 
force. 

And  he  immediately  impo^d  a  pain¬ 
ful  but  remarkably  effective  24-lmur  cur¬ 
few  on  the  city.  Everyone — andXl  mean 
everyone— except  police,  soldiers\  fire¬ 
men,  doctors,  nurses,  and  reporters  were 
kept  off  the  streets. 


/ 
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This  metropolis  of  some  three-quarters 
of  X  million  people  became  a  ghost  town. 
Residents  could  not  even  go  to  grocery 
stores'to  buy  food.  It  was,  and  continues 
to  be,  a  hard,  tough  measure;  it  is  a 
big  price' lor  Milwaukeeans  to  pay;  but 
it  may  be  working. 

The  Milwaukee  Police  are  doing  a  su¬ 
perlative  job,  restrained  but  highly  effec¬ 
tive.  And  the  illustrious  Wisconsin  32d 
National  Guard  Division  has  always  been 
highly  efficient.  \ 

As  I  say,  Mr.  President,  the  Milwaukee 
problem  is  certainly  'not  over.  The  big 
job  lies  ahead.  \ 

But  the  immediate  tasks  of  establishing 
law  and  order,  of  protecting  life  and  per¬ 
son,  of  preventing  the  wanton  destruc¬ 
tion  of  property  may  be  on  it£\way  to  so¬ 
lution  far  better  in  Milwaukee  than 
anywhere  else  in  the  Nation.  \ 

Mayor  Maier  started  planning  for  just 
this  kind  of  an  outbreak  more  than  a 
year  ago.  He  secured  the  cooperation 
of  Wisconsin’s  State  authorities  and  tire 
Milwaukee  Common  council;  and  the\ 
moment  the  riot  began,  Milwaukee  City 
Hall  was  poised  and  ready  to  act,  with 
a  detailed,  meticulously  organized  plan 
of  action. 

As  I  said  at  the  outset,  Mr.  President, 
the  Milwaukee  riot  story  is  far  from  over, 
as  last  night’s  events  show;  but  here  is  a 
situation  that  deserves  the  watchful  at¬ 
tention  of  the  country  and  Congress. 

Milwaukee  will  be  a  demonstration  of 
what  happens  when  a  city  and  State  are 
prepared  to  act  swifly  and  decisively  with 
powerful  force  to  meet  a  riot. 

Yesterday,  the  New  York  Times  car¬ 
ried  a  biography  of  Mayor  Henry  Maier, 
appropriately  entitled  “A  Ready  Mayor.” 
The  biography  goes  a  long  way  toward 
explaining  why  Milwaukee’s  mayor  was 
so  well  prepared  to  act  and  act  swiftly 
and  efficiently  the  instant  this  riot  de¬ 
veloped. 

The  anatomy  of  the  curfew  proposed 
by  Mayor  Maier  and  the  story  of  the 
rapid-fire  events  leading  to  the  riot  are 
told  in  an  excellent  story  in  the  Milwau¬ 
kee  Sentinel.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  both  articles  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows;  / 

A  Ready  Mayor:  Henry  Walter  Maier/ 
Milwaukee,  Aug.  1. — In  his  seven  yea/  in 
office.  Mayor  Henry  Walter  Maier  has  become 
known  as  an  organizer.  He  has  revamped  the 
executive  office  to  make  it  more//efficient. 
Before  he  goes  before  the  Commjjh  Council 
with  a  new  program,  he  has  his'  facts  care¬ 
fully  prepared.  He  requires  y  detailed  re¬ 
port  of  his  staff  ’s  activities. 

“He  is  totally  organized/ a  staff  member 
says,  “He  likes  to  have  /erything  neat.” 

This  week,  when  Negroes  began  rioting  in 
the  inner  city,  Mr.  Meier’s  devotion  to  orga¬ 
nization  paid  off.  Like  no  other  Mayor  of  a 
Northern  city,  Mr /Maier  responded  quickly 
with  a  tough,  entailed  plan  for  a  curfew 
written  last  year'.  It  had  the  city  transformed 
within  hours.  / 

/Beaded  city  league 

A  form/ president  of  the  National  League 
of  Citie^,'  Mr.  Maier  has  become  known  as  a 
crusader  for  more  Federal  and  state  aid  to 
metropolitan  areas.  He  wrote  a  book,  “Chal¬ 
lenge  to  the  Cities,”  last  year  describing 
urban  problems.  He  is  attempting  to  get  Wis¬ 


consin  to  revise  its  laws  so  that  Milwaukee 
will  get  a  larger  percentage  of  shared  income 
taxes. 

A  good  part  of  his  message  declaring  Mil¬ 
waukee’s  racial  emergency  was  a  plea  for 
Federal  help. 

“Now,  as  never  before,  the  central  cities  of 
America  need  the  full  resources  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  of  their  states  and  of  their 
metropolitan  areas  to  prevent  them  from  be¬ 
coming  urban  wastelands,”  he  said. 

Mr.  Maier  maintains  that  with  98  per  cent 
of  the  Negroes  in  metropolitan  Milwaukee 
living  in  the  central  city,  they  are  “walled 
off  by  the  lily  white  suburbs.” 

For  this  reason,  he  says  Milwaukee  should 
not  adopt  an  open  housing  ordinance.  If  it 
did,  he  says,  more  whites  would  flee  to  the 
suburbs.  The  ordinance  should  be  adopted 
perhaps,  on  a  county  basis,  he  says. 

Civil  rights  groups  have  attacked  Mr. 
Maier’s  refusal  to  back  such  an  ordinance,  re¬ 
jected  four  times  by  the  City  Council.  They 
have  also  criticized  what  he  calls  a  “war  on 
prejudice”  as  an  example  of  tokenism  and  a 
“phony,  Madison  Avenue  device.” 

Mr.  Maier  proposed  the  “war”  in  November, 
1965, .to  educate  the  public  about  racial  prej¬ 
udice  and  what  can  be  done  to  combat  it. 
.The  program  had  been  stalled  until  the 
bound!  last  week  approved  the  first  funds  for 
itSS25,000. 

ASDemocrat,  Mr.  Maier  (rhymes  with  high¬ 
er)  was  elected  to  the  nonpartisan  office  of. 
Mayor  \p  1960  after  10  years  in  the  State  Sen/ 
ate,  seven  of  them  as  his  party’s  floor  lead/w. 
His  colleagues  presented  him  with  a  Sta¬ 
tion  for  being  the  best  strategist  in  th/Sen- 
ate,  and  this,  talent  was  noted  in  h/  early 
years  in  City  Hall.  / 

In  those  yeafe,  Mr.  Maier’s  c/ncil  was 
more  cooperativeVnd  his  urban /newal  and 
economic  development  pro  gran/  shot  ahead. 
Lately,  his  opponent  have  /ained  control 
and  he  may  face  a  tough  fig/  when  he  seeks 
his  third  term  next  year/ 

A  NATIVE  OF/gAYTON 

Mr.  Maier  was  born  Bfeb.  \  1918,  in  Dayton, 
Ohio,  and  grew  up  iiySpringneld.  He  came  to 
Milwaukee  as  a  young  man  and  was  gradu¬ 
ated  from  the  University  of  Wisconsin  in 
1964.  He  went  tor  classes  at  nightSduring  his 
first  term  and/earned  a  master’s  ^degree  in 
urban  affairs/n  1964.  He  and  his  wife,  Mary 
Ann,  have  Wo  daughters,  Melanie  and  Me¬ 
linda.  /  \ 

In  Citjf  Hall,  Mr.  Maier  projects  an  image 
of  being  a  methodical,  intelligent  and  somfe 
what/authoritarian  executive.  Off  duty,  he*, 
loo /ns  up,  fishing  often  for  bass,  in  the 
small  lakes  west  of  Milwaukee. 

/“He  has,”  an  aide  says,  “a  Bavarian  tem- 
/perament.  He  likes  to  chew  the  fat.” 

And  he  excels  at  the  city’s  unofficial  card 
game,  sheepshead,  a  German  game  played 
with  the  upper  part  of  the  deck. 

“He  plays  it  like  he  does  everything  else,” 
a  City  Hall  official  says.  “He  remembers 
everything,  how  every  card  in  the  32-card 
deck  has  been  played.” 


Curfew  Here  Most  Rigid  in  United  States 
(By  Gene  Cunningham) 

In  a  matter  of  hours  Monday,  Milwaukee 
became  a  blockaded  city  containing  a  sealed- 
off  area. 

It  was  the  most  rigid  curfew  to  be  imposed 
by  any  of  the  cities  involved  in  this  sum¬ 
mer’s  nationwide  outbreaks  of  rioting. 

Armed  in  advance  with  a  riot  control 
plan,  Milwaukee  officials  assessed  the  situa¬ 
tion,  declared  a  state  of  emergency  and  called 
for  national  guard  assistance  in  less  than 
five  hours  from  the  time  the  first  trouble 
call  came  in  from  the  riot  area. 

Curfews  imposed  in  Newark,  N.J.,  Detroit 
and  other  riot  torn  cities  have  closed  liquor 
stores,  taverns  and  gas  stations  and  ordered 
all  persons  off  the  streets  at  night. 

Milwaukee’s  curfew,  imposed  at  3:40  a.m. 


by  Mayor  Maier,  closed  taverns,  liquor  stores 
and  gas  stations  and  ordered  all  persons  off 
the  streets — day  and  night — until  further 
notice,  closing  all  businesses  as  a  result.  / 

Road  blockades  were  set  up.  Only  doc  to/ 
nurses,  newsmen  and  persons  involved/in 
emergency  services  were  allowed  to  /ter 
the  city.  Inside  the  city,  the  riot  torn  /ction 
of  the  inner  core  was  completely/ sealed 
off.  / 

Maier  termed  the  curfew  the  c/y’s  "main 
weapon”  in  the  prevention  of  Wirther  riot¬ 
ing.  He  credited  it  with  bring/g  the  situa¬ 
tion  under  control  early  Monday. 

Except  for  a  two  hour  lifting  of  the  curfew 
Monday  afternoon  to  al/w  grocery  stores 
to  open,  the  city  was  /  a  standstill  Mon¬ 
day.  / 

Milwaukee’s  speed  in  calling  for  national 
guard  troops  and  lr/osing  its  stringent  cur¬ 
few  was  a  result  htf th  of  the  preplanned  riot 
control  procedu/  and  the  experiences  of 
other  riot  toriycities. 

The  riot  cc/trol  plan,  a  formal  outline  of 
steps  to  be  /ken  in  case  of  civil  disorder  or 
emergency/ was  worked  out  by  the  mayor’s 
office  in/co-operation  with  the  governor’s 
staff,  ci/l  defense  officials  and  police,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of/he  mayor’s  staff  said. 

“IJr  involves  the  consideration  of  emer¬ 
gency  steps  from  the  contacting  of  the  White 
H6use  and  keeping  them  advised  to  contact¬ 
ing  of  the  governor,”  he  said. 

If  the  police  chief  believes  a  disorder  is 
such  that  it  affects  the  welfare  of  the  city, 
he  contacts  the  mayor  who  evaluates  the 
situation  and,  if  necessary,  puts  the  plan 
into  operation,  the  staff  member  said. 

One  provision  of  the  plan  is  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  a  “hot  line”  between  the  mayor's 
office  and  the  governor’s  office  in  Madison. 
The  line  was  installed  last  summer  during 
the  picketing  and  demonstrations  in  Wau¬ 
watosa  and  has  been  maintained  since  then, 
the  spokesman  said. 

The  riot  control  plan  was  completed  about 
two  months  ago  and  is  being  followed  in  the 
present  emergency,  the  mayor’s  office  said. 

Maier  issued  the  following  chronology 
leading  up  to  his  declaration  in  an  emer¬ 
gency  and  the  national  guard  callup: 

11:40  p.m.  Sunday — He  was  notified  at  his 
home  of  the  riot  by  James  C.  Newcomb,  his 
chief  administrator. 

11:45  p.m. — Newcomb  phoned  Paul  Has- 
sett,  Gov.  Knowles’  chief  administrator,  and 
alerted  him  to  the  situation. 

12:40  a.m.  Monday — Maier  asked  the  gov¬ 
ernor  to  place  the  guard  on  standby  alert 
after  he  and  his  staff  arrived  at  their  city 
Shall  offices. 

\  12:50  p.m. — The  White  House  was  apprised 
offithe  situation  by  Alex  Le  Grand,  the  may- 
or’sfedministrative  assistant. 

1  ama. — Maier  was  called  by  Fire  Chief 
James 'Moher  and  told  that  his  department 
was  receiving  numerous  false  alarms  and  that 
his  men  w^re  being  stoned. 

1:30  a.mSc-P°lice  Chief  Harold  A.  Breier 
called  the  m\yor  and  said  he  felt  the  guard 
wasn’t  needeaX 

1 : 50  a.m. — Moher  asked  the  mayor  to  have 
the  guard  called  ant. 

2:26  a.m. — Breiefv  asked  Maier  to  call  out 
the  guard.  \ 

2:27  a.m. — Maier  carried  out  Brier’s  re¬ 
quest  and  proclaimed  \  state  of  emergency 
for  Milwaukee.  \ 

3:40  a.m. — Maier  held  (K  press  conference 
and  announced  an  indefinite  around  the 
clock  curfew,  which  closed  1^1  liquor  and 
gasoline  dispensing  businesses^  and  limited 
pedestrian  and  vehicle  traffic  on^y  to  emer¬ 
gency  and  essential  personnel.  \ 

The  procedures  followed  here  eaKly  Mon¬ 
day  were  similar  to  those  followed  elsewhere, 
but  they  were  hours  or  even  days  faster. 

Detroit,  where  a  curfew  is  still  in  effect, 
called  for  national  guard  troops  near  the  end 
of  its  first  full  night  of  rioting,  a  spokesman 
for  Detroit  Mayor  Jerome  Cavanagh  saicr 
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South  Vietnam  is  a  land  of  farmers; 
k  almost  12  million  of  the  16  million  peo- 
:  live  by  the  soil.  The  South  Vietnamese 
ler  cares  far  more  about  his  land 
about  the  makeup  of  the  govern¬ 
ments,  in  Saigon.  For  as  long  as  he  can 
remember,  governments  have  risen  and 
fallen  with  a  regularity  almost  approach¬ 
ing  that  Nature’s  seasons.  He  has 
learned  to  Ray  little  heed  to  his  govern¬ 
ment,  because  no  administration  has 
showed  any  determination,  to  change  his 
lot. 

Land  reform,  okitself,  will  not  magi¬ 
cally  produce  a  stable  democracy  in  this 
ancient  land.  But  without  real  land  re¬ 
form,  I  fear  that  theVrediction  of  the 
cynics — that  our  only  choice  in  South 
Vietnam  will  come  down\o  options  be¬ 
tween  a  dictatorship  of  t^e  left  or  a 
dictatorship  of  the  right— flight  very 
well  materialize. 

-If  this  Nation’s  experiences  sikce  1945 
have  taught  us  no  other  lesson,  wbmust 
have  learned  that  social  progress  lb  the 
key  to  national  stability  and  popular  st 
port  for  governments — and  that 
are  ultimately  the  mo§t  formidable  de: 
fenses  to  Communist  subversion. 

If  the  tremendous  sacrifices  in  human 
life  and  treasure  that  the  people  of  the 
United  States  are  willingly  making  for 
this  tiny  nation  are  worth  anything — 
and  I  repeat  that  I  believe  they  are — 
then  they  must  mean  not  only  political 
democracy,  but  social  and  economic  jus¬ 
tice  as  well. 

If,  at  the  end  of  this  long  and  tragic 
war,  we  have  merely  succeeded  in  prop¬ 
ping  up  one  more  unpopular,  unrespon¬ 
sive,  and  uncaring  regime,  then  our 
efforts  and  our  sacrifices  will  not  simply 
have  been  futile,  they  will  be  mockeries 
of  this  Nation  and  its  ideals. 

As  London  Times  Saigon  correspondent 
Fred  Emery  points  out : 

It  may  be  questioned  whether  any  progress 
of  lasting  nature  can  be  expected,  in  spite  of 
military  success,  so  long  as  pacification  con¬ 
tinues  without  a  real  revolution  in  the  gov¬ 
ernment’s  attitude  toward  land  reform. 

Absentee  landlords  are  still  riding  in  with 
pacifying  troops,  not  merely  to  grab  back 
their  lands  but  to  extort  back  rents  for  the/ 
time  they  fled  the  Viet  Cong.  Senior  America 
officials  recognize  the  problem  only  too  w/Al, 
and  say,  rather  nervously,  that  they  are 
lng  the  government  will  shortly  coi jfe  up 
with  a  decree  abolishing  back  rentsy 

Mr.  Emery  continues: 

It  remains  that  an  individual  iy  still  own 
up  to  100  hectares  (247  acresf  with  other 
members  of  his  family  ownin^as  much  again. 

Added  to  this  landlords  stifl  extort  rents  as 
high  as  60  percent  of  the^roduct  of  a  rice 
field,  and  it  is  not  hard  ya  see  why  peasants 
keep  their  arms. 

Mr.  President,  th/f  present  government 
in  Saigon  has  title  to  nearly  1  million 
acres  of  undistributed  land.  Unless  and 
until  the  Saigon  government  demon¬ 
strates  a  finn  resolve  to  execute  a  real 
land-reforn*  program,  all  the  flights  of 
rhetoric  about  “pacification”  and  “social 
resolution”  will  continue  to  be  a  disgrace¬ 
ful! 


or  a  prosperous  nation.  But  I  do  say 
that — without  a  real  program  of  land  re¬ 
form,  honestly  and  forcefully  executed — 
we  will  have  neither. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  speak  for  about  a  minute  or  two  on 
another  topic,  the  subject  which  is  going 
to  be  the  main  concern  of  the  Senate 
today;  namely,  the  central  Arizona 
project,  which  is  a  complex  matter, 
touching  on  many  vital  concerns.  I  would 
like  to  address  myself  briefly  to  the  con¬ 
servation  aspects  of  the  bill. 

Last  year  in  the  89th  Congress,  this 
bill’s  predecessor  caused  widespread  con¬ 
cern  among  conservationists  committed 
to  the  preservation  of  our  great  natural 
landscape.  This  was  a  concern  I  shared 
and  for  which  I  fought.  I  felt  the  con¬ 
struction  of  two  dams  in  the  Grand 
Canyon  would  have  marred  and  buried 
sections  of  a  great  natural  wonder. 
Future  generations  would  have  criticized 
us  for  decimating  our  landscape. 

Today  I  am  pleased  and  grateful  that 
these  two  dams  have  been  eliminated 
from  the  central  Arizona  project.  I  am 
even  more  impressed  because  section  13 
of  this  bill  prevents  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  from  authorizing  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  dam  downstream  from  the 
Grand  Canyon.  I  would  have  also  been 
happy  to  see  a  similar  provision  for  the 
Marble  Canyon  dam  site,  but  I  under¬ 
stand  this  was  left  out  pending  consider¬ 
ation  of  an  expanded  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park. 

Because  this  Marble  Canyon  area  is 
still  in  danger,  I  feel  it  imperative  that 
we  in  Congress  act  to  meet  the  need  for 
an  extended  and  expanded  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park.  S.  1004  does  not 
fully  protect  this  area,  and  following  its 
consideration,  we  will  hopefully  move  on 
to  create  a  more  complete  Grand  Canyon 
National  Park  to  solve  these  important 
conservation  needs. 


We  thus  find  in  our  past  and  present 
practices  implicit  affirmation  of  hyman 
rights. 

As  I  have  tried  to  emphasiza/before : 
our  national  interests  and  international 
responsibility  compel  us  to /ratify  the 
Human  Rights  Convention^.  Twice  in 
the  lifetime  of  many  of  us,  the  United 
States  has  been  forced  into  world  wars. 
Twice  we  watched  helplessly  while  un¬ 
checked  domestic  oppression  grew  into 
unprovoked  foreign/aggression.  Aggres¬ 
sion  since  1945  hps  been  the  exclusive 
practice  of  those/regimes  which  first  de¬ 
prived  their  ow yC citizens  of  basic  human 
freedoms.  Human  rights  and  peace  are 
intimately  rpfated  and  historically  inter - 
dependent/When  the  human  rights  of 
any  people  are  threatened,  peace  itself  is 
threatened. 

PeaPe  and  freedom  are  the  fundamen¬ 
tal  Objectives  of  this  Nation’s  policies. 
L ey  us  never  fail  to  recognize  that  the 
irld  looks  to  us  not  merely  as  an  ar¬ 
senal  of  weapons  and  a  storehouse  of 
commodities,  but  as  a  society  committed 
to  the  promotion  of  the  dignity  of  man. 
This  country  was  founded  on  the  basis 
of  ethics  and  morality,  and  we  betray  our 
heritage  if  we  fail  to  state  our  case  in 
moral  terms. 

Our  most  fundamental  question  is  not 
“How  much  artillery?”  or  “How  many 
men?”  It  is  rather  “To  what  purpose?” 
And  for  this  the  world  awaits  an  an¬ 
swer — an  answer  that  we  have  thus  far 
failed  to  provide  in  the  ratification  of 
the  Human  Rights  Conventions. 

Let  the  Senate  move  positively  toward 
both  peace  and  international  securing  of 
human  rights  by  ratifying  the  Treaties 
on  Forced  Labor,  Freedom  of  Associa¬ 
tion,  Genocide,  Political  Rights  of 
Women,  and  Slavery. 


me 


make  it  clear:  I  do  not  suggest 
the  forceful  implementation  of  a 
id-reform  program  in  South  Vietnam, 
will  miraculously  transform  that 
'  war-torn  country  into  a  stable  democracy 


Clone, 


IORAL  CONSIDERATIONS  AL\0 
COMPEL  SENATE  RATIFICATION 
OF  HUMAN  RIGHTS  CONVENE 
TIONS— CXII 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
rise  once  again  today  to  urge  the  Senate 
to  give  its  advice  and  consent  to  the  Hu¬ 
man  Rights  Conventions  on  Forced 
Labor,  Freedom  of  Association,  Geno¬ 
cide,  Political  Rights  of  Women,  and 
Slavery,  I  believe  it  is  good  to  recall  that 
these  are  not  merely  legal  documents, 
but  also  profoundly  affirmative  moral 
statements. 

The  moral  dimension  of  our  foreign 
policy  has  long  been  recognized  and  tra¬ 
ditionally  acknowledged  by  our  practices. 
In  recent  years,  for  example,  we  have 
advanced  proposals  for  strengthening 
U.N.  procedures  in  the  field  of  human 
rights.  We  have  spoken  out  clearly 
against  specific  violations  of  human 
rights  in  different  parts  of  the  world. 
And,  most  impotant  of  all,  we  have 
earned  widespread  respect  from  other 
nations  for  the  dedicated  manner  in 
which  we  have  set  about  eradicating  dis¬ 
crimination  and  injustice  in  our  society. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
^unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
Ije  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

’he  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Pr<Nmire  in  the  chair) .  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  is  so  ordered. 

THE  AMERICAN  HIGHWAY  SYS¬ 
TEM— IT§  CONSTRUCTION  AND 

SAFETY 

The  PRESllSffNG  OFFICER.  Under 
the  previous  orfeter,  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [mK  Randolph]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  30  minutes 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  President,  when 
the  90th  Congress  convened  last  Jan¬ 
uary,  Members  of  the  Npnate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives^  were  under¬ 
standably  concerned  over  the  action  of 
the  President  of  the  Uniteck  States  in 
cutting  back  on  the  highway\program 
for  fiscal  year  1967. 

This  concern  was  testified  'to  by 
speeches  in  the  Senate  and  the  Hkhse, 
by  the  communications  from  the  cn^ef 
executives  of  the  many  States,  and 
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correspondence  with  individual  Sena- 
torkand  the  public  generally. 

I  tecall  more  than  60  Senators  in¬ 
dicating  to  me  personally  that  they  had 
receiveav  correspondence  opposing  the 
action  of\the  President  in  withholding 
trust  fundshset  aside  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  highway  system  of  the  United 
States. 

The  funds  withheld  by  that  executive 
action  amounted  to  $1.1  billion. 

In  light  of  this,  Pthink  it  is  important 
for  us  to  consider  the'action  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  approximately  2 
weeks  ago.  In  a  move  ostensibly  designed 
to  reduce  pressures  on\  the  general 
fund — I  repeat,  on  the  general  fund — 
that  body  adopted  a  5-percent  cut  in  the 
appropriations  for  fiscal  year\1968  for 
the  Department  of  Transportation.  The 
bugetary  implications  in  the  Hou^e  are 
not  my  concern  as  I  speak  today. 'That 
which  does  concern  me,  however,  is  ttmt 
this  unselective — I  use  that  word . 
visedly — reduced  expenditures  from  thi 
highway  trust  fund  by  5  percent.  In  so 
doing,  $189  million  in  actual  cash  was 
removed  from  the  highway  appropri¬ 
ations  portion  of  the  bill  to  which  I  have 
directed  our  attention. 

The  gross  effect  on  this  area  of  the 
total  Transportation  Department  reduc¬ 
tion  will  be  to  postpone  the  obligation  of 
$1.2  billion  of  highway  funds.  This  im¬ 
pact  on  our  highway  construction  ef¬ 
fort — which,  I  emphasize,  has  no  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  general  fund — will  be  in  the 
nature  of  a  withdrawal  of  a  commitment 
of  the  Congress  to  the  highway  program 
as  it  is  now  in  effect. 

We  now  face  serious  underfinancing  of 
our  highway  program  and  these  delays, 
and  further  delays,  compound  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  maintaining  an  orderly  develop¬ 
ment,  of  the  highways  of  our  Nation. 

All  of  the  arguments  which  were  pre¬ 
sented  in  January  of  this  year  against 
the  Presidential  cutback  order  of  Novem¬ 
ber  1966,  including  those  which  were 
presented  by  me,  when  I  addressed  my¬ 
self  to  that  subject  on  January  23,  hold 
true  today  with  respect  to  the  action  of 
the  House,  in  regard  to  the  cut  in  the 
appropriations  for  the  Transportation 
Department  in  connection  with  the  high¬ 
way  program. 

House  sponsors  and  supporters  of  thi! 
5-percent  across-the-board  cut  in  gei 
eral  fund  expenditures  are  reported/to 
have  said  that  they  did  not  intend  to 
bring  about  the  result  which  w#s  the 
natural  consequence  of  the  impjmd  and 
inherent  amendment  offered  fry  Repre¬ 
sentative  Laird,  of  Wisconsin;  However, 
that  may  be,  I  urgently  request  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Sub¬ 
committee  handling  the/Department  of 
Transportation  approbation  to  recom¬ 
mend  a  restoration  at  at  least  the  full 
amount  of  the  budget  request. 

I  have  been  interned  that  the  Federal 
Highway  Admfrnstrator,  Lowell  Brid- 
well,  will  maWa  request  for  such  action 
of  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  ijr  his  testimony  before  them 
today. 

The  effect  of  the  House-passed  reduc 
tion  ori  our  economy,  as  well  as  on  the 
progress  and  the  success  of  our  highway 
prpgram,  would  be  most  severe.  Its  po¬ 


tential  impact  on  many  people  in  the 
private  sector — contractors,  suppliers, 
and  labor — as  well  as  its  impact  on  State 
highway  programs  would  be  too  great  for 
us  to  permit  this  action  to  go  unchal¬ 
lenged.  It  is  unfair  for  this  situation  to 
come  about  at  this  time.  It  is  my  belief 
that  we  need  to  have  it  corrected  as 
quickly  as  possible. 

I  invite  my  fellow  Senators  to  join 
me  and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads, 
as  we  work  with  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  and  others  in  this  body 
seeking  the  restoration  of  these  funds 
for  highway  development  and  construc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  another  matter  which 
is  also  of  vital  significance  is  the  action 
of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee, 
as  ratified  later  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  in  reducing  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  carrying  out  the  highway  safety 
irogram  from  the  $100  million  requested 
the  budget  to  the  $20  million  proposed 
by\the  committee,  and  the  $19  million 
approved  by  the  House. 

WeVecall  that  it  was  only  last  year, 
that  Congress  adopted  the  Highway 
Safety  AHl — a  measure  designed  to  bring 
into  being\  full-scale  Federal,  Stateyand 
local  government  program  to  w/ge  a 
massive  and\we  hope,  eff ective/action 
to  prevent  thN  destruction  of /life  and 
the  loss  of  property  on  the  highways  of 
this  Nation.  We  nave  held  gearings  on 
this  subject  in  oms.  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  within  the  pashlO  days  or  2  weeks. 
During  that  time,  we  have  heard  testi¬ 
mony  on  the  program!  being  conducted 
pursuant  to  the  HjghwaV  Safety  Act. 
It  is  a  measure  of /broad  interest  to  the 
people  of  this  country. 

I  think  it  is  ar  sad  commentary  on  our 
times  that  a  Wounded  soldier  orxnarine 
in  Vietnam  iias  a  better  chance  of  sur¬ 
vival  thaiythe  victim  of  a  highway  acci¬ 
dent  in  the  United  States. 

I  ceWainly  believe  that  the  expend: 
ture  w  support  our  troops  in  Vietnam  is' 
a  necessary  one.  We  want  them  to  have 
as/great  a  Chance  of  receiving  prompt 
ledical  treatment  and  surviving  injuries 
4n  the  jungles,  the  mountains,  and  the 
rice  paddies  as  possible.  But  I  question 
the  thinking  behind  these  expenditures 
devoted  to  saving  lives,  if  at  the  same 
time  Congress  refuses  to  appropriate  the 
funds  necessary  to  carry  out  what  is  per¬ 
haps  the  most  meaningful  domestic 
safety  program  which  has  yet  been  con¬ 
ceived. 

Every  year  we  suffer  many  more  fa¬ 
talities  upon  our  highways  than  we  do 
upon  the  battlefields.  I  am  committed 
to  any  course  of  responsible  action,  and 
to  the  necessary  appropriation  therefor, 
which  will  reduce  casualties  on  the  bat¬ 
tlefield,  and  on  the  highways  as  well.  The 
appropriation  of  the  $100  million  re¬ 
quested  by  the  administration  to  carry 
out  the  highway  safety  program  is  small 
in  comparison  to  the  economic  destruc¬ 
tion  and  human  distress  which  come 
from  accidents,  which  result  in  approxi¬ 
mately  52,000  deaths  annually,  and  the 
maiming  of  additional  thousands  of  men, 
women,  and  children,  on  the  roads  of 


this  country.  I  repeat  that  figure:  The 
death  toll  is  52,000  annually,  with  many 
more  thousands  injured  and  maimed. 

I  recognize  that  we  must  examine 
reexamine  our  expenditure  priorities/4t 
a  time  when  there  are  greater  demands 
on  the  general  fund  than  can  be  narct  by 
it.  But  I  know  of  no  program  which  is 
more  capable  of  reducing  human  suffer¬ 
ing  more,  and  make  a  greater/retum  on 
the  dollars  invested,  than  the  meaning¬ 
ful  and  effective  highway/  safety  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  been  written  into  law, 
and  which  now  needs  the  dollars  to  make 
it  work. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  recently 
completed  hearings  reviewing  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  in  connexion  with  the  Safety  Act 
which  we  parsed  in  1966.  We  heard  Fed¬ 
eral,  State  e iid  local  officials  describe  the 
beginnings  of  this  promising  program. 
Now  to/have  the  program  summarily 
stopper  would,  in  a  sense,  be  illogical, 
andywould  seem  to  me  to  be  a  tragedy 
of  Jme  era  of  mobility  in  which  we  live. 
If' by  failing  to  underwrite  it  we  cause 
felay  in  the  highway  safety  program,  it 
could  only  be  because  we  do  not  see  the 
urgency  of  the  need.  I  believe  that  if  all 
Members  of  Congress,  certainly  all  Sen¬ 
ators,  were  fully  apprised  of  the  situa¬ 
tion,  we  would  respond  with  the  neces¬ 
sary  funds.  _ 

The  highway  safety  program,  like  the 
highway  construction  program,  we  must 
remember,  is  a  joint  effort  of  the  States 
and  the  Federal  Government.  We  have 
urged,  and  in  some  degree  we  have  re¬ 
quired,  that  the  States  undertake  safety 
programs  under  penalty  of  losing  10  per¬ 
cent  of  their  highway  funds  if  they  do 
not  comply.  We  have  asked  the  States  to 
obligate  the  expenditure  of  large  sums  of 
money  to  match  the  Federal  funds  which 
everyone  expected  that  Congress  would 
make  available. 

Our  action  on  appropriations  will 
create  the  environment  in  which  this 
program  can  be  carried  forward.  If  we 
commit  ourselves  to  the  need  for  urgent 
iction,  the  States  and  the  communities 
involved  will,  I  think,  respond  accord¬ 
ingly.  If  we  do  not  restore  these  funds, 
and\he  program  is  forced  to  function  at 
the  reduced  level  of  the  appropriations 
provided  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  theh  the  States  and  the  local  com¬ 
munities  will  be  correct  in  assessing  the 
congressional  view  of  this  program  as 
one  which  canswait  for  another  day ;  and 
until  that  day,  \here  will  continue  to  be 
casualties,  whichVurrently  mount  to  the 
total  of  approximately  52,000  killed  dur¬ 
ing  a  12 -month  peric 

I  do  not  believe  th^t  that  is  the  sense 
of  the  Members  of  Congress;  and  we 
must  reverse  that  action\ 

It  is  our  obligation  to  Restore  these 
funds  for  carrying  out  the  highway 
safety  program  and  to  restore  the  full 
appropriations  for  highway  construc¬ 
tion.  Money  for  construction  is  now  in  a 
trust  fund  earmarked  for  that  purpose — 
cash  in  hand,  and  not  money  wh^ch 
would  be  drawn  from  the  general  fr 
It  is  our  obligation  to  restore  these  func 
so  that  the  actual  and  implied  promises ' 
made  to  the  States  by  Congress  will  be 
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A  recent  letter  from  Mr.  Charles  Bell, 
vice  president  for  administration  of  the 
^Hilton  International  Hotels,  contained 
re  following  report: 
lilton  International  has  indeed  expanded 
its  exports  (of  American  quality  beef) .  In  ad- 
dition\to  the  ton-to-ton  and  a  half  per  week 
we  are\shipping  to  Paris  (the  Le  Western 
restaurant) ,  we  are  now  shipping  approx¬ 
imately  the  same  quantity  to  the  “Maison 
du  Boeuf ”  \estaurant  of  our  new  Brussels 
Hilton  HotelN 

In  addition  t®  the  shipments  to  Paris  and 
Brussels,  Hilton\lnternational  is  supplying 
one  ton  and  more \o  our  hotels  in  Rotterdam 
and  Amsterdam  and  has  just  shipped  off 
almost  10,000  lbs.  of\J?eef  ribs  to  the  Hong 
Kong  Hilton. 

Sample  shipments  ha>e  also  been  sent  to 
the  Royal  Teheran  Hilton  and  we  antici¬ 
pate  steady  ordering  from  \hat  hotel. 

These  initial  export  movements  are 
small,  but  significant.  TheX  constitute 
the  first  commercial  export  shipments 
of  U.S.  quality  meats  in  nearly  50  years. 

For  that  period  of  time  American 
steaks,  roasts,  and  hamburgers  hav^  not 
been  available  on  the  European 
tinent.  The  beef  which  is  eaten  there'Hs 
veal  and  meat  from  older  dairy  cowsS, 
produced  as  a  byproduct  of  the  dairy 
industry,  supplemented  by  imports  of 
grass-fed  beef  from  South  America  and 
elsewhere. 

The  growth  in  exports  in  American 
variety  meats  demonstrates  the  desire  to 
upgrade  beef  consumption  in  Europe.  In 
1951  our  variety  meat  exports  were  vir¬ 
tually  zero.  Now  they  are  about  10.3  per¬ 
cent  of  American  production  and  return 
$75  million  to  the  American  industry.  It 
seems  to  the  committee  that  this  is  an 
indication  of  the  speed  with  which  a 
similar  trade  might  develop  for  other 
American  meat  products. 

Looking  at  the  other  side  of  the  pic¬ 
ture — the  ability  of  the  American  cattle 
and  beef  industry  to  furnish  these  pro¬ 
ducts — we  find  that  this  country  pro¬ 
duces  about  one-third  of  all  the  world’s 
beef.  With  by  far  the  largest  “produc¬ 
tive  platform,’’  our  industry  is  in  a  posi-y 
tion  to  consider  servicing  the  large  ir 
port  gaps  now  arising  in  places  such/fis 
Western  Europe. 

It  is  well  known  that  cattle  constitutes 
a  vital  crop  for  the  farmer  in  practically 
every  State  of  the  Union.  Salejr  of  live¬ 
stock  bring  in  nearly  one-third  of  all 
farm  income,  with  cattle  accounting  for 
about  one-quarter.  Thus/  any  success 
that  we  might  have  in  developing  export 
markets  is  likely  to  have  wide  benefits 
throughout  the  country  as  well  as  in  our 
seacoast  States,  and  m  have  also  signif¬ 
icant  balance-of-payments  advantages. 

The  bill  whiclyi  introduce  today  pro¬ 
poses  to  assis/6ur  industry  to  explore 
and  develop  these  markets. 

It  would  establish  an  annual  confer¬ 
ence  at  which  high  Government  policy¬ 
makers,  together  with  the  industry  lead¬ 
ers,  would  review  and  analyze  world  sup¬ 
ply,  demand,  and  trade  in  beef  products. 

is  conference  would  be  planned, 
organized,  and  conducted  under  the  di¬ 
rection  of  two  cochairmen:  one  from  the 
ivemment  side,  appointed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  the  other 
designated  by  industry. 

The  committee  does  not  envision  that 
this  conference  will  result  in  the  crea¬ 


tion  of  any  permanent  commission  or 
agency  or  would  require  the  hiring  of 
additional  Government  employees.  Pre¬ 
paration  of  the  conference  would  be  in 
the  regular  course  of  business  of  the 
government  departments  concerned 
with  exports  and  imports  of  meat  pro¬ 
ducts  and  the  welfare  of  the  industry 
that  furnishes  these  fine  products  to  our 
own  people. 

In  this  connection,  the  committee  was 
concerned  during  its  investigation  when 
it  learned  of  the  low-profit  margins 
which  seem  to  persist  and  to  characterize 
our  domestic  cattle  industry.  These  con¬ 
ditions  are  reflected  on  the  following 
table  financial  rates  on  ranch  income, 
placed  in  the  committee’s  May  1966 
hearing  record  at  the  committee’s 
request : 

AVERAGE  RETURN  FOR  BEEF  CATTLE  OPERATIONS,  1957-64 


Northern 

1 nter- 

Southwest 

Plains 

mountain 

Net  ranch  income _ 

Percentage  return  on 

$6, 482 

$6, 127 

5/179 

investment _ 

1.75 

1.83 

/  .71 

On  the  basis  of  this  information  the 
snmmittee’s  report  recommends  that  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  knould  pre¬ 
sent  its  assessment  of  the  ./ructural  dif¬ 
ficulties  and  low  profit  ntfargins,  which 
affect Nje  full  participation  of  the  indus¬ 
try  in  both  domestic kind  foreign  mar¬ 
kets,  ana\should  take  the  initiative  in 
organizings,  response  to  these  problems. 

This  confePenco'T’roposed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  prWde  an  opportune  occa¬ 
sion  for  the  Department  to  focus  its  ef¬ 
forts  in  this  ^regard.  It  would  also  allow 
the  Department  to  proceed  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  recVmmended  ^by  the  committee 
to  proviae  effective  assistance  to  busi¬ 
nessmen  who  wish  to  export,  regardless 
of  size  or  previous  experience  in  interna¬ 
tional  trade.  The  Department  carries  on 
successful  cooperating  programs  as  to 
lany  other  products  and  the  committee 
'feels  that  the  time  has  arrived  for  a 
similar  sustained  effort  to  be  mHde  in 
this  commodity  area. 

Another  section  of  this  bill  would  §)Jso 
have  the  Department  of  Agriculture  put 
lish  each  year  an  authoritative  report 
giving  information  on  world  supply,  de¬ 
mand,  and  trade  in  beef  products.  This 
would  be  available  30  days  prior  to 
the  conference  and  could  serve  as  a  basis 
for  discussion. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  that  the  holding 
of  such  a  conference  would  give  the  ex¬ 
perienced  and  trusted  leaders  of  industry 
and  the  Government  an  opportunity,  on 
a  regular  basis,  to  discuss  the  potentials 
and  problems  of  international  trade 
which  deeply  affect  this  important  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  economy.  These  delibera¬ 
tions  would  be  instructive  and  might  be 
helpful  in  arriving  at  the  practicable 
solutions  to  the  problems  which  have 
beset  the  cattle  industry  in  recent  years. 

The  committee  has  also  included  in 
the  bill  a  provision  on  foreign  trade  re¬ 
strictions.  This  proposal  was  formulated 
after  careful  study,  which  concluded  a 
special  hearing  held  by  the  Senate  Small 
Business  Committee  jointly  with  the 
Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Com¬ 
mittee  on  September  9,  1965.  The  com¬ 


mittee  also  solicited  the  opinions  of 
businessmen  throughout  the  country.  In 
examining  the  patterns  of  agriculture  in 
Europe,  we  become  aware  of  the  fact  that 
restrictions  which  might  be/in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  only  one  or  two  countries  could 
keep  an  entire  group  oy  countries  from 
enjoying  the  benefits  or  the  high  quality 
and  modest  cost  of  American  meat  prod¬ 
ucts.  Such  restrictions  on  our  products 
could  be  imposed  /despite  any  economies 
of  production,  transportation,  or  distri¬ 
bution  that  oujkindustry  might  be  able  to 
achieve. 

The  detriments  of  such  a  policy  go  far 
beyond  thj? realm  of  increasing  the  pleas¬ 
ure  and/the  health  of  European  con- 
sumer/and  their  families.  It  is  the  opin¬ 
ion  oLxhe  Committee  on  Economic  Devel¬ 
opment  that  most  Europeans  would 
stand  to  suffer  from  such  restrictions  in 
le  following  ways:  consumers  would  pay 
ligher  prices,  for  which  they  would 
realize  less  in  the  way  of  food  value,  in¬ 
ternal  resources  in  Europe  would  be¬ 
come  committed  to  uneconomic  uses, 
labor  shortages  would  be  intensified,  and 
the  higher  prices  of  food  would  be  re¬ 
flected  in  the  cost  of  manufactured  goods 
and  services  across  the  entire  economy. 
The  committee’s  report  endorses  this 
analysis. 

As  a  consequence,  the  committee  feels 
justified  in  stating  that  there  would  be 
wide  support  for  the  full  use  of  powers 
made  available  by  the  Congress  in  the 
Trade  Expansion  Act  in  the  event  of  un¬ 
due  protectionism  as  to  this  commodity. 
It  has  thus  recommended  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  make  full  use  of  the  powers  on 
impose  sanctions  with  respect  to  those 
countries  who  are  obstructing  trade  in 
beef  products  in  their  own  interest. 

In  the  Congress,  we  shall  continue  to 
do  all  we  can  to  further  the  development 
of  export  as  well  as  domestic  markets 
and  the  capability  of  the  small  and  large 
American  businessmen  in  the  beef  indus¬ 
try  to  participate  fully  in  them. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  refer¬ 
red. 

The  bill  (S.  2226)  to  provide  for  an 
annual  conference  between  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  beef  industry,  the  Secretary 
)f  Agriculture,  and  representatives  of 
ther  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  consider  prob- 
lenuv  relating  to  the  export  of  beef  and 
beef  products  from  the  United  States  and 
relatecPmternational  trade  problems,  and 
for  others,  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr. 
SPARKMAN^tfor  himself  and  other  Sen¬ 
ators),  wasN^eceived,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  ancKForestry. 


AMENDMENT  TO  THE  FEDERAL 
POWERsACT 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Federal  PowersAct  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  regulation  of  the  construction 
of  electric  power  transmissionMmes  near 
national  parks,  forests,  historicN^es,  and 
other  similar  areas,  in  order  to  Reserve 
the  historical,  recreational  or  scenic 
character  of  such  areas.  This  bill  is  iden¬ 
tical  to  H.R.  11809  which  Represent 
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tive 'Reuss  introduced  in  the  House  on 
July  2\ 1967. 

At  th&nresent  time  nothing  prevents  a 
public  utility  in  many  States  from  rav¬ 
aging  the  beauty  of  our  national  parks 
and  historic  sites  with  electric  transmis¬ 
sion  towers.  Insmany  States,  power  com¬ 
panies  have  blanket  power  of  condemna¬ 
tion  for  their  powerline  rights-of-way, 
without  review  by  Federal,  State,  or  local 
authorities.  This  is  an  intolerable  situa¬ 
tion  which  the  Congress  should  rectify. 

In  my  own  State,  the'Potomac  Edison 
Power  Co.  is  planning  to  build  a  series  of 
huge  transmission  towers  Nadjacent  to 
the  historic  Civil  War  battlefield  of 
Antietam  in  Washington  County.  Future 
visitors  to  Antietam,  scene  of  tns  blood¬ 
iest  battle  of  the  Civil  War,  will  n$we  no 
trouble  locating  Gen.  Robert  E.  Lee’ssfirst 
northern  invasion  route :  it  will  be  hi) 
lighted  by  massive  steel  girders  and  elei 
trie  powerlines.  The  desecration  of  thi: 
historic  landmark  will  be  a  national 
tragedy. 

I  have  spoken  out  frequently  against 
Potomac  Edison’s  utter  disregard  for  the 
national  interest  in  the  proposed  loca¬ 
tion  of  its  towers.  So  have  local  citizens’ 
groups,  as  well  as  the  Commissioners  of 
Washington  County,  the  Washington 
County  Planning  and  Zoning  Commis¬ 
sions,  and  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
Stewart  Udall. 

Under  present  law,  however,  our  com¬ 
bined  opposition  may  be  futile.  No  one 
can  prevent  Potomac  Edison  from  des¬ 
ecrating  Antietam  if  it  chooses  to  do  so. 

Thomas  Jefferson  once  wrote  that 
“the  earth  belongs  in  usufruct  to  the 
living.”  A  nation  which  neglects  its  nat¬ 
ural  beauty  and  its  national  heritage 
bequeaths  a  sterile  estate  to  its  future 
generations.  It  is  sheer  folly  to  leave  the 
safeguarding  of  this  beauty  and  heritage 
to  the  whim  and  convenience  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  utilities. 

The  bill  I  introduce  today  will  rectify 
this  intolerable  situation.  Public  utilities 
will  be  prohibited  from  constructing 
power  facilities  adjacent  to  land  which 
has  been  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  have  a  national,  historic, 
recreational,  or  scenic  value  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States,  unless  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  determines  thi 
such  construction  is  consistent  with  the 
national  interest.  The  Secretary  w/uld 
be  required  to  hold  healings  prior JCo  his 
decision,  at  which  all  interested/parties 
would  have  the  opportunity  to  testify. 

This  bill  places  responsibility  for  the 
safeguarding  of  our  national  landmarks 
in  the  hands  of  the  proper  Federal  au¬ 
thorities,  instead  of  entrusting  that  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  the  pujfflic  utilities.  Al¬ 
though  it  in  no  way/preempts  existing 
or  future  State  regulation  of  such  rights- 
of-way,  the  bill  will  prevent  public  util¬ 
ities  from  defacing  our  national  parks 
and  historic  landmarks  in  the  manner  in 
which  Potomac  Edison  plans  to  deface 
Antietam. 

An  editorial  in  the  Washington  Post  on 
July  29/condemned  Potomac  Edison’s 
planned  construction  and  supported  this 
bill  tp  correct  this  intolerable  situation. 
Mr/President,  I  ask  that  this  editorial 
and  a  copy  of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Iecord  at  this  point. 


The  editorial,  presented  by  Mr.  Tyd- 
ings,  is  as  follows: 

Raw  Power 

In  this  era  of  concern  about  land  use  and 
proper  planning,  it  seems  almost  unbeliev¬ 
able  that  an  electric  company  can  pick  any 
route  it  wants  for  a  power  transmission  line 
regardless  of  the  views  others  may  have.  But 
that  is  the  situation  now  being  highlighted 
by  plans  of  the  Potomac  Edison  Company  to 
built  a  110-foot  high  power  line  through 
Western  Maryland’s  Potomac  Valley.  No 
one — property  owners,  local  governments,  the 
State  of  Maryland,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment — is  happy  about  the  route  except  Po¬ 
tomac  Edison.  But,  under  the  law,  no  one 
but  Potomac  Edison  counts  because  it  has 
unlimited  powers  of  condemnation. 

Delegate  Lowe  was  right  in  describing  what 
is  going  on  in  Western  Maryland  as  ‘‘a  bla¬ 
tant  example  of  raw  power  when  a  public 
utility  can  be  so  powerful  as  to  ignore  the 
wishes  of  county,  state  and  Federal  govern¬ 
ment.”  And  Delegate  Lowe  is  in  a  position  to 
see  that  situations  like  this  do  not  occur  in 
.the  future.  As  a  powerful  member  of  Mary¬ 
land’s  House  of  Delegates,  Mr.  Lowe  can  urge 
that  body  to  withdraw  the  blanket  power 
that  public  utility  companies  now  have  in 
Maryland  and  to  require  that  the  location  of 
such  mights  on  the  landscape  as  power  lines 
be  subject  to  review  by  a  state  agency. 

Congress  can  also  do  something  about  sf 
uations  likh  this  one.  There  is  often  a  Fed¬ 
eral  interesrV.  in  the  location  of  interstate 
power  transmission  lines  since  suclyOines 
have  an  affinity  for  park  areas.  Congress 
should  seriously  Consider  the  bill  in/roduced 
this  week  by  Representative  Reuts  to  give 
the  Secretary  of  Interior  power  t / review  the 
location  of  these  linesS 

The  PRESIDING  6fFI<5eR.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred:  and,  without  abjection,  the  bill 
and  editorial  will  be  p  An  ted  in  the 
Record.  /  \ 

The  bill  (S.  2227/  to  amend  trm  Federal 
Power  Act  in  order  to  provide  f ok  regula¬ 
tion  of  the  con/ruction  of  electri\power 
transmissioiylines  near  national  parks, 
national  foi'ests,  national  historic  sites, 
and  certain  other  areas  in  order  to  pre¬ 
serve  yfe  historical,  recreational,  o' 
sceni c/character  of  such  areas,  intro¬ 
duce/  by  Mr.  Tydings,  was  received, 
rea / twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the 
C/mmittee  on  Commerce,  and  ordered  to 
6e  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

S.  2227 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  part  II 
of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  824— 824h) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  section: 

‘‘REGULATION  of  transmission  lines  near 
CERTAIN  FEDERAL  LANDS 

‘‘Sec.  210.  (a)  Within  one  hundred  and 
eighty  days  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  section  and  from  time  to  time  thereafter, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall,  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  appropriate  officers,  depart¬ 
ments,  and  agencies  of  the  United  States, 
publish  in  the  Federal  Register  a  description 
(by  metes  and  bounds)  of  lands  and  waters 
adjacent  to  lands  owned  by  the  United  States 
which  lands  of  the  United  States  are  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
have  a  historic,  recreational,  or  scenic  value 
to  the  people  of  the  United  States  and  which 
could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  power  transmission  lines  or  associated 
facilities  on  such  adjacent  lands  or  over  such 
adjacent  waters. 

“(b)  No  power  transmission  line  or  as¬ 
sociated  facility  used  or  to  be  used  for  the 
transmission  of  electric  energy  or  the  sale  of 


electric  energy  at  wholesale  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce  may  be  constructed  on  any 
lands  described  in  the  Federal  Register  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  r“  ‘ 
less  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  after  nojj 
and  opportunity  for  a  hearing  de' 
that  such  construction  would  be  in 
lie  interest  and  grants  a  certificate  permit¬ 
ting  such  construction.”  / 

Sec.  2.  Section  201(f)  of  tip  Federal 
Power  Act  is  amended  by  strik/ig  out  “No 
provisions”  and  inserting  in/lieu  thereof 
“Except  as  provided  in  seetpn  210  of  this 
part,  no  provision”. 

INVESTIGATION  OF  RECENT  ACCI¬ 
DENTS  INVOLVING  THE  ARMED 

FORCES  IN  SOUTHEAST  ASIA 

Mr.  SCOTT President,  I  submit  a 
resolution  authorizing  and  directing  the 
Committee  cm  Armed  Services  to  conduct 
a  thorough  investigation  into  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  surrounding  the  recent  dis¬ 
aster  involving  the  U.S.S.  Forrestal  and 
similar  tragic  accidents  in  the  Southeast 
Asian  war  zone  which  have  taken  a  heavy 
toll  of  lives  of  American  military  person- 
el.  My  resolution  directs  the  committee 
vO  report  the  results  of  its  investigation 
together  with  such  recommendations  for 
corrective  action  as  .it  deems  appropriate 
within  90  days  after  the  approval  of  the 
resolution. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text 
of  my  resolution  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  reso¬ 
lution  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred;  and,  without  objection,  the 
resolution  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  153)  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices,  as  follows: 

S.  Res.  153 

Whereas  a  fire  aboard  the  United  States 
Ship  Forrestal  has  taken  a  tragic  toll  of  lives 
of  United  States  military  personnel  and  has 
therefore  adversely  affected  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  the  mission  of  United  States  Armed 
Forces  in  the  Southeast  Asian  zone  of  hos- 
k  tilities;  and 

Whereas  previous  fires  aboard  the  United 
states  Ship  Oriskany  and  the  United  States 
Snip  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  have  taken  an 
equally  tragic  toll  of  human  life  and  mate¬ 
riel;  and 

Whereas  some  of  the  sophisticated  weapons 
and  equipment  utilized  by  United  States 
Armed  Fortes  have  been  associated  with  in¬ 
cidents,  accidents,  failures,  and  malfunctions 
leading  to  loiss  of  life  and  property:  Now, 
therefore  be  it\ 

Resolved,  Thafivthe  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  is  authorised  and  directed  to  make  a 
full  and  complete  study  and  investigation 
of  the  causes  of  incidVits,  accidents,  failures 
and  malfunctions  relating  to  the  use  of 
sophisticated  military  Weapons  and  equip¬ 
ment  in  the  Southeast^  Asian  zone  of 
hostilities. 

Sec.  2.  The  Committee  shah  report  to  the 
Senate  the  results  of  its  study  and  investiga¬ 
tion,  together  with  such  recommendations 
for  legislation  or  other  action  aXit  deems 
appropriate,  not  later  than  90  days  ter  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT- 
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS  NOS.  234  TO  237,  INCLUSIVE 

Mr.  AI.LOTT  submitted  four  amend¬ 
ments,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him, 
to  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  con- 
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struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New 
Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
were  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table,  and  to 
be  printed. 

AMENDMENT  OP  FOREIGN  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  ACT  OP  1961— AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS  NOS.  23  8,  239,  AND  240 

Mr.  JAVITSVMr.  President,  I  have 
noted  with  dismay  what  is  in  effect  the 
carving  up  of  the  foreign  aid  bill  by  the 
Senate  Foreign  Regions  Committee. 
The  committee’s  majnslty  decision  to  cut 
deeply  into  our  economic  aid  program 
is  not  the  way  to  give  the^enate  a  more 
decisive  role  in  determiningsthe  direction 
and  philosophy  of  our  foreign  policy. 
These  actions  are,  I  feel,  gravely  incom¬ 
patible  with  the  highest  polic\  consid¬ 
erations  which  should  control  ourS^oreign 
affairs. 

I  emphasize  that  what  I  speak  of  ^toes 
not  really  involve  money.  What  realty 
has  happened  is  that  the  program 
being  gutted  in  respect  of  authorizations' 
and  conditions  rather  than  of  money. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the 
$65  million  cut  in  the  funds  requested 
for  the  Alliance  for  Progress ;  the  drastic 
limitations  placed  on  the  vitally  impor¬ 
tant  extended  risk  investment  guaranty 
program;  and  the  $33  million  reduction 
in  technical  assistance  to  increase  food 
production  in  developing  nations. 

What  is  really  critical  is  the  drastic 
limitation  being  placed  on  vitally  impor¬ 
tant  guarantee  programs  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  dealing  with  private  enterprise 
and  foreign  aid. 

The  economic  aid  portion  of  our  for¬ 
eign  aid  program  will  be  so  eroded  by  the 
restrictions  and  cuts  of  this  bill — if  they 
are  allowed  to  stand — as  to  make  a  fun¬ 
damental  change  in  the  U  S.  policy  on 
foreign  aid  in  effect  since  1947.  Just  as 
many  in  the  Senate  object  that  the 
President  is  running  away  with  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  foreign  policy  and  leav¬ 
ing  out  the  Senate,  let  us  not  allow  a 
spirit  of  retaliation  to  creep  in  unwit¬ 
tingly,  which  can  only  harm  the  country  fj 
by  unilaterally  and  basically  revising  oi 
foreign  aid  policy  under  the  guise  of  cyfs 
and  restrictions. 

It  is  a  fact  that  as  long  as  poor  nations 
constitute  a  majority  of  the  workr  popu¬ 
lation  we  will  not  be  secure.  We  cannot 
withdraw  from  the  world  for/ur  power 
makes  us  a  decisive  part  o£Gt.  Foreign 
aid — a  fractional  part  of  a ur  budgetary 
expenditures — is  a  key  element  in  closing 
the  growing  gap  between  the  industrial 
and  developing  nation/ of  the  world  and 
let’s  face  it,  it  is  likaly  to  remain  a  part 
of  our  foreign  pohcy  for  some  years  to 
come,  in  one  forcn  or  another. 

Even  if  the  entire  $2.7  billion  foreign 
economic  aid  program  for  fiscal  year  1968 
was  eliminated  tomorrow  and  was  added 
to  domesth/ programs  it  would  be  but  a 
relatively/ small  contribution  in  solving 
our  dou/stic  social  problems. 

If  wfe  in  the  Senate  are  ready  to  deal 
with/mr  unresolved  urban  problems — as 
we/ire  dealing  with  the  Vietnam  war — 
oen  let  us  devise  an  effective  strategy 
ind  vote  the  required  funds  and  stand 
up  to  the  financial  responsibility  it  im¬ 
plies. 


It  is  amazing  to  me  that  one  of  the 
most  successful  parts  of  the  foreign  aid 
program — private  enterprise  participa¬ 
tion — is  the  very  element  of  it  the  hard¬ 
est  hit  by  restrictions  and  cuts. 

Let  me  assure  the  Senate  that  I  am 
fully  aware  that  this  is  not  considered  to 
be  a  popular  program  now.  It  is  nice  to 
be  popular,  too,  but  it  is  our  primary  duty 
to  give  the  country  intelligent  leadership. 

Accordingly,  I  am  submitting  today 
amendments  which  I  intend  to  propose 
during  the  coming  debate  on  the  foreign 
aid  authorization  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  my  amendments 
to  the  desk  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendments  be  printed  in  the 
Record 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received  and  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table;  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendments,  submitted  by  Mr. 
Javits,  are  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  238 

In  section  104  of  the  bill,  as  reportej 
trike  out  the  committee  amendment 
seSiion  221  (b)  of  the  Foreign  Assistance 
AcVtof  1961  and  insert  in  lieu  therejc  the 
follo^ng: 

“(  \  Section  221  (b)  of  the  Foofrgn  As- 
sistance\Act  of  1961,  as  amendedywhich  re¬ 
lates  to  authority  for  investment  guaran¬ 
ties,  is  amended  as  follows: 

“  ( 1 )  In  thdvproviso  to  parag/ph  ( 1 ) ,  strike 
out  ‘$7,000,00(S^00’  and  sujjstitute  ‘$9,000,- 
000,000’. 

“(2)  In  the  thi>d  provi/>  to  paragraph  (2) , 
strike  out  ‘$375,000M0’/nd  ‘$215,000,000’  and 
substitute  ‘$575, 000^/)  ’  and  ‘$415,000,000’ 
respectively. 

“(3)  In  the  last/rovSjo  to  paragraph  (2), 
strike  out  ‘1969yand  substitute  ‘1971’.” 

ENDMENT  NO\239 

In  sectioi/ 106  of  the  bil\  as  reported, 
strike  out  Jme  committee  amendment  to  the 
first  sent/ice  of  section  252  of  wie  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  of  1961  and  insert  in  lieu 
there*)/ the  following: 

)  In  the  first  sentence  (1)  stride  out 
‘an/  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1968  and'^)69, 
$750,000,000’  and  substitute  ‘and  for  the\s* 
m  year  1968,  $643,000,000’,  and  (2)  stri> 
rout  ‘$100,000,000’  and  substitute  ‘$110, 000, > 
000’.” 

Amendment  No. -240 

In  section  103  of  the  bill,  as  reported, 
strike  out  the  committee  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  212  of  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 
1961,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(  )  Section  212,  which  relates  to  author¬ 

ization,  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  ‘1967’ 
and  substituting  ‘1968’,  and  (2)  by  striking 
out  ‘$210,000,000’  and  substituting  ‘$243,000,- 
000’.” 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendments  would  accomplish  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

First,  to  restore  AID’S  authority  to  give 
extended  risk  guaranties  up  to  75  per¬ 
cent  of  investments  for  purposes  other 
than  housing. 

Second,  to  increase  by  $200,000,000 
AID’S  authority  to  issue  extended  risk 
guaranties — from  $375,000,000  to  $575,- 
000,000.  This  involves  no  money,  as  our 
loss  ratio  in  these  matters  does  not  in¬ 
volve  the  need  for  appropriations. 

Third,  to  extend  AID’S  authority  to 
give  extended  risk  guarantees  from  the 
present,  June  30,  1969,  to  June  30,  1971. 


You  cannot  possibly  hope  to  curtai/ a 
program  such  as  this  without  it  suffering 
very  badly,  because  much  advanced 
planning  is  necessary. 

Fourth,  to  increase  AID’s  specific  risk 
guaranty  authority  by  $2  bihfon — from 
$7  billion  to  $9  billion.  The  only  two 
money  restorations  I  spe/c  of;  and  I 
emphasize  that  the  majo/ factor  here  is 
authority  rather  than  money,  and  this  is 
very  important  in  m/king  our  system 
work  the  best  for  tlye  things  we  wish  to 
do. 

Fifth,  to  restate  the  $65,000,000  cut 
from  AID’S  appropriations  request  for 
the  Alliance  fj/  Progress  for  fiscal  year 
1968— from  $578,000,000  to  $643,000,000. 

I  believe  this  is  a  very  ill-advised  time 
to  make  Ahe  Latin  Americans  believe 
that  we/are  not  doing  all  we  can  with 
them. /he  situation  in  Latin  America  is 
very^/enuous,  as  everyone  knows. 

:th,  to  restore  the  $33,000,000  cut  in 
technical  assistance  funds  in  AID’S 
jpropriations  request  for  fiscal  year 
r1968— from  $210,000,000  to  $243,000,000. 
This  is  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
creasing  food  production.  I  can  think  of 
nothing  which  would  be  more  construc¬ 
tive  and  which  would  have  greater  lever¬ 
age  than  increasing  the  amount  from 
$210  million  to  $243  million. 

I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
amendments  which  I  have  suggested  are 
fully  supported  by  the  action  which  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  took 
yesterday. 

In  the  Nation’s  interest,  this  battle 
should  not  be  over  until  the  Senate  has 
had  the  opportunity  to  work  its  will.  As 
one  Senator,  I  propose  that  the  Senate 
be  given  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  an  editorial  published  in  the 
New  York  Times  of  July  30,  1967,  and 
an  editorial  that  appeared  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  on  the  same  day,  bearing  out 
this  position,  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorials 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times,  July  30,  1967] 
Butchering  Foreign  Aid 
.In  this  year  of  skyrocketing  Vietnam  war 
costs  and  serious  domestic  problems  it  was 
inevitable  that  politics  would  supersede 
statesmanship  in  Congressional  handling  of 
the  ^ministration’s  modest  $3. 5-billion 
foreign  aid  bill. 

The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  has 
butchered  the  aid  measure  in  a  wholesale 
manner  thatVe fleets  more  spite  than  selec¬ 
tivity.  The  committee  slashed  the  total  re¬ 
quest  by  more  Chan  20  per  cent  to  an  all- 
time  low  of  $2. 5SJ billion  for  military  and 
economic  aid  comohied,  and  introduced  a 
string  of  restrictions\that  will  seriously  in¬ 
hibit  the  Administration’s  freedom  to  spend 
what  money  it  eventual^  gets. 

This  is  not  to  suggest  the  committee  mem¬ 
bers  had  no  cause  to  be  disgruntled  about 
some  of  the  uses  to  which  aid  has  been  put. 
The  manner  in  which  militaiY  aid  has  been 
dumped  into  some  developing  tfquntries,  un¬ 
dermining  economic  efforts  andNlielping  to 
fire  dangerous  and  costly  local  disputes,  is 
certainly  open  to  question.  \ 

But  many  of  the  cuts  and  restrictions — 
such  as  a  $33-million  cut  in  technical  ateist- 
ance  and  reductions  in  development  lyan 
and  Alliance  for  Progress  funds — do  n\t 
make  sense  in  the  light  of  deteriorating  con\^ 
ditions  in  many  of  the  poorer  countries  and 
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ofvthis  nation’s  vital  interest  in  a  world  of 
peaceful  economic  and  political  development. 

It  qan  only  be  surmised  that  Senators  who 
have  traditionally  supported  aid  are  using 
this  bilk  as  a  whipping  boy  to  vent  their 
ire  over ^Administration  policies  in  other 
areas,  nam&ly  Vietnam.  It  would  be  more  log¬ 
ical  for  thena  to  vote  against  measures  di¬ 
rectly  related  to  the  Vietnam  war  rather  than 
to  attack  a  program  that,  on  the  whole, 
represents  an  enlightened  attempt  to  pre¬ 
vent  future  VietnfHps. 


[Prom  the  Washington  Post,  July  30,  1967] 
Victimized  Bill 

The  foreign  aid  bill,  in  its  passage  through 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relatione  Committee,  had 
to  bear  a  heavy  burden  of  national  and  sena¬ 
torial  skepticism  in  concern.  >The  country’s 
immense  frustration  over  VietnSjn  was  piled 
on,  and  its  perennial  doubts  abouVwhat  good 
has  been  accomplished  were  sharpened  by  the 
Mideast  war.  Then  there  was  the  questioning 
of  national  priorities  induced  by  th\  sum¬ 
mer’s  riots.  A  congressional  urge,  bordering 
on  desperation,  to  keep  from  being  ovenmn 
by  Executive  initiative  became  part  of  tSe 
load,  and  so  did  senatorial  pique  at  discover' 
ing  that  the  Administration  had  been  mak¬ 
ing  furtive  arms  loans  through  the  Export- 
Import  Bank. 

So  it  was  shocking,  but  perhaps  not  so 
surprising,  that  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  which  has  known  the  reputation  of 
being  a  bastion  of  intelligence,  responsibility 
and  the  long  view,  should  whack  $740  million 
out  of  the  foreign  aid  authorization  bill.  This 
was  about  23  per  cent  and  it  came  out  of  a 
bill  already  pared  in  anticipation  of  the  con¬ 
gressional  knife.  One  might  have  hoped  the 
Committee  would  mark  up  the  bill  with  an 
eye  to  the  United  States’  continuing  interest 
in  a  more  stable  world  and  that  it  would  not 
have  fallen  prey  to  the  anxieties  and  irrita¬ 
tions  of  the  day.  But,  unfortunatly,  this  was 
not  so. 

The  military  cuts  are  one  thing.  Rightly  or 
wrongly,  the  Administration  has  seemed  to 
be  spreading  arms  loosely  around  the  world. 
This  impression  was  only  confirmed  by  reve¬ 
lation  of  the  backdoor  usage  of  the  Eximbank 
to  sell  poor  countries  expensive  arms.  That 
the  United  States  has  sold  weapons  to  several 
sets  of  countries  which  have  warred  against 
each  other  is  another  disturbing  anomaly 
suggesting  the  need  for  more  care. 

But  the  economic  cuts  are  another  matter. 
Latin  America’s  revolutionaries  are  about  to 
meet  in  Havana  to  decide  how  to  create 
“more  Vietnams,”  and  the  Senate  Committee 
reduced  the  Alliance  for  Progress  authoriza¬ 
tion  by  $172  million.  By  far  the  most  urgenj 
task  of  the  underdeveloped  world  is  to  gro 
more  food,  and  the  Committee  cut  somey$33 
million  from  this  account.  Private  invest¬ 
ment  is  a  vital  lever  in  many  foreign/coun¬ 
tries,  and  the  Committee  backed  ofr  from  a 
promising  insurance  program  designed  to  at¬ 
tract  more  of  it. 

The  Administration  deserves  /  measure  of 
blame  for  the  blows  inflicted y6n  the  foreign 
aid  program.  But  a  responsible  Congress 
would  not  make  the  natytoal  interest  pay 
for  the  miscues  of  the  Administration.  The 
United  States  pays  a  pathetically  small  share 
of  its  national  inconig  for  foreign  aid:  this 
share  goes  into  programs  which,  to  be  effec¬ 
tive,  must  be  contiguous.  To  cut  back  foreign 
aid  sharply  and  statically  is  to  lose  much  of 
its  effect.  Fortunately,  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  and  then  the  Senate,  have 
the  chance  t e  undo  the  damage  done  so  far. 


ADDITIONAL  COSPONSORS  OP 
BILLS 

fr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
,  lanimous  consent  that,  at  its  next 
printing,  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  be  added  as  a 


cosponsor  of  the  bill  (S.  2000)  to  amend 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1950  to 
authorize  annual  grants  to  reduce  the 
cost  of  private  borrowing  by  educational 
institutions  as  an  alternative  form  of 
assistance  to  the  direct  college  housing 
loans  presently  provided  for. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres- 
idnt,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Hartke,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  at  its  next 
printing,  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  HollingsI  be  added 
as  a  cosponsor  of  the  bill  (S.  1726)  to 
amend  the  Antidumping  Act,  1921. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CHANGE  OF  REFERENCE 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations,  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  that  committee  be 
ischarged  from  the  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution  38, 
expressing  the  sense  of  the  Congress  wit 
respect  to  the  International  Antidumping 
Code,  atad  that  it  be  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  orvFinance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Vhe  Chair  hears  jrone,  and 
it  is  so  ordered 


APPOINTMENTS  B5 
PRE3IDI 


'THE  VICE 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
appoints  the  following  Senators  to  attend 
the  11th  session  of  the  Gleneral  Confer¬ 
ence  of  International  Atomic  Energy 
Agency,  to  be  held  at  Vienna^  Austria,  on 
September  2jjf  1967:  Pastor N^nd  Hick- 

ENLOOPER. 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THeVp- 

PBNDIX 

>n  request,  and  by  unanimous  consent 
idresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc.,  were 
'ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appendix,  as 
follows : 

By  Mr.  COOPER: 

Statement  of  Dr.  William  Haddon,  Jr.,  Di¬ 
rector,  National  Highway  Safety  Bureau, 
Federal  Highway  Administration,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation,  before  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Roads  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  July  18,  1967. 

By  Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia: 

Editorial  entitled  “Our  Asian  Allies,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Charlottesville,  Va.,  Daily  Prog¬ 
ress,  of  August  1,  1967. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND: 

Article  entitled  “Good  Riddance,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  State,  Columbia,  S.C.,  July  29, 
1967. 

Article  entitled  “Cuba  Parley  Advocates 
Racial  Guerrillas  in  United  States,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Washington  Evening  Star,  of 
July  31,  1967. 

Editorial  entitled  ‘The  North  Meets  the 
Outsider,”  published  in  the  Allendale  County 
Citizen,  Allendale,  S.C.,  July  27,  1967. 


SENSELESS  DESTRUCTION  IN  THE 
NAME  OF  CIVIL  RIGHTS 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  an  edi¬ 
torial  scoring  our  present  internal  dis¬ 


orders,  written  by  Harry  Yockey,  ap: 
peared  in  the  July  29,  1967,  edition  of  t\  " 
Dover,  Ohio,  Daily  Reporter. 

I  concur  fully  in  the  thought§/ex- 
pressed  in  this  editorial. 

America  has  had  enough  of  the^latant 
lawlessness  perpetrated  by  /a  small 
minority  of  its  citizens.  / 

“It  is  time  for  every  American,  who 
loves  his  country,  to  give  /ober  thought 
to  today’s  conditions  ami  to  weigh  how 
he  might  correct  them,”  affirms  Mr. 
Yockey.  / 

The  editorial  coiyfiudes  with  the  as¬ 
sertion  : 

The  time  for  tjrfking  is  past.  The  times 
demand  action,  the  kind  of  action  that  will 
eradicate  the  yJbilers,  establish  equal  rights 
on  a  sound  and  sensible  plateau  and  bring 
harmony  Xo/a,  nation  that  has  grown  and 
prospered  / n  a  foundation  established  on 
life,  libenty  and  happiness. 

MiyPresident,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
senh/that  Mr.  Yockey ’s  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

lere  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
r  ?as  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Senseless  Destruction  in  the  Name  op 
Civil  Rights 

America  has  had  enough  of  senseless  life 
taking  and  wide  spread  property  destruc¬ 
tion  in  the  name  of  civil  rights. 

America  has  had  enough  of  the  loud¬ 
mouthed,  brazen  exhorters  who  incite  blind 
followers  to  shoot,  burn  and  loot. 

America  has  had  enough  of  H.  Rap  Brown, 
who  said  “We’ll  burn  the  country  down, 
honkies  (whites)  and  all.” 

America  has  had  enough  of  Stokely  Car¬ 
michael,  who  was  quoted  from  Havana  as 
saying  "we  applied  war  tactics  of  the  guer¬ 
rillas  in  Newark  and  we’re  preparing  groups 
of  urban  guerrillas  for  our  defense  in  cities.” 

America  has  had  enough  of  Adam  Clayton 
Powell,  who  yells  from  his  Bimini  retreat 
that  “riots  are  a  necessary  phase  of  the 
black  revolution”  and  that  there  will  be  other 
upheavals  unless  Negroes  are  nominated  to 
Congress  “by  September.” 

America  has  had  enough  of  those  who 
demand  that  they  receive,  scot-free,  housing 
and  other  common  necessities  which  others 
earn  through  hard  work. 

America  has  had  enough  of  the  unqualified 
and  their  commands  for  equal  employment 
pimply  because  of  color. 

lerica  has  had  enough  of  the  politicians 
imHuding  President  Johnson,  who  try  to 
makk  hay  by  placing  the  blame  for  the 
uncontrolled  rioting  and  burning  on  each 
other. 

AmeriJfe  has  had  enough  of  national  legis¬ 
lators  whcNapparently  would  rather  vote  mil¬ 
lions  in  tax^sioney  for  “disaster  relief”  than 
incur  the  wrt^h  of  some  voters  and  enact 
laws  that,  in  uncertain  terms,  will  curb 
racists. 

America  has  h&d  enough  of  the  congres¬ 
sional  reticence  inNipproving  a  gun  control 
law  aimed  at  preventing  the  “guerrillas”  from 
arming  themselves  soNthey  can  wage  a  civil 
rights  rooftop  war  on\policemen,  firemen, 
innocent  citizens  or  anyone  else  they  decide 
to  snipe  at. 

America  has  had  enougl^if  youths,  old 
enough  for  military  service,  w»o  race  through 
streets  hurling  firebombs  ancKrocks  while 
a  half  million  others  are  fighting  a  war  in 
Vietnam. 

Yes,  America  has  had  enough,  l$ut  just 
the  mere  saying  that  enough’s  enough  isn’t 
enough. 

It  is  time  for  every  American,  who  J^yes 
his  country,  to  give  sober  thought  to  today’s 
conditions  and  to  weigh  how  he  might  heli 
correct  them. 

It  is  time  to  recognize  that  the  vast  ma- 
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A  failure  to  raise  taxes  would  not  year.  Our  adversary  still  believes,  I  think  to- 


avoid  the  burdens  of  financing  a  war. 
For  these  burdens  are  inescapable.  But, 
'instead  of  sharing  those  burdens  equita¬ 
bly  and  responsibly — as  an  income  tax 
surcharge  would  do — inflation,  tight 
monW,  and  shortages  would  tax  the 
American  people  cruelly  and  capri- 
ciouslyAThe  consequences  of  that  irre¬ 
sponsibility  would  haunt  America  and  its 
people  forbears  to  come. 

\  CONCLUSION 

Some  may  near  in  this  message  a  call 
to  sacrifice.  \ 

In  truth,  it  is  \  call  to  the  sense  of 
obligation  felt  by  all  Americans. 

Americans  in  Vietnam  stand  in,  and 
brighten,  the  light  of  \  proud  tradition. 
They  give  their  service\and  some  give 
their  lives,  for  their  councyv,  and,  for  us. 

To  this  point,  America  haAserved  them 
well  by  supporting  them  unstintingly  to 
the  last  of  their  needs  while  Building  a 
strong  and  prosperous  Nation  atrfaome. 

I  urge  you  to  remember  the  following. 
Last  year  real  wages  were  the  highest  in 
history — and  the  unemployment  rate 
reached  the  lowest  point  in  13  yearfcc 
total  after-tax  real  income  of  American' 
families  rose  5  percent;  corporate  profits 
after  taxes  reached  an  all-time  peak,  up 
9  percent  last  year;  net  income  per  farm 
increased  more  than  9  percent,  even  after 
adjusting  for  the  higher  prices  farmers 
paid;  our  gross  national  product,  valued 
in  constant  prices,  advanced  5.8  percent. 

These  gains  were  achieved  without 
either  runaway  inflation,  or  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  the  wage  and  price  controls  which 
have  been  the  condition  of  American  life 
in  every  conflict  of  this  century. 

In  significant  part,  this  was  the  result 
of  responsibility  and  restraint  exercised 
by  the  business,  farm,  and  labor  com¬ 
munities. 

The  current  situation  summons  those 
groups  as  never  before  to  maintain  that 
responsibility  in  their  wage  and  price  de¬ 
cisions. 

It  summons  all  Americans  to  respond 
with  that  same  responsibility  in  the 
challenge  of  their  own  lives. 

The  inconveniences  this  demand  im¬ 
poses  are  small  when  measured  against 
the  contribution  of  a  marine  on  patrol  in 
a  sweltering  jungle,  or  an  airman  flying 
through  perilous  skies,  or  a  soldier  10,- 
000  miles  from  home,  waiting  to  join  his 
outfit  on  the  line. 

There  are  times  in  a  nation’s  life  when 
its  armies  must  be  equipped  and  fielded, 
and  the  nation’s  business  must  still  go 
on.  For  America  that  time  is  now. 

The  Nation’s  unfinished  agenda  here 
at  home  must  be  pursued  as  well.  The 
poor  must  be  lifted  from  the  prisons  of 
poverty,  cities  must  be  made  safe  and 
livable,  sick  and  undernourished  bodies 
must  be  restored,  our  air  and  water  must 
be  kept  clean,  and  every  hour  of  our  fu¬ 
ture  must  see  new  opportunities  unfold. 

This,  then,  is  the  story  behind  the  facts 
and  forecasts,  and  the  recommendations 
I  submit  today. 

Last  January  I  told  the  Nation: 

I  wish  I  could  report  to  you  that  the  con¬ 
flict  in  Vietnam  is  almost  over.  This  I  cannot 
do.  We  face  more  cost,  more  loss,  and  more 
agony.  For  the  end  is  not  yet.  I  cannot  prom¬ 
ise  that  it  will  come  this  year — or  come  next 


night,  that  he  can  go  on  fighting  longer  than 
we  can,  and  longer  than  we  and  our  allies 
will  be  prepared  to  stand  up  and  resist. 

Our  men  in  that  area — there  are  nearly 
500,000  now — have  borne  well  the  “burden 
and  the  heat  of  the  day.”  Their  efforts  have 
deprived  the  Communist  enemy  of  the  vic¬ 
tory  that  he  sought  and  that  he  expected  a 
year  ago.  We  have  steadily  frustrated  his 
main  forces.  General  Westmoreland  reports 
that  the  enemy  can  no  longer  succeed  on  the 
battlefield. 

I  must  say  to  you  that  our  pressure  must  be 
sustained — and  will  be  sustained — until  he 
realizes  that  the  war  he  started  is  costing 
him  more  than  he  can  ever  gain. 

I  know  of  no  strategy  more  likely  to  attain 
that  end  than  the  strategy  of  “accumulating 
slowly,  but  inexorably,  every  kind  of  mate¬ 
rial  resource” — of  “laboriously  teaching 
troops  the  very  elements  of  their  trade.” 
That,  and  patience — and  I  mean  a  great  deal 
of  patience. 

Those  words  are  even  more  true  today. 

The  test  before  us  as  a  people  is  not 
whether  our  commitments  match  our  will 
and  our  courage,  but  whether  we  have 
the  will  and  the  courage  to  match  our 
commitments. 

I  urge  the  Congress  to  respond  to  the 
fiscal  challenge  that  faces  the  Nation.  I 
Shope  that  in  the  national  interest  you 
will  act  promptly  and  favorably  upon 
these  recommendations. 

\  Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

Th\  White  House,  August  3,  1967 . 


MESSAGE.  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT — 
APPROVAL  OF  BILL 

A  message  nr  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Jones,  one 
of  his  secretaries\and  he  announced 
that  on  August  1,  1993,  the  President  had 
approved  and  signed  the  act  (S.  1191)  to 
provide  for  the  distribution  of  judgment 
funds  among  members  of  the  Confed¬ 
erated  Bands  of  the  Ute  Indian  Tribes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  president,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quoram. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  l^e  clerk 
will  call  the  roll.  \ 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk\  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll.  \ 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  th\ 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  concluded. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  395,  S.  1004. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk. 
Calendar  No.  395,  S.  1004,  authorizing 
the  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  central  Arizona  project, 
Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  reported  with  an  amendment. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  appropriate 
members  of  the  staff  of  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  be  al¬ 
lowed  the  privilege  of  the  floor  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  consideration  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum,  and,  at  the  request  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  I  hope  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  staff  will  alert  Senators  to  the  fact 
that  this  will  be  a  live  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll,  and  the  following  Senators  an¬ 
swered  to  their  names : 


Anderson 

Bennett 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Church 

Cooper  ■ 

Dirksen 

Dominick 

Ellender 

Fannin 

Griffin 


[No.  203  Leg. 
Gruening 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hatfield 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Jackson 
Javits 

Jordan,  Idaho 


Kuchel 

Mansfield 

McCarthy 

McClellan 

Montoya 

Morton 

Moss 

Ribicoff 

Young,  Ohio 


Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Bayh]  and  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Morse]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Hollings],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pell],  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers]  are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case] 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms 
be  directed  to  request  the  attendance  of 
absent  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order  of 
the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  the  following  Sena¬ 
tors  entered  the  Chamber  and  answered 
to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Eastland 

Long,  La. 

Allott 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Baker 

Fong 

McGovern 

Bartlett 

Fulbright 

McIntyre 

Bible 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Boggs 

Hart 

Miller 

Brooke 

Hartke 

Mondale 

Burdick 

Hill 

Monroney 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Mundt 

Cannon 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Pastore 

Clark 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Pearson 

Cotton 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Percy 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Prouty 

Dodd 

Long,  Mo. 

Proxmire 
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Randolph  Stennls 

Russell  Symington 

Scott  Talmadge 

Smith  Thurmond 

Sparkman  Tower 

Spong  Tydings 

The  PRESIDING 
quorum  is  present. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me,  without  losing 
his  right  to  the  floor? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  and  I  have 
discussed  the  possibility  of  a  Labor  Day 
recess,  and  we  did  give  serious  consider¬ 
ation  to  the  possibility  of  a  recess  until 
the  latter  part  of  August,  as  had  been 
suggested  by  some  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  but  we  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  that  would  not  be 
possible  at  this  time. 

Therefore,  we  wish  to  make  a  joint 
announcement  to  the  effect  that  there 
will  be  a  recess,  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  from  the  conclusion  of  business  on 
Friday,  September  1,  up  to  and  including 
Sunday,  September  10.  So  if  Senators 
will  put  that  down  in  their  calendars, 
they  will  be  able  to  make  arrangements 
accordingly;  and  the  joint  leadership 
will  send  out  notices  to  that  effect 
shortly. 

With  respect  to  the  second  matter,  the 
pending  business,  the  joint  leadership 
has  discussed  this  legislation,  which  is 
very  important,  with  both  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  members,  including  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott].  It 
is  intended  to  stay  on  this  bill  until  it  is 
completed.  There  may  be  votes  today; 
there  may  be  votes  tomorrow.  So  the 
Senate  is  on  notice. 


Williams,  N.J. 
WUliams,  Del. 
Yarborough 
Young,  N.  Dak. 


OFFICER.  A 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona- 
New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  this  opportunity  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  in  support  of  S.  1004,  the  bill  which 
my  colleagues,  Senators  Fannin,  Cannon, 
and  Jackson,  cosponsored  with  me  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  central  Arizona  project.  For 
more  than  25  years,  I  have  witnessed  the 
obstruction  of  Arizona’s  effort  to  put  to 
use  its  share  of  the  Colorado  River  water. 

I  think  all  of  you  know  that  I  have 
always  attempted  to  help  in  any  way  pos¬ 
sible  with  every  project  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  country’s  resources — even 
when  I  was  being  fought  on  my  own 
project  for  my  own  State.  I  am  entitled, 
and  the  State  of  Arizona  is  entitled,  to 
prompt  action  on  the  central  Arizona 
project;  and  there  is  no  sound  reason 
why  this  project  cannot  be  considered 
now.  It  is  entirely  compatible  with  the 
regional  developments  proposed  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 


I  pause  to  remark  that  during  all  my  40 
years  of  service  in  the  Senate,  I  have 
voted  for  and  supported  legislation  which 
authorized  the  expenditure  of  large  sums 
of  money  for  the  improvement  of  rivers 
and  harbors  and  for  flood  control,  not 
a  dollar  of  which  was  reimbursable.  It 
should  not  be  forgotten  that  every  dollar 
appropriated  for  the  construction  of  rec¬ 
lamation  projects  is  returned  to  the 
Treasury  in  due  time. 

Tire  central  Arizona  project  was  con¬ 
ceived  in  1940  as  a  separate  project.  The 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  found  it  feasible 
in  1947.  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
reported  favorably  on  it  in  1948.  The  1947 
report  was  updated  in  a  report  made  in 
January  1962,  and  the  project  found  to 
be  more  feasible  and  more  needed  than 
in  1947.  The  report  was  further  refined 
and  reevaluated  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  in  1963.  A  subsequent  favorable 
report  was  issued  in  January  of  1964. 

More  recently,  in  February  of  1967,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  issued  yet  an¬ 
other  report  in  which  the  feasibility  of 
the  project  was  again  established. 
Throughout  the  88th,  89th,  and  90th 
Congresses,  officials  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  have  repeatedly  testified  before 
committees  of  Congress  and  have  estab¬ 
lished  the  need  for  and  the  feasibility  of 
the  central  Arizona  project. 

A  bill  to  authorize  this  project  was 
passed  by  the  Senate  in  1950  and  again 
in  1951.  In  1952,  California  prevailed 
upon  the  House  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  to  postpone  further 
consideration  of  the  project  until  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  Arizona’s  water  rights  had  been 
adjudicated  or  agreed  upon. 

We  did  what  we  were  told  to  do.  We 
went  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court,  where 
we  battled  for  11  long  years,  at  the  end 
of  which  the  Court  found  that  we  were 
legally  entitled  to  the  water  for  which 
California  had  contended  and  to  some 
extent  even  now  continues  to  contend 
that  we  have  no  right. 

Since  I  first  came  to  the  Senate  in  1927, 
I  have  labored  unceasingly  to  help  Ari¬ 
zona  secure  the  full  benefit  of  its  rightful 
share  of  Colorado  River  water.  A  civiliza¬ 
tion  has  grown  up  in  Arizona  that  has 
added  wealth  and  strength  to  our  Na¬ 
tion.  That  civilization,  as  is  true  in  the 
rest  of  the  Southwest,  is  based  on  water. 
Today  that  civilization  is  threatened. 
Arizona  has  only  one  source  of  water  if 
that  productive  civilization  is  to  sur¬ 
vive — that  source  is  the  Colorado  River. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  sufficient 
water  is  available  to  Arizona  from  the 
Colorado  River  to  justify  a  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project.  California,  on  the  other 
hand,  has  other  ample  sources  of  supply 
within  its  own  borders  sufficient  to  meet 
its  needs.  If  Federal  assistance  is  needed 
to  develop  those  sources,  I  will  be  glad 
to  obtain  that  help  for  California.  This 
is  no  new  attitude  on  my  part.  I  cheer¬ 
fully  supported  the  appropriation  of 
Federal  funds  required  to  bring  the 
water  from  the  Sacramento  River  into 
central  California. 

Arizona  can  wait  no  longer.  I  am  con¬ 
fident  that  this  Congress  and  this  ad¬ 
ministration  will  give  first  priority  to 


the  central  Arizona  project — a  desper¬ 
ately  needed  project. 

When  the  Supreme  Court  handed 
down  its  historic  opinion  on  June  3,  1963, 
it  appeared  that  my  years  of  labor  were 
about  to  bear  fruit  and  that  the  people 
of  my  State  would  realize  the  benefits 
of  their  full  rights  in  the  Colorado  River. 

I  trust  that  I — and  the  citizens  of  Ari¬ 
zona — will  not  be  disappointed. 

Finally,  I  should  like  to  say  that  I 
believe  that,  in  the  final  analysis,  the 
State  of  California  and  those  people 
who  today  purport  to  speak  on  her  be¬ 
half  will  honor  the  pledges  of  two  of 
her  Governors — namely,  that  of  the 
Honorable  Earl  Warren,  given  in  1948, 
that — 

Whenever  it  is  finally  determined  what 
waters  belong  to  Arizona,  it  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  use  that  water  in  any  manner  or 
by  any  method  considered  best  by  Arizona. 

And  that  of  the  Honorable  Edmund 
G.  Brown,  given  shortly  after  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  decision,  that  California, 
having  lost  the  Supreme  Court  case, 
“would  not  try  to  accomplish  by  ob¬ 
struction  what  she  had  failed  to  accom¬ 
plish  by  litigation.” 

Mr.  President,.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
editorial  which  was  published  today  in 
the  Washington  Post. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edito¬ 
rial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Arizona’s  Emergency 

As  the  Central  Arizona  Project  bill  goes  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  today,  it  has  been  stripped  of 
its  most  controversial  features.  The  bill  failed 
last  year  largely  because  it  called  for  con¬ 
struction  of  two  power  dams  in  Marble  and 
Bridge  Canyons.  Both  those  dams  have  now 
been  eliminated,  and  the  way  is  clear  for  the 
addition  of  Marble  Canyon  to  the  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park.  The  question  of  the 
Hualapai  Dam  at  Bridge  Canyon  is  left  for 
future  decision,  but  meanwhile  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  would  be  forbidden  to  au¬ 
thorize  any  private  dam  at  that  site. 

Power  to  lift  Arizona’s  share  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  water  over  the  hills  to  Phoenix  and 
Tucson  would  come  from  a  huge  steam  gen¬ 
erating  plant  to  be  constructed  by  public  and 
private  agencies.  To  minimize  opposition,  the 
Senate  Interior  Committee  also  included  in 
the  bill  a  guarantee  of  4,400,000  acre-feet  of 
Colorado  water  to  California  for  27  years, 
five  reclamation  projects  in  Colorado  and 
New  Mexico  and  aid  for  the  Dixie  project  in 
Utah.  The  bill  would  also  create  a  Lower 
Basin  Development  Fund  which  could  be 
used  to  obtain  water  from  other  sources  in 
future  years,  despite  the  elimination  of  the 
controversial  dams. 

Unfortunately,  these  concessions  have  not 
fully  eliminated  opposition.  A  few  Senators 
still  complain  that  no  provision  has  been 
made  for  a  study  of  water  importation  to  the 
Southwest  and  that  the  loss  of  revenue  from 
the  proposed  Hualapai  Dam  will  diminish 
the  possibility  of  obtaining  such  imports. 
Both  points  seem  to  us  unsubstantial.  The 
needed  study  of  water  imports  can  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  National  Water  Commission  to 
be  established  by  a  separate  bill  which  has 
passed  both  houses,  and  a  modified  Hualapai 
Dam  could  be  authorized  at  some  future  date 
if  that  should  prove  imperative  to  a  larger 
solution  of  future  water  problems. 

As  against  this  vague  concern  for  the  fu¬ 
ture,  the  needs  of  Arizona  are  direct  and  im¬ 
mediate.  The  Senate  Committee  report  shows 
that  the  water  table  in  Arizona  has  dropped 
from  an  average  of  70  feet  below  the  surface 
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in  1940  to  200  feet  in  1964,  with  some  depths 
as  great  as  500  feet.  In  other  words,  Arizona 
has  been  supplying  its  needs  by  “mining” 
water  that  has  accumulated  over  millions  of 
years.  It  cannot  continue  drawing  upon  un¬ 
derground  water  at  the  same  rate  without 
disastrous  consequences. 

The  bill  in  question  is  designed  to  help 
Arizona  relieve  its  problem  by  drawing  upon 
the  Colorado  River  for  water  to  which  it  is 
entitled  under  a  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  There  is  no  reason  for  further  delay 
of  this  essential  project.  We  think  Congress 
should  enact  the  bill  and  that  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  should  move  promptly  to  add  Marble 
Canyon  to  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  colleague  has  just 
spoken  on  a  bill  he  has  sought  to  have 
passed  for  over  20  years.  I  pay  tribute  to 
him  for  his  great  efforts  to  obtain  this 
legislation  which  is  so  vital  to  our  State 
of  Arizona  and  the  Nation,  and  for  his 
outstanding  assistance  to  other  States 
on  reclamation  projects  important  to 
them.  I  support  this  project  whole¬ 
heartedly  because  of  its  necessity  to 
Arizona  and  to  other  States  in  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  a  whole. 

THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT - ARIZONA'S 

SALVATION 

It  was  over  20  years  ago  that  the 
Senate  in  the  78th  Congress  first  looked 
upon  this  same  project.  Since  that  date, 
both  Houses  of  Congress  have  consid¬ 
ered  the  project  in  various  bills,  subject¬ 
ing  it  to  exhaustive  hearings  and  docu¬ 
mentation.  For  11  long  years  the  project 
lay  on  the  congressional  shelves,  while 
Arizona  and  California  took  the  legal  is¬ 
sues  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 

In  a  moment  I  will  briefly  trace  that 
long  history.  But  first,  let  me  discuss 
briefly  why  this  project  is  needed  so 
desperately  by  Arizona. 

Historically  Arizona’s  development 
lagged  somewhat  behind  most  regions  in 
the  Nation  because  her  lands  were  re¬ 
mote  and  her  climate  arid.  Recently, 
however,  population  and  economic 
growth  have  virtually  exploded,  putting 
to  use  the  area’s  dormant  wealth  of  na¬ 
tural  and  human  resources.  This  has 
spurred  an  acceleration  in  manufactur¬ 
ing,  mining,  lumbering,  and  tourist  at¬ 
tractions.  Situated  next  door  to  the  most 
populous  States  in  the  Nation,  Arizona 
continues  to  strengthen  this  burgeoning 
southwest  region. 

Water  has  put  the  muscle  in  Arizona’s 
economy  and  given  the  surge  to  her  spec¬ 
tacular  recent  growth — a  growth  that 
has  not  only  served  the  people  within  her 
borders  but  the  entire  Nation  as  well. 
Without  a  permanent  supply  of  water, 
much  of  this  area  would  revert  to  desert, 
as  it  has  already  begun  to  do  in  some 
areas  of  the  State  where  water  shortages 
are  most  critical.  This  shortage  is  the 
result  of  Arizona’s  lack  of  facilities  to  use 
her  legal  share  of  Colorado  River  water, 
a  condition  the  CAP  would  correct. 

Arizona  finds  herself  unique  among  all 
the  seven  States  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin — she  is  now  entirely  dependent  on 
the  waters  from  this  one  river  system.  In 
contrast,  the  other  States  of  the  basin 
have  available  sources  from  other  major 
river  systems.  But,  due  to  the  exasperat¬ 
ing  delays  she  has  suffered  in  Congress 
and  the  Supreme  Court,  Arizona  has  been 


unable  to  utilize  her  full  legal  share  from 
this  great  river. 

Consequently,  much  of  the  water  used 
to  maintain  central  Arizona’s  economy 
has  come  from  groundwater  basins.  Wa¬ 
ter  stored  in  these  underground  reser¬ 
voirs  has  accumulated  over  millions  of 
years.  It  is  being  depleted  at  a  frighten¬ 
ing  rate.  To  the  people  of  Tucson,  this 
is  a  sobering  statistic,  for  this  great 
metropolis  is  the  only  major  city  in  the 
United  States  wholly  dependent  on 
groundwater  sources  for  its  water  supply. 

The  current  average  rate  of  ground- 
water  decline  in  central  Arizona  has 
been  approximately  10  feet,  per  year, 
with  much  of  the  area  experiencing  an¬ 
nual  declines  equalling  and  exceeding 
20  feet: 

The  average  water  table  depth  in  1940 
was  only  approximately  70  feet  below 
ground  surface.  By  1964,  however,  it  had 
dropped  to  200  feet  with  depths  as  great 
as  500  feet.  Pump  lifts  associated  with 
these  water-table  levels  vary  from  250 
to  600  feet.  At  this  rate,  the  average  wa¬ 
ter  table  is  expected  to  drop  to  300  feet 
and  lower  by  1975.  In  Pinal  County,  be¬ 
tween  Phoenix  and  Tucson,  these 
ground-water  depletions  have  been 
graphically  illustrated  by  instances 
where  the  surface  lands  have  visibly 
sunk. 

Because  of  pumping  costs,  poor  water 
quality,  and  the  physical  limitations  im¬ 
posed  by  the  variable  nature  of  the  un¬ 
derground  storage,  the  entire  volume  of 
underground  water  cannot  be  consid¬ 
ered  available  for  use.  The  present  net 
rate  of  overdraft  of  approximately  2 
million  acre- feet  per  year  will  drasti¬ 
cally  deplete  this  largely  nonreplenish- 
able  resource  before  adequate  water  is 
available  to  once  again  balance  supply 
with  demand. 

All  Arizonans  have  been  hurt  by  the 
declining  water  supply,  and  with  the 
current  rate  of  population  explosion  the 
damage  may  become  irreparable. 

Urbanization  is  rapidly  expanding  in 
Arizona  and,  in  some  areas,  is  taking 
over  prime  agricultural  land.  This  is  es¬ 
pecially  true  in  central  Arizona  where 
the  major  metropolitan  areas,  princi¬ 
pally  Phoenix  and  Tucson,  have  sprung 
from  towns  in  the  irrigated  farming 
areas. 

Phoenix  and  Tucson  are  not  just  the 
population  centers  of  our  State — they 
are  the  home  for  three  air  bases  which 
provide  the  major  source  of  aircraft  and 
fighter  pilots  in  Vietnam.  Phoenix  is 
flanked  by  Williams  and  Luke  Air  Bases, 
where  many  of  our  fighter  pilots  receive 
their  advanced  pilot  and  gunnery  train¬ 
ing  preparatory  to  assignments  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  Davis-Monthan  at  Tucson  is  the 
largest  aircraft  reconditioning  base  in 
the  U.S.  Air  Force.  From  this  sprawl¬ 
ing  installation  come  most  of  the  recon¬ 
ditioned  propeller  and  jet  aircraft  des¬ 
tined  for  service  in  Vietnam.  It  is  also 
the  home  of  one  of  three  Titan  n  ICBM 
wings  and  18  missile  sites. 

So  you  can  see,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  threat  to  Arizona’s  water  supply 
bears  down  as  well  on  our  Nation’s  de¬ 
fense  capability. 

These  stark  facts  of  the  water  crisis 
in  Arizona,  of  course,  have  been  recog¬ 


nized  by  the  Congress  for  all  these  many 
years.  I  had  the  privilege  as  Governor 
of  Arizona  to  personally  accompany 
members  of  the  House  Interior  Commit¬ 
tee  during  their  field  hearings  on  the 
CAP  bill  some  years  ago  and  to  person¬ 
ally  show  them  our  plight. 

It  is  our  overdependence  on  this  di¬ 
minishing  underground  supply  that  poses 
the  most  dire  threat  to  Arizona’s  sur¬ 
vival.  This  problem  can  be  helped  by 
water  obtained  by  the  CAP,  but  even 
then  the  quantity  of  water  obtained  will 
not  completely  solve  the  difficulty.  Since 
1948,  however,  Congress  has  had  before 
it  a  project  which  would  help  meet  the 
crisis. 

The  CAP  was  conceived  in  its  present 
form  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in 
1947.  And,  as  contained  in  S.  1004,  it 
remains  essentially  the  same  project, 
differing  principally  in  the  source  of 
power  for  lifting  the  water,  with  only 
minor  changes  in  the  distribution  facili¬ 
ties  after  two  decades  of  congressional 
examination. 

The  first  hearings  on  the  CAP  were 
held  by  the  78th  Congress.  Further  hear¬ 
ings  followed  in  the  79th.  In  the  80th 
Congress,  CAP  bills  were  again  intro¬ 
duced  and,  in  the  81st,  the  Senate  passed 
the  project.  Again  in  the  82d  Congress, 
the  Senate  passed  the  CAP.  But  at  the 
same  time  the  House  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs  Committee  halted  all  action, 
instructing  Arizona  that  further  con¬ 
gressional  consideration  would  have  to 
await  adjudication  by  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Arizona/Califdrnia  dispute 
over  the  waters  of  the  Colorado. 

In  1952,  as  instructed  by  the  House 
committee,  Arizona  filed  suit  against  Cal¬ 
ifornia  before  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 
There  then  began  a  lawsuit  of  historic 
significance.  It  was  not  until  June  3, 
1963,  that  the  Supreme  Court  handed 
down  its  decree  affirming  Arizona’s  claim. 

The  Court  adjudged  the  respective  win¬ 
ter  rights  of  the  three  lower  basin  States 
to  the  Colorado  River,  stating  that  nei¬ 
ther  had  priority  over  the  others.  The 
bitterness  so  often  prevalent  between 
California  and  Arizona  lifted.  When  the 
Court’s  decision  was  announced,  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  then  Gov.  Pat  Brown  stated  that 
California  would  not  try  to  accomplish 
by  obstruction  in  Congress  that  which 
she  had  failed  to  accomplish  in  the  Court. 

Immediately  Arizona’s  Senators  again 
introduced  the  CAP  bill,  and  hearings 
were  held  within  2  months.  Further  Sen¬ 
ate  hearings  were  held  the  following 
spring,  1964. 

At  this  time  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  announced  a  huge  plan  for  water 
development  in  the  entire  Pacific  South¬ 
west,  which,  among  other  features,  in¬ 
cluded  the  CAP,  but,  in  addition,  also  au¬ 
thorized  a  study  of  a  monumental  proj¬ 
ect  to  import  water  into  the  Colorado 
River. 

Negotiations  among  the  seven  Basin 
States  resulted  in  the  submission  to  the 
House,  during  the  89th  Congress,  of  a 
similar  huge  regional  plan.  But  the  bill 
died  with  that  Congress.  Three  forces, 
none  having  any  connection  with  the 
feasibility  of  the  CAP,  precipitated  its 
demise : 
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First.  Opposition  to  the  plan  by  the 
Pacific  Northwest  States,  which  feared 
the  Columbia  River  would  be  tapped  as 
the  source  for  augmentation  of  the 
Colorado  River. 

Second.  Opposition  to  construction  of 
Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams  on 
the  Colorado  River. 

Third.  Refusal  of  some  of  our  allies 
to  proceed  with  the  bill  in  the  House  not¬ 
withstanding  Arizona’s  desire  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  the  last  two  decades 
have  been  long,  frustrating,  and  costly 
for  my  State.  Yet,  over  these  20  years, 
two  basic  propositions  have  remained 
unchanged : 

First.  The  water  crisis  in  Arizona  oc¬ 
casioned  by  the  lack  of  facilities  to  util¬ 
ize  her  rightful  share  of  the  Colorado, 
and  the  resultant  overdraft  of  her  di¬ 
minishing  groundwater,  pose,  a  threat 
to  her  very  existence. 

Second.  The  central  Arizona  project, 
after  all  these  years  of  laborious  inquiry, 
remains  an  economically  feasible  proj¬ 
ect  capable  of  rescuing  our  State  from 
this  catastrophe. 

While  Arizona  has  had  to  wait,  other 
States  in  the  basin  have  gone  forward 
with  their  projects  with  Arizona’s  sup¬ 
port. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  now  briefly  de¬ 
scribe  the  central  Arizona  project  and 
highlight  the  other  features  of  S.  1004. 

The  central  Arizona  project  is  essen¬ 
tially  the  same  as  it  has  been  in  pre¬ 
vious  bills.  Specifically  it  will  consist  of 
facilities  designed  to  divert  Colorado 
River  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to  the 
central  part  of  the  State  through  the 
Granite  Reef  aqueduct,  which  will  be 
constructed  for  a  3,000-cubic-foot-per- 
second  capacity.  Pumping  plants  will  be 
located  along  the  aqueduct  as  required 
including  some  short  tunnels  where 
needed. 

Sizing  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  to 
3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  from  the  pre¬ 
viously  designed  2,500  cubic  feet  per  sec¬ 
ond  will  make  the  overall  project  more 
economically  feasible — permitting  Ari¬ 
zona,  during  periods  of  high  river  flow, 
to  use  her  rightful  surplus,  now  present¬ 
ly  diverted  by  California. 

Water  delivered  to  central  Arizona  will 
be  stored  in  Orme  Reservoir  near  Phoenix 
for  use  by  municipalities  and  irrigation 
districts  in  the  area.  Some  of  this  water 
will  then  be  diverted  southward  through 
the  Salt-Gila  aqueduct  to  irrigate  areas 
in  Pinal  County.  At  the  end  of  the  Salt- 
Gila  aqueduct,  pumping  plants  will  lift 
the  water  into  a  pipeline  leading  to  the 
city  of  Tucson. 

Other  dams  will  be  constructed  on  the 
Gila  River  in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  to 
regulate  flows  and  provide  recreation, 
fish  and  wildlife  uses,  and  sediment  de¬ 
tention.  Charleston  Dam  on  the  San 
Pedro  River,  just  north  of  the  border  of 
Mexico,  will  provide  similar  benefits  and, 
in  addition,  serve  as  another  soured  of 
water  for  the  city  of  Tucson  through  a 
conduit. 

In  addition  to  the  CAP,  S.  1004,  as 
passed  by  the  Senate  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  Committee,  incorporates 
practically  all  features  of  previously  in¬ 
troduced  regional  development  bills.  But 
the  bill  substitutes  a  thermal  powerplant 


as  a  source  of  power  and  revenue  in  place 
of  the  controversial  Hualapai  and  Marble 
Canyon  Dams  contained  in  other  pro¬ 
posed  legislation. 

Specifically,  the  bill  provides — 

First.  The  central  Arizona  project  just 
described  with  Hooker  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  in  New  Mexico. 

Second.  As  a  substitute  for  the  Huala¬ 
pai  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams,  which 
were  the  cash  registers  for  future  de¬ 
velopment  funds  and  provided  pumping 
power  for  the  central  Arizona  facilities 
in  other  regional  bills,  the  Secretary,  in¬ 
stead,  is  authorized  to  contract  with  non- 
Federal  interests  for  enough  of  the  gen¬ 
erating  capacity  of  a  thermal  generating 
powerplant  to  run  the  CAP  pumps.  Ex¬ 
cess  power,  if  any,  will  be  banked  with 
participating  agencies  for  future  use  or 
sold  in  the  same  manner  as  hydropower 
was  proposed  to  be  sold  in  other  bills,  for 
the  purpose  of  creating  moneys  for  a 
development  fund. 

Mr.  President,  I  expect  that  the  few 
opponents  of  this  needed  project  will  tell 
my  colleagues  that  this  power  purchase 
plan  will  first,  provide  a  huge  Federal 
giveaway  to  the  private  and  public  utili¬ 
ties  who  will  construct  and  own  the 
thermal  plant;  and,  second,  that  this 
plan  puts  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  power  business. 

Now  I  ask  you,  as  a  matter  of  rational 
thought,  how  can  it  be  both?  Quite  pre¬ 
cisely,  of  course,  it  is  neither. 

This  plan  will  merely  permit  the 
project  to  buy  its  pumping  energy  at  a 
conservative  price,  by  advancing  to  these 
utilities  no  more  than  that  portion  of 
the  plant’s  construction  cost  which  bears 
the  same  ratio  to  the  total  plant  con¬ 
struction  cost  as  the  purchased  elec¬ 
tricity  bears  to  the  total  power  capacity 
of  the  plant.  Of  course,  the  Secretary 
will  also  pay  annually  to  the  utilities  the 
same  percentage  of  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs. 

I  trust  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  re¬ 
peat  that  the  Federal  Government  will 
not  own  a  nickel  of  this  thermal  plant. 
As  I  have  just  described,  it  will  only  con¬ 
tract  for  enough  power  capacity  from  the 
plant  to  run  the  project  pumps. 

Third.  Deferral  of  Hualapai  Dam  has 
become  even  more  advisable  in  light  of 
the  recent  suggestion  by  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles  that  a  pump  storage  project  be 
incorporated  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
entire  plan.  Accordingly,  section  13  of 
the  bill  imposes  a  moratorium  on  the 
Hualapai  site  “until  and  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  by  the  Congress.” 

Fourth.  A  development  fund  is  estab¬ 
lished  into  which  will  be  placed  all  rev¬ 
enues  collected  from  operation  of  the 
works  authorized;  all  Federal  revenues 
from  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis 
projects  after  they  are  paid  for;  all  Fed¬ 
eral  revenues  from  the  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest/Pacific  Southwest 
power  interties  located  in  the  States  of 
Arizona  and  Nevada  after  completion  of 
repayment  requirements.  In  addition  to 
assisting  payout  of  the  CAP  and  the 
Dixie  project,  this  fund  will,  more  im¬ 
portantly,  be  available  for  augmentation 
of  the  Colorado  River’s  supply.  The  fund 
will  accumulate  a  net  amount  exceeding 


$377  million  by  the  year  2025  and  over 
$1.2  billion  by  2050. 

Fifth.  Five  Upper  Basin  projects  are 
authorized:  the  Animas-La  Plata  proj¬ 
ect  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico,  and  the 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and 
San  Miguel  projects  in  Colorado. 

Sixth.  A  27-year  priority  is  granted  to 
California  for  4.4  million  acre-feet  an¬ 
nually  of  Colorado  River  water.  Let  me 
reemphasize  that  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
proclaimed  that  California  was  not 
legally  entitled  to  a  priority  to  her  4.4 
million  acre-feet — any  more  than  Ari¬ 
zona  and  Nevada  are  legally  entitled  to 
a  priority  for  their  respective  rights  to 
2.8  million  acre-feet  and  300,000  acre- 
feet.  We  give  California  a  27-year  prior¬ 
ity  in  this  bill  out  of  a  sense  of  comity, 
so  as  not  to  jeopardize  payout  of  her 
Metropolitan  Water  District  aqueduct. 

Seventh.  S.  1004  provides  the  same 
Upper  Basin  benefits  in  earlier  proposed 
regional  bills  including  repayments  to  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  of 
$500,000  each  year  for  payments  made 
from  that  fund  to  compensate  for  power 
deficiencies  resulting  from  the  filling  of 
the  Glen  Canyon  Dam;  provision  for  the 
promulgation  of  equitable  criteria  for 
the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of 
reservoirs  constructed  in  both  the  upper 
basin  and  the  lower  basin;  provision 
for  the  completion  of  planning  reports  on 
proposed  projects  in  the  upper  basin 
located  in  Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Utah; 
the  integration  of  the  Dixie  project  in 
Utah  for  purposes  of  participation  in  the 
development  funds;  and  related  fish, 
wildlife  and  recreation  benefits  which 
inure  to  the  advantage  of  the  entire  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin. 

The  five  Colorado  projects  will  cost 
$360  million.  The  cost  of  the  central 
Arizona  and  New  Mexico  projects  is  $768 
million. 

These  costs  will  be  financed  by  moneys 
flowing  into  the  development  fun,  prin¬ 
cipally  from  the  water  users.  The  Hoov¬ 
er,  Parker,  and  Davis  revenues  after  pay¬ 
out  will  provide  almost  $480  million  by 
the  year  2025  and  approximately  $837  by 
the  year  2050.  The  intertie  revenues  from 
Arizona  and  Nevada  after  payout  will 
approximate  $130  million  by  2050  and 
the  units  authorized  by  S.  1004  would 
provide  surplus  revenues  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $315  million  by  2050.  According 
to  accepted  Bureau  of  Reclamation  prac¬ 
tice  these  moneys  can  be  advanced  earlier 
if  needed. 

The  immediate  need  for  funds  in  the 
first  few  years  following  authorization 
will  be  minimal,  since  the  projects  will 
then  still  be  in  planning  stages  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  funding  by  additional  congres¬ 
sional  action. 

There  you  have  it.  A  final  project  ham¬ 
mered  out  after  20  years  of  congressional 
debate,  including  more  than  a  decade  in 
the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
editorial  published  in  this  morning’s 
Washington  Post,  entitled  “Arizona’s 
Emergency,”  which  supports  Arizona’s 
need  and  justification. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Arizona’s  Emergency 

As  the  Central  Arizona  Project  bill  goes 
before  the  Senate  today,  it  has  been  stripped 
of  its  most  controversial  features.  The  bill 
failed  last  year  largely  because  it  called  for 
construction  of  two  power  dams  in  Marble 
and  Bridge  Canyons.  Both  those  dams  have 
now  been  eliminated,  and  the  way  is  clear 
for  the  addition  of  Marble  Canyon  to  the 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  The  question 
of  the  Hualapal  Dam  at  Bridge  Canyon  is 
left  for  future  decision,  but  meanwhile  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  would  be  forbid¬ 
den  to  authorize  any  private  dam  at  that 
site. 

Power  to  lift  Arizona’s  share  of  the  Col 
orado  water  over  the  hills  to  Phoenix  and 
Tucson  would  come  from  a  huge  steam  gener¬ 
ating  plant  to  be  constructed  by  public  and 
private  agencies.  To  minimize  opposition,  the 
Senate  Interior  Committee  also  included  in 
the  bill  a  guarantee  of  4,400,000  acre-feet  of 
Colorado  water  to  California  for  27  years, 
five  reclamation  projects  in  Colorado  and 
New  Mexico  and  aid  for  the  Dixie  project  in 
Utah.  The  bill  would  also  create  a  Lower 
Basin  Development  Fund  which  could  be 
used  to  obtain  water  from  other  sources  in 
future  years,  despite  the  elimination  of  the 
controversial  dams. 

Unfortunately,  these  concessions  have  not 
fully  eliminated  opposition.  A  few  Senators 
still  complain  that  no  provision,  has  been 
made  for  a  study  of  water  importation  to  the 
Southwest  and  that  the  loss  of  revenue  from 
the  proposed  Hualapal  Dam  will  diminish 
the  possibility  of  obtaining  such  imports. 
Both  points  seem  to  us  unsubstantial.  The 
needed  study  of  water  imports  can  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  National  Water  Commission  to 
be  established  by  a  separate  bill  which  has 
passed  both  houses,  and  a  modified  Hualapal 
Dam  could  be  authorized  at  some  future  date 
if  that  should  prove  imperative  to  a  larger 
solution  of  future  water  problems. 

As  against  this  vague  concern  for  the  fu¬ 
ture,  the  needs  of  Arizona  are  direct  and 
immediate.  The  Senate  Committee  report 
shows  that  the  water  table  in  Arizona  has 
dropped  from  an  average  of  70  feet  below 
the  surface  in  1940  to  200  feet  in  1964,  with 
some  depths  as  great  as  500  feet.  In  other 
words,  Arizona  has  been  supplying  its  needs 
by  “mining”  water  that  has  accumulated 
over  millions  of  years.  It  cannot  continue 
drawing  upon  underground  water  at  the 
same  rate  without  disastrous  consequences. 

The  bill  in  question  is  designed  to  help 
Arizona  relieve  its  problem  by  drawing  upon 
the  Colorado  River  for  water  to  which  it  is 
entitled  under  a  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court.  There  is  no  reason  for  further  delay 
of  this  essential  project.  We  think  Congress 
should  enact  the  bill  and  that  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  should  move  promptly  to  add  Marble 
Canyon  to  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  obviously, 
I  have  no  objection  to  having  this  edi¬ 
torial  printed  in  the  Record;  but  I  do 
ask  my  friend  to  note  that  subsequently 
in  this  debate  I  shall  be  referring  to  it. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  state  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colelague  that  of  course  I  would 
expect  him  to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  patience,  it  has  been 
said,  is  a  virtue.  But,  as  with  all  maxims, 
there  are  limits  to  its  exercise.  The  virtue 
of  patience  lies  in  the  certainty  that  the 
event  awaited  will  ultimately  occur.  A 
man  dying  of  thirst  can  await  water  just 
so  long — its  absence  can  be  endured  only 
to  a  point,  beyond  Which  his  survival  is 
threatened. 

The  analogy  fits  for  Arizona. 

I  ask  for  support  for  this  rescue  project. 
Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
before  the  Senate  involves  a  matter 
which  has  been  steeped  in  controversy  for 
two  decades.  I  know  of  no  single  subject 
to  which  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  has  devoted  more  time  and 
effort. 

Disputes  between  States  and  between 
interests  within  States  have  plagued  pro¬ 
posals  for  development  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin.  There  have  been 
genuine  disagreements  over  matters  of 
substantial  importance. 

The  bill,  S.  1004,  as  amended  and  re- 
ported  by  an  overwhelming  vote  of  the 
committee  deals  fairly  and  justly  with 
the  issues  which  have  been  the  subject 
of  disagreement.  It  has  as  its  foundation 
voluntary  and  negotiated  agreements 
and  understandings  entered  into  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  States  of  the  Basin 
over  the  past  several  years.  In  addition, 
this  legislation  incorporates  compromises 
and  accommodations  designed  to  resolve 
issues  of  concern. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  is  concerned 
with  equitable  development  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  existing  water  resources  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  Opposition  to  the 
bill  is  focused  on  the  contention  that  this 
measure  should  go  beyond  existing  re¬ 
sources  and  provide  for  a  major  en¬ 
hancement  of  the  flow  of  the  Colorado 
River  by  importation  of  water  from  an¬ 
other  area  of  the  country. 

Let  me  make  it  very  clear  that  the 
central  Arizona  project  and  the  other 
projects  authorized  by  this  bill  require 
water  from  no  source  other  than  the 
Colorado  River  system. 

The  proponents  of  transbasin  water 
diversion  talk  in  terms  of  a  volume  of 
water  equal  to  more  than  half  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  annual  flow  of  the  Colorado  River. 
This  contemplates  not  a  pipeline  system 
but  the  construction  of  a  canal  equal  to 
a  major  river. 

This  proposal  raises  questions  of  ob¬ 
vious  national  as  well  as  regional  con¬ 
cern.  These  questions  involve  matters  of 
cost,  of  water  supply  and  ultimate  re¬ 
quirements,  of  impact  on  the  areas  of 
origin,  of  the  uses  to  which  water  will  be 
put,  and  many  others.  The  factual  data 
necessary  to  answer  these  questions  have 
only  recently  begun  to  be  gathered.  The 
policy  issues  inherent  in  these  proposals 
and  the  criteria  necessary  to  judge  them 
have  yet  to  be  explored  or  formulated. 

These  are  issues  of  great  sensitivity. 
They  must  be  approached  with  the  ut¬ 
most  objectivity  and  care.  Dispassionate 
study  and  unprejudiced  advice  are  re¬ 
quired  in  reaching  sound  decisions. 

The  Senate  has  already  approved  legis¬ 
lation  to  establish  a  National  Water 
Commission  to  study  the  whole  range  of 
our  Nation’s  water  problems  and  alter¬ 
native  means  for  meeting  our  water  re¬ 
quirements,  including  transbasin  diver¬ 
sions.  The  House  of  Representatives  has 
also  approved  the  measure  with  some 
amendments.  The  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations  concerning  the  water  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Nation  will  provide  needed 
guidance  to  the  Congress  and  the  admin¬ 
istration. 

The  bill  as  reported  from  the  Interior 
Committee  does  not  include  the  so-called 


cash  register  dams  on  the  Colorado  River 
which  have  been  the  subject  of  much 
controversy.  A  new  dam  on  the  Colorado 
River  is  not  required  for  purposes  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  or  the  other  proj¬ 
ects  associated  with  the  bill.  The  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  insist  that 
it  must  be  built  to  generate  electric  power 
which  would  be  sold  to  finance  a  water 
importation  scheme.  In  other  words,  the 
Senate  is  asked  to  authorize  construction 
of  this  dam,  adding  almost  half  a  billion 
dollars  to  the  estimated  cost  of  this  bill, 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  financing  a 
scheme  which  has  not  been  authorized 
by  the  Congress.  This  proposal  was 
soundly  rejected  when  offered  in  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  highest  and  best  use  of  these  pro¬ 
posed  damsites  on  the  Colorado  River — 
whether  for  hydroelectric  development, 
additions  to  our  system  of  national  parks, 
or  for  other  purposes — is  a  matter  the 
committee  recommends  be  reserved  for 
future  action  by  the  Congress.  The  ad¬ 
ministration  recommended  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  Hualapai  Dam  site  be  a  subject  of 
study  by  the  National  Water  Commission 
and  the  Interior  Committee  concurs  in 
this  recommendation. 

During  the  Senate’s  consideration  of 
this  measure,  amendments  which  have 
been  considered,  evaluated,  and  rejected 
by  the  Interior  Committee  may  be  offered 
again  in  an  effort  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction  of  dams  in  the  Grand  Canyon; 
to  undertake  the  first  steps  toward  a 
massive  and  costly  importation  program ; 
and,  as  a  last  resort,  to  add  crippling 
amendments  to  the  bill.  I  urge  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  reject  these  amendments  and  pro¬ 
ceed  to  prompt  and  favorable  action  on 
S.  1004  as  reported  by  the  committee. 

This  legislation  provides  the  frame¬ 
work  for  continued  and  expanded  re¬ 
gional  water  resource  development  and 
planning  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin.  Its  purpose  is  realistic  and  it  deals 
fairly  with  the  interests  of  all  of  the 
States  of  the  basin. 

The  major  features  of  the  bill  are  as 
follows: 

First.  Authorization  of  the  central 
Arizona  project.  This  project  has  been 
approved  by  the  Senate  on  two  previous 
occasions.  Construction  of  the  project  is 
necessary  to  enable  the  State  of  Arizona 
to  use  its  entitlement  of  2.8  million  acre- 
feet  as  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court 
in  Arizona  versus  California.  Water  made 
available  by  the  project  is  needed  so  that 
arid  central  Arizona  and  the  cities  of 
Phoenix  and  Tucson  will  be  able  to  main¬ 
tain  their  present  economy. 

Second.  No  new  Colorado  River  dams 
are  authorized  by  this  bill.  The  authority 
of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  issue 
licenses  at  the  Hualapai  site  in  the  Grand 
Canyon  is  suspended  by  section  13  of  the 
bill  “until  and  unless  otherwise  provided 
by  the  Congress.”  An  extension  of  the 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park  to  include 
the  Marble  Canyon  site  is  the  subject  of 
separate  legislation  now  pending  before 
the  Interior  Committee. 

Third.  Pumping  power  required  for 
the  central  Arizona  project  will  be  fur¬ 
nished  by  authorizing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  purchase  electricity 
through  prepayment  arrangements,  from 
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a  group  of  private  and  public  utilities  in 
the  Southwest  who  plan  to  construct, 
own,  and  operate  a  large  thermal  power- 
plant  near  Page,  Ariz. 

Fourth.  California  is  guaranteed  4.4 
million  acre-feet  of  Colorado  River  water 
for  a  period  of  27  years.  This  date  coin¬ 
cides  with  the  payout  date  of  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Water  District  aqueduct. 

Fifth.  A  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
development  fund  is  established.  Post 
amortization  surplus  Federal  revenues 
from  the  central  Arizona  project,  the 
portions  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific 
Southwest  Intertie  in  Nevada  and  Ari¬ 
zona,  and  from  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis 
Dams  will  be  used  for  irrigation  assist¬ 
ance  and  to  undertake  such  water  con¬ 
servation,  salvage,  and  development  proj¬ 
ects  as  may  be  authorized  in  the  future 
by  the  Congress.  The  Dixie  project  in  the 
State  of  Utah  is  integrated  into  the 
development  fund. 

Sixth.  Five  reclamation  projects  in 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin — four 
in  the  State  of  Colorado  and  one  located 
in  both  Colorado  and  New  Mexico — are 
authorized. 

Seventh.  Reservoir  operating  criteria 
which  are  equitable  and  fair  to  both  the 
upper  and  lower  basins  are  established. 

Eighth.  A  number  of  other  provisions 
reflecting  agreements  arrived  at  by  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  are  also  included  in  the  bill. 

As  Members  of  the  Senate  are  aware, 
S.  1004  is  sponsored  by  the  dean  of  the 
Senate,  Senator  Carl  Hayden,  of  Arizona, 
in  concert  with  his  junior  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin], 
Senator  Cannon,  and  myself.  The  efforts 
of  the  senior  Senator  from  Arizona  on 
behalf  of  other  States  and  regional 
water-resource-development  programs 
are  well  known. 

His  efforts  to  gain  authorization  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  began  20  years 
ago.  The  enactment  into  law  of  S.  1004 
will  be  a  fitting  tribute  to  a  career  which 
is  unparalleled  in  the  history  of  the  U.S. 
Senate. 

This  bill  is  in  the  national,  regional, 
and  State  interest.  It  represents  the  high 
art  of  statesmanship  practiced  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hay¬ 
den],  I  call  upon  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  to  join  in  supporting  Senator 
Hayden’s  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names : 


Aiken 

Allott 

Anderson 

Baker 

Bartlett 

Bennett 

Bible 

Burdick 

Carlson 

Church 

Cooper 

Curtis 

Dirksen 

Dominick 
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Ervin 

Fannin 

Gore 

Griffin 

Hartke 

Hatfield 

Hayden 

Inouye 

Jackson 

Javits 

Jordan,  Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long,  Mo. 


Long,  La. 

Magnuson 

Metcalf 

Monroney 

Morton 

Moss 

Randolph 

Ribicoff 

Russell 

Scott 

Sparkman 

Spong 

Talmadge 

Williams,  Del. 


THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be  directed 


to  request  the  attendance  of  absent  Sen- 
at/0rs 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order  of 
the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  the  following  Sen¬ 
ators  entered  the  Chamber  and  an¬ 
swered  to  their  names : 


Boggs 

Hickenlooper 

Nelson 

Brooke 

Hill 

Pastore 

Byrd,  Va. 

Holland 

Pearson 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Percy 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Clark 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Proxmire 

Cotton 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Smith 

Dodd 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Symington 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Fong 

McGovern 

Tower 

Fulbright 

McIntyre 

Tydings 

Gruenlng 

Miller 

Williams,  N.J. 

Hansen 

Mondale 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Montoya 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hart 

Mundt 

Young,  Ohio 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  present. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  when 
I  decided  to  seek  the  office  of  the  U.S. 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  nearly  20 
years  ago,  one  of  mjr  primary  ambitions 
was  to  contribute  as  much  as  I  could 
toward  the  full  development  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
My  State  of  New  Mexico  is  an  integral 
part  of  that  area,  having  drainage  in 
both  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins. 

A  large  measure  of  success  was 
achieved  for  the  Upper  Basin  with  the 
enactment  of  the  Colorado  River  stor¬ 
age  project  in  1956.  This  immense  pro¬ 
ject  harnessed  the  water  resources  in  the 
upper  regions  of  the  Colorado  River  and 
its  tributaries.  Later,  with  the  passage  of 
the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation  and  the 
San  Juan-Chama  transmountain  diver¬ 
sion  projects  in  New  Mexico  and  the 
Fryingpan- Arkansas  project  in  Colo¬ 
rado,  we  witnessed  further  planning  of 
the  limited  water  resources  of  the  basin 
to  benefit  large  areas  of  these  two  States. 

Now  we  are  on  the  threshold  of 
another  step  forward  with  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  benefit  the  entire  basin.  By  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  pending  business,  the  Senate 
will  greatly  assist  our  water-short  Paci¬ 
fic  Southwest  in  our  continuing  efforts 
to  develop  and  augment  our  water  sup¬ 
plies. 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs  favorably  reported  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  S.  1004,  to  authorize  the  central 
Arizona  project  and  for  other  purposes. 

As  a  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  a  State 
which  has  a  vital  interest  in  the  full  de¬ 
velopment  of  both  the  upper  basin  and 
the  lower  basin  of  the  Colorado  River, 
I  will  work  for  the  passage  of  this  meas¬ 
ure  and  urge  my  colleagues  to  support  it. 

This  bill,  like  most  legislation,  rep¬ 
resents  a  compromise.  It  is,  however, 
an  honorable  compromise  which  was 
reached  after  lengthy  hearings  and  ex¬ 
tensive  consideration  of  all  issues  by  the 
committee.  The  Senate  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  voted  14  to  3  in  favor  of  reporting 
the  bill,  as  amended. 

It  is  my  honest  conviction  that  the 
provisions  found  in  S.  1004,  as  amended, 
promise  immense  benefits  to  both  the 


Upper  and  Lower  Basin  States  of  the ' 
Colorado  River. 

During  my  service  in  the  Senate,  I 
have  on  many  occasions  dealt  with  the 
problems  of  western  water.  Based  on  my 
experience  and  knowledge  of  the  needs 
and  the  alternatives  facing  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States,  I  can  recommend 
S.  1004  to  the  Senate  without  reserva¬ 
tion.  We  have  in  this  legislation  an 
honest  attempt  to  reconcile  the  differ¬ 
ences  among  basin  States  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  national  interest. 
This  bill  is  integrated  with  a  network  of 
State  and  Federal  planning.  It  meets 
legitimate  needs  and  takes  into  account 
the  interests  of  all  parties  affected. 

There  has  been  a  vocal  opposition  to 
this  bill  by  a  small  minority  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  It  has  come  in  part  from  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Upper  Basin  States. 
But  I  submit  that  a  careful  examination 
of  the  bill  will  reveal  that  S.  1004  offers 
sound  support  to  the  goals  of  all  Colorado 
River  water  users.  It  seems  to  me  that 
sound  legislative  judgment  of  the  local 
as  well  as  the  national  interests  affected 
by  the  bill  make  it  one  in  which  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  can,  and  should,  join, 
I  should  like  to  suggest  a  careful  reading 
of  the  committee  report  as  evidence  of 
the  regional  scope  of  S.  1004. 

As  an  upper  basin  Senator,  I  believe 
S.  1004  provides  essentially  everything 
that  the  upper  basin  wants  except  the 
authorization  of  Hualapai  Dam.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  Hualapai  Dam  would  be  to  fur¬ 
nish  revenues  to  a  development  account. 
S.  1004  provides  a  development  account 
with  substantial  revenues  accumulating 
from  Hoover,  Parker,  Davis,  the  Arizona- 
Nevada  portion  of  the  Northwest-South¬ 
west  intertie,  and  the  central  Arizona 
project.  While  the  development  account 
thus  provided  is  somewhat  less  than  it 
would  be  were  Hualapai  Dam  included 
therein,  it  is  nonetheless  substantial.  The 
Senate  is  well  aware  of  the  national  in¬ 
terest  and  concern  over  the  controversy 
surrounding  the  Grand  Canyon. 

It  therefore  seems  that,  in  the  aggre¬ 
gate,  this  bill  has  many  advantages  for 
the  upper  basin  as  well  as  the  lower 
basin. 

Our  senior  and  beloved  colleague,  Carl 
Hayden,  has  worked  for  many  years  to 
see  the  day  when  the  central  Arizona 
project  would  be  passed.  He  has  made 
every  effort  to  meet  the  problems  of  all 
concerned  by  legitimate  and  honorable 
compromise.  I,  for  one,  intend  to  support 
him.  By  so  doing,  I  will  at  the  same  time 
be  advancing  the  cause  of  resource  de¬ 
velopment  in  my  State,  region,  and 
Nation. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  S.  1004,  the  measure  that  will 
authorize  the  central  Arizona  project  in 
my  neighbor  State  of  Arizona,  but  more 
to  pay  my  respects  to  our  beloved  col¬ 
league,  Carl  Hayden,  the  principal  spon¬ 
sor  of  the  pending  bill  and  the  author 
of  many  similar  bills  over  the  past  20 
years. 

His  dedicated  interest  and  active  sup¬ 
port  of  this  proposal  goes  back  so  many 
years  that  most  of  us  in  the  Senate  must 
read  the  record  to  realize  the  long  and 
dedicated  struggle  he  undertook  to  carry 
Arizona’s  share  of  the  Colorado  River 
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water  to  those  areas  of  his  State  which 
need  it  most. 

The  proposal  has  had  a  long  and 
stormy  history  before  Congress.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation’s  original  planning 
report  was  completed  in  December  1947, 
and  was  published  as  House  Document 
No.  136,  81st  Congress,  first  session. 

Hearings  on  bills  to  authorize  central 
Arizona  were  conducted  in  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  in  1949.  Senator  Hayden’s 
bill  was  approved  in  the  Senate  both  in 

1950  and  1951,  but  hearings  were  in¬ 
definitely  postponed  by  the  House  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  in 

1951  pending  the  adjudication  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  waters  of  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin. 

The  Supreme  Court  rendered  its  de¬ 
cision  in  the  case  of  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  again  Senator  Hayden  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  accomplish  his  fondest 
dream.  The  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  of  which  I  am  a  member, 
approved  the  proposal  in  1964,  and  again 
our  colleague  reported  it  to  the  Senate, 
but  again  final  action  was  not  taken. 

So  there  will  be  no  doubt,  I  intend  to 
support  and  vote  for  S.  1004  as  reported. 
Despite  statements  in  the  minority  views 
in  the  report  on  S.  1004,  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  interests  of  my  State  of  Nevada 
are  protected  in  the  measure,  and  that 
the  enactment  of  this  bill  will  be  of  im¬ 
measurable  benefit  to  the  economy  of 
southern  Nevada  and  the  entire  South¬ 
west. 

Finally,  let  me  add  that  in  my  opinion, 
Carl  Hayden  is  the  outstanding  conser¬ 
vation  statesman  in  Congress.  He  is  out¬ 
standing  because  his  entire  career  in 
Congress,  spanning  a  period  of  more  than 
half  a  century,  has  been  one  of  coopera¬ 
tion  for  the  development  of  the  Nation’s 
resources  in  the  North,  the  East,  the 
South,  as  well  as  the  West.  I  sincerely 
trust  that  this  Congress  will  in  a  small 
way  reciprocate  by  overwhelmingly  ap¬ 
proving  the  central  Arizona  project. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ILLEGAL  RAISING  Ol/CAMPAIGN 
FUNDS/ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  today  I  c/l  attention  to  an¬ 
other  racket  ii y  raising  campaign 
funds — a  racket  /hereby  millions  have 
been  pouring  ii/o  the  campaign  coffers 
and  in  time  being  charged  off  as  busi¬ 
ness  expens/  for  income  tax  purposes. 

Conspiracy  to  violate  the  Federal  in¬ 
come  tax  Jaws  and  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Act  is  a /riminal  offense. 

Th/Treasury  Department  has  con¬ 
firm/  this  illegal  practice  and  has  prom¬ 
ise/  prosecution. 

/This  device,  the  object  of  which  was 
/  circumvent  both  the  tax  laws  and  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act,  works  as  follows: 


Contributors  would  conspire  with  a  pub¬ 
lic  relations  firm  to  act  as  a  go-between 
and  then  make  unusually  large  pay¬ 
ments  to  that  firm  under  the  guise  that 
it  is  for  public  relations  when  in  effect  it 
was  understood  that  the  payments  were 
to  be  distributed  as  campaign  contribu¬ 
tions  to  certain  designated  parties.  By 
this  ingenious  arrangement  they  would 
claim  tax  credit  for  campaign  contribu¬ 
tions  which  otherwise  would  not  be  pos¬ 
sible,  and  if  not  caught  they  avoid 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Corrupt  Practices  Act. 

This  was  called  to  my  attention  sev¬ 
eral  months  ago,  and  while  it  was  being 
checked  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  on  June 
28,  published  an  article  on  this  same 
subject  entitled  “Public  Relations  Firms 
Investigated  as  Blinds  for  Political  Do¬ 
nations.”  This  article  named  some  of 
the  public  relations  firms. 

In  answer  to  my  inquiry  the  Treasury 
Department  confirmed  the  use  of  this 
illegal  scheme  and  said  that  the  existing 
law  was  adequate  to  cope  with  the  prob¬ 
lem.  / 

In  the  July  31,  1967,  reply  signed Joy 
Mr.  Fred  B.  Smith,  General  Couns/  of 
sthe  Treasury  Department,  he  sal/ 

\A  little  over  a  year  ago,  the  Int/igence 
Division  of  the  Internal  Revenue  /rvice,  as 
a  result  of  an  unrelated  investiga/on,  found 
evidence  which  indicated  that  c/tain  public 
relation^  firms  in  the  Los  Angeles  area  may 
have  conspired  with  politica/campaign  con¬ 
tributors  fto  the  purpose  /  enabling  such 
contributors'^)  deduct  pol/ical  contributions 
as  business  expenses.  As/ result  of  the  reve¬ 
lations  in  Los  i&ngele/  the  Service  is  alert 
to  the  possibilitysth/  such  tax  abuses  exist 
in  other  geographic/  areas. 

The  Internal  Revenue  Service  is  closely 
coordinating  it/overall  investigation  with 
the  Tax  and  (/minal 'Divisions  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  j/stice,  and 'any  evidence  point¬ 
ing  to  viol/ions  of  the 'Corrupt  Practices 
Act,  or  otxer  laws  outside Nthe  jurisdiction 
of  the  i/ernal  Revenue  Service,  will  be  re¬ 
ferred  Ur  the  Attorney  General. \ 

M j.  President,  since  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  has  confirmed  that  tm^scheme 
i/a  violation  of  the  law  and  that  the  law 
/  adequate  I  most  respectfully  suggest 
that  it  now  proceed  to  enforce  it.  N. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Wall 
Street  Journal  article  of  June  28,  mys 
letter  to  the  Department  of  July  3,  and 
the  reply  thereto  of  July  31,  all  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows : 

[Prom  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  June  28, 
1967] 

Public  Relations  Firms  Investigated  as 
Blinds  for  Political  Donations — IRS 
Checking  10  in  Los  Angeles — Contribu¬ 
tions  Camouflaged  as  Expenses  Could  Be 
Deducted 

(By  a  Wall  Street  Journal  Staff  Reporter) 
Los  Angeles. — The  Internal  Revenue  Serv¬ 
ice  is  conducting  an  investigation  of  at  least 
10  public  relations  firms  in  the  Los  Angeles 
area  to  determine  if  they  have  been  used  as 
conduits  to  attempt  to  make  political  con¬ 
tributions  tax  deductible. 

Political  contributions  ordinarily  aren’t 
deductible.  A  company’s  public  relations 
expenditures,  however,  are.  It  is  believed 
that  some  concerns  may  have  paid  publicity 
firms  ostensibly  for  public  relations  activi¬ 
ties  when,  in  fact,  the  public  relations  firms 


were  expected  to  use  those  funds  on  beralf 
of  a  political  candidate  or  referendum  i/ue. 

An  IRS  spokesman  in  Washington/con¬ 
firmed  that  the  agency  is  looking  i/o  pos¬ 
sible  abuses  of  the  Federal  tax  code/in  Cali¬ 
fornia  involving  the  claiming  ojf  political 
contributions  as  business  expens/.  He  added 
that  the  California  situation  Was  prompted 
the  agency  to  investigate  “o/er  places”  as 
well.  But  he  wouldn’t  comment  on  any  spe¬ 
cific  companies  or  indivi/ials  being  inves¬ 
tigated.  / 

In  Los  Angeles,  sourc/  at  several  publicity 
agencies  that  concedeo  they  were  under  in¬ 
vestigation  said,  in^each  case,  that  it  was 
their  understandii/ that  at  least  nine  other 
local  firms  were  being  investigated. 

One  of  the  /  firms,  Howfield,  Inc.,  filed 
a  complaint  i/ Federal  court  here  that  IRS 
investigator/m  properly  gained  access  to  its 
records  th/ugh  assurances  that  Howfield  it¬ 
self  wasn/being  investigated.  The  IRS,  how¬ 
ever,  su/equently  stated  that  Howfield  ac- 
tually/vasn’t  under  investigation  until  it 
had  /en  about  eight  Howfield  checks  and 
sev/i  client  vouchers  that  raised  some  ques- 
ti/s  about  Howfield ’s  own  activities. 

/ Howfield’s  lawyer,  Walter  S.  Weiss  of  Good- 
irson  &  Hannam  in  Los  Angeles,  said  How¬ 
field  ceased  operations  “about  18  months 
ago.”  He  declined  to  state  Howfield’s  busi¬ 
ness  but  the  firm  has  been  described  in  the 
past  as  conducting  an  advertising  and  pub¬ 
lic  relations  business.  The  company,  how¬ 
ever,  is  still  a  legal  entity,  he  said,  and  is 
headed  by  William  H.  Ahmanson  as  presi¬ 
dent.  Mr.  Ahmanson  is  a  nephew  of  Howard 
Ahmanson,  board  chairman  of  Los  Angeles’ 
Home  Savings  &  Loan  Association,  the  na¬ 
tion’s  biggest  stockholder-owned  savings  and 
loan  organization. 

Mr.  Weiss,  however,  said  Howfield  had  no 
connection  with  Galaxy  Inc.,  Home  Savings 
&  Loan’s  own  advertising  agency,  and  that 
William  Ahmanson  has  had  no  connection 
with  Galaxy.  He  didn’t  state  whether  How¬ 
field  had  done  any  work  for  Home  directly, 
however. 

No  criminal  actions  have  been  filed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  investigation. 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  3, 1967. 
Hon.  Henry  H.  Fowler, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 

Department  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Secretary  :  In  the  Wall  Street 
Journal  of  June  28,  1967,  there  appeared  an 
article  entitled,  "Public  Relations  Firms  In¬ 
vestigated  as  Blinds  for  Political  Donations.” 

Several  weeks  ago  I  received  a  similar  com¬ 
plaint  about  public  relations  firms  in  the  Los 
sAngeles  area  which  were  representing  some 
Of  the  maritime  industry.  The  allegations 
were  along  the  lines  as  indicated  in  this 
article;  namely,  that  through  substantial 
payments  or  assessments,  the  companies  were 
siphoning  money  to  the  public  relations  or¬ 
ganization  which  in  turn  was  being  distrib¬ 
uted  as  political  contributions.  The  sugges¬ 
tion  was  t^At  through  this  procedure  the 
political  coundbutions  were  being  marked  off 
as  a  business \xpense  for  tax  purposes  and 
in  addition  thejncould  by-pass  certain  phases 
of  the  Corrupt  Practices  Act. 

My  information  wvls  to  the  effect  that  these 
public  relations  firms,  were  seeking  from  the 
Treasury  Department  aVuling  that  such  prac¬ 
tices  were  not  prohibited  by  existing  law. 

Please  advise  me  whether  or  not  any  such 
ruling  has  been  rendered, Nhlong  with  any 
other  information  which  yob  may  have  as 
to  the  extent  of  this  practiceVAlso,  do  you 
need  any  additional  legislation \n  this  area 
to  cope  with  this  problem?  \ 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  newspaper  article 
referred  to  above.  \ 

Yours  sincerely,  \ 

John  J.  Williamss. 
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\  The  General  Counsel 

\  of  the  Treasury, 

\  Washington,  D.C.,  July  31,  1967. 
Hoii.Nohn  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Sbnate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  Secretary  Fowler 
has  asked  me  to  thank  you  for  your  letter 
of  July  3,  1967,  and  the  copy  of  the  Wall 
Street  Journal^. rticle  of  June  28,  1967,  which 
you  enclosed,  ^entitled  “Public  Relations 
Firms  Investigated  as  Blinds  for  Political 
Donations.”  \ 

This  article  is  essentially  correct.  A  little 
over  a  year  ago,  the  intelligence  Division  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  as  a  result  of 
an  unrelated  investigation,  found  evidence 
which  indicated  that  certain  public  relations 
firms  in  the  Los  Angeles  areVmay  have  con¬ 
spired  with  political  campaign  contributors 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  sucHscontributors 
to  deduct  political  contributionsVs  business 
expenses.  As  a  result  of  the  revelations  in 
Los  Angeles,  the  Service  is  alert  to\he  pos¬ 
sibility  that  such  tax  abuses  exist  ifn  other 
geographical  areas.  \ 

The  Internal  Revenue  Service  is  cldyely 
coordinating  its  overall  investigation  wrtti 
the  Tax  and  Criminal  Divisions  of  the  DeX^ 
partment  of  Justice,  and  any  evidence  point¬ 
ing  to  violations  of  the  Corrupt  Practices 
Act,  or  other  laws  outside  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  will  be  referred 
to  the  Attorney  General. 

I  have  been  advised  that  officials  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  are  unaware  of  any 
request  by  a  public  relations  firms,  or  any 
representative  of  the  maritime  industry,  for 
a  ruling  relative  to  the  legality  of  the  prac¬ 
tices  currently  under  investigation.  Also,  I 
am  advised  that  the  Service’s  experience  to 
date  indicates  that  existing  law  is  adequate 
in  this  area;  however,  the  Department  will  be 
in  a  better  position  to  comment  on  this  aspect 
of  your  inquiry  after  the  current  field  exami¬ 
nations  have  developed  more  information  re¬ 
garding  the  abuses. 

With  best  regards, 

Sincerely, 

Fred  B.  Smith, 
General  Counsel. 


FEARS  OF  MINIMUM  WAGE  IN¬ 
CREASE  CONSEQUENCES  PROVE 

TO  BE  UNFOUNDED 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
when  this  body  considered  the  1966 
amendments  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act,  we  did  so  under  protest  from  a  few 
groups  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
changes.  Although  this  has  happened/ 
when  any  amendment  has  been  consid*- 
ered  over  the  years  that  either  raided 
the  minimum  wage  or  increased  the  scope 
of  worker  coverage  under  the  apt,  the 
fears  proclaimed  by  these  groups  were 
particularly  vehement.  It  is  our  duty  as 
legislators,  however,  to  look  Keyond  the 
momentary  objections  toward  the  ulti¬ 
mate  benefit  which  such  legislation  can 
bring.  I  am  pleased  to  he  able  to  report 
that,  based  on  the  information  available, 
these  fears  appear  to/oe  unfounded  and 
many  Americans  wbro  were  previously  at 
the  poverty  level  jn  income  are  now  re¬ 
ceiving  a  better/wage  for  a  day’s  work. 

It  is  too  sam  at  this  time — only  6 
months  after/the  amendments  went  into 
effect — for  /precise  statistical  data  in 
specific  ar^as  and  industries  to  have  been 
collected/and  analyzed  on  the  affects  of 
the  recent  changes  in  the  minimum  wage 
law.  Imwever,  the  data  which  we  do  have, 
frofli  whatever  sources,  show  no  adverse 
ernployment  effects.  They  show  that,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  efforts  of  this  Congress,  a 


larger  number  of  employees  is  receiving 
a  more  equitable  rate  of  pay.  They  live 
better,  feed  their  children  better,  and 
have  some  measure  of  self-respect  be¬ 
cause  they  are  paid  a  decent  wage  for 
a  day’s  work  done.  At  the  same  time, 
these  increased  wages  move  into  the 
main  stream  of  the  economy  for  the  in¬ 
creased  prosperity  of  all. 

Regularly  published  data  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Labor  Statistics  show  that  our 
economy  has  adjusted  well  to  the  recent 
changes  in  minimum  wages.  The  number 
of  employees  on  nonagricultural  payrolls 
increased  by  almost  2  million  between 
May  1966  and  May  1967,  the  latest 
month  for  which  detailed  figures  are 
available.  During  the  same  period  unem¬ 
ployment  has  declined  by  almost  500,000. 

In  comparison,  it  will  be  remembered 
that  last  summer  when  the  minimum 
wage  law  was  being  debated  we  had  pre¬ 
dictions  of  calamity  in  this  country  if 
that  law  were  passed  and  it  was  said 
that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  persons 
would  be  knocked  out  of  work  if  it 
Snassed.  I  shall  come  to  those  industries 
affected  by  the  coverage  of  the  minimum 
wage  law  which  Congress  voted  for  last/ 

yea\  / 

In  \hose  industries  which  we  antici¬ 
pated  would  be  most  affected  by  the/ re¬ 
cent  changes  in  the  minimum  wat/e  law 
we  see  significant  increases  in  employ¬ 
ment.  The  number  of  employees/in  retail 
trade  for  exarnple  is  300,000  higher  than 
a  year  ago  andSffie  number  of  employees 
in  the  service  and  miscellaneous  indus¬ 
tries,  such  as  laundries  and  others  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  act,  hak  increased  by  more 
than  one-half  milliom/ver  the  year,  the 
very  trades  that  some  people  opposed  in 
the  minimum  wage/aw.  \ 

We  had  votes/  in  ones,  instance  on 
amendments  th/t  would  hav^taken  away 
coverage,  and/they  were  rejected  by  only 
one  vote;  so/that  by  one  vote 'we  saved 
the  operati/n.  Now  we  have  300, (AK)  more 
employee/ in  the  retail  trades  andV  half 
million umore  in  the  service  trades.  \ 

Employment  has  increased  not  onlwin 
retail  trade  as  a  whole  but  also  in  the 
lin/'s  of  retail  trade  which  had  to  makes 
significant  wage  adjustments — variety 
y&tores  up  15,000,  restaurants  up  72,000, 
' drugstores  up  25,000,  apparel  stores  up 
25,000,  and  department  stores  up  37,000. 
In  the  personal  services,  including  laun¬ 
dries,  cleaning  and  dyeing  plants,  photo¬ 
graphic  studios,  barber  and  beauty  shops, 
employment  is  also  higher  than  a  year 
ago,  by  13,000.  These  are  the  hard  facts 
that  are  now  available.  They  show  that 
our  confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  busi¬ 
ness  community  to  pay  a  minimum  wage 
was  sound. 

The  Department  of  Labor  is  now  in 
the  process  of  preparing  comprehensive 
studies  on  the  impact  of  the  new  mini¬ 
mum  wages  as  they  affect  employees  in 
hotels,  motels,  restaurants,  and  agricul¬ 
ture  who  were  newly  covered  in  February 
1967. 

No  Federal  minimum  wage  law  had 
applied  to  those  categories  before.  The 
results  of  these  studies  are  not  yet  avail¬ 
able  because  this  became  effective  only 
in  February  of  this  year,  but  they  are 
scheduled  for  completion  at  the  end  of 
the  year.  I  expect  they  will  support  the 
evidence  we  have  outlined  here.  The 


evidence  from  other  business  sources  is, 
merged  in  the  tables  I  have  here.  / 

Regional  offices  of  the  Wage  and  Hour 
and  Public  Contracts  Divisions  througn- 
out  the  country  were  alerted  to  /note 
effects  of  the  wage  increases  and  submit 
reports  at  regular  intervals.  The Rational 
office  of  Wage  and  Hour  and  Public  Con¬ 
tracts  Divisions  had  receive/  only  211 
reports  as  of  June  30,  1967.  / 

This  is  what  the  regional  offices  send 
out  to  try  to  find  out  the  impact  of  the 
law  and  they  had  received  211  reports 
from  business  by  Jung  30. 

Of  these,  only  6yappeared  to  involve 
any  layoff  of  emnfoyees  or  plant  shut¬ 
downs  for  any /reason — not  just  pin¬ 
pointing  the  minimum  wage,  but  any  of 
these  that  ha/  any  layoffs  or  plant  shut¬ 
downs  for  a/y  reason  whatsoever. 

A  revieyof  39  of  these  layoffs  or  shut¬ 
downs  h/s  already  been  completed,  and 
what  was  found?  Of  the  six  reported 
shutdmvns,  two  never  did  shut  down  and 
one/nas  reopened.  The  three  establish¬ 
ments  which  did  not  reopen  included  a 
small  hospital,  which  indicated  medicare 
Av as  a  factor,  and  a  nursing  home  and 
small  glove  manufacturing  establish¬ 
ment  which  together  employed  16  per¬ 
sons.  Of  the  33  reports  of  establishments 
with  actual  or  impending  layoffs,  15  had 
no  layoffs,  seven  had  overstated  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  layoffs,  and  two  had  rehired  their 
old  workers  and  added  new  ones.  The  to¬ 
tal  number  laid  off  in  the  remaining  es¬ 
tablishments  involved  52  workers. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  significant  num¬ 
ber  of  reports  indicated  definite  benefi¬ 
cial  effects  of  the  minimum  wage  amend¬ 
ments.  It  was  reported  that  higher  wages 
removed  competitive  inequities,  attract¬ 
ed  a  higher  caliber  of  workers  and  there¬ 
by  reduced  labor  turnover.  Other  re¬ 
ports  noted  a  more  efficient  utilization  of 
labor  and  the  hiring  of  additional  work¬ 
ers  because  it  had  become  advantageous 
to  reduce  overtime.  In  fact,  when  the 
overtime  provision  became  applicable 
under  the  minimum  wage  law,  some 
companies  quit  giving  overtime  and  hired 
more  workers  or  took  back  some  of  the 
^unemployed  from  the  unemployment 
drills  by  that  means. 

\et  us  not  forget  that  we  considered 
theSsmall  businessman  very  carefully  in 
designing  the  1966  amendments  to  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  Even  in  a 
large  ftmltiestablishment  enterprise, 
which  ha\more  than  one  place  of  busi¬ 
ness,  only  \hose  establishments  within 
the  enterpriN  which  do  an  annual  busi¬ 
ness  volume  or^250,000  or  more  are  cov¬ 
ered.  Enterprises  with  annual  business 
of  $250,000  to  $300,000,  the  mislabeled 
“small  stores”  ai\  not  covered  until 
1969.  They  were  allowed  2  additional 
years  to  make  their  adjustment  to  min¬ 
imum  wage  coverage.  \ 

Nothing  substantiated  sr  documented 
has  been  brought  to  ouAattention  to 
date  which  indicates  tha\  the  1966 
amendments  have  been  harmful.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  there  is  a  built-in  Nelay  in 
wage  increases  in  newly  covereatestab- 
lishments  so  that  the  $1.60  an  houXfevel 
will  not  be  reached  until  1971. 

The  Senate  will  recall  that  the  <Hd 
minimum  wage  law  was  $1.25  an  houry 
Under  our  amendments  last  year,  in 
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^IGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  hflls  to  prohibit  unfair  trdde  practices  affecting  co- 
-  operatives,  make  newly  acquired  farms  eligible  for  cropland  adjustment  program,  and 
continue  dairy  indemnity  ^payments.  House  subcommittee  approved  meat  inspection 
bill.  Senate  committee /reported  wild  rivers  bill.  Sen.  McCarthy  introduced  and 
discussed  food  reserve/bill.  Sen.  Proxmire  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  mortgage  insurance  for  recreational  development. 


HOUSE 

1.  MEAT /IWSPECTION •  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved,  for  full 
co/fruittee  action  H.  R.  6l68,  amended,  to  clarify  and  otherwise  amend  ti^e  Meat 
^pection  Act,  to  provide  for  cooperation  with  appropriate  State  agencies  with 
^respect  to  State  meat  inspection  programs.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  tha^  a 
clean  bill  will  be  introduced,  p.  D683 


-  2  - 


2. 


COOPERATIVES  ;  CROPLAND  ADJUSTMENT ;  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Passed  as  reported  S.  109  „ 
to  control  unfair  trade  practices  affecting  producers  of  agricultural  pro¬ 
ducts  and  associations  of  such  producers  (pp.  S10865-7)$  without  amendment/ 
2126,  to  make  newly  acquired  farms  eligible  for  the  cropland  adjustmer 
j^rogram  under  certain  circumstances  (pp.  S10867);  and  as  reported  S.  16^7,  to 
expend  for  one  year  the  indemnity  payments  to  dairy  farmers  who  are  directed 
to  rWove  their  milk  from  markets  because  it  contains  certain  chemic; 
residues  (pp.  S10867-8), 


TTLD  RIVERS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported^  on  Aug.  U, 
during  adjournment,  with  amendments  S.  119#  to  reserve  certain/oublic  lands 
for  a  National  Wild  Rivers  System,  and  to  provide  a  procedure .£ or  adding 
additional  public  lands  and  other  lands  to  the  system  (S.  I^pt.  U91)»  P< 
S1087U 


U.  FARM  LOANS.  PassedNas  reported  S.  1550,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home 
Administration  Act  th  provide  for  release  of  valueless  liens,  p.  S10872 


5.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 

10738,  the  defense  appropriation  bill  (S.  Rent.  U yh) •  P«  S1087U  ^ 

6.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  5876,  to  afaend  the  U.  S.  Code  relative  to 

codifying,  repealing,  and  amending  numerous ^personnel  laws.  pp.  S10869-70 
Sen.  Williams,  N.  J.,  commended  and  inserted  an  address  by  Sen.  Mondale, 
"Retirement  and  the  Individual."\pp.  S10?07-9 


7.  TAXATION;  ECONOMY.  Sen.  Proxmire  di^ag/eed  with  the  President's  tax  proposal 
and  stated  "there  is  no  economic  cas<Afor  a  tax  increase  now."  pp.  S10899-900 
Sen.  Hartke  criticized  the  Prestd!enVjs  tax  proposal  as  being  "unwarranted 
and  unjustified  at  this  time."  ppl  S1095P-2 


8.  POVERTY.  Sens.  Yarborough  and  Harris  inserted  articles  idiich  state  that  Dr. 
Billy  Graham  supports  the  poverty  program,  pp.  S10902-3 

Sen.  Harris  inserted  an  jZrticle  describing  \he  "success"  of  the  poverty 
program,  pp.  S10906-7 

Sen.  Hickenlooper  ins^fted  an  article,  "Povert^Warriors:  The  Riots  Are 
Subsidized  as  Well  as  Organized."  pp.  S10933-i* 


( 


9.  RECLAMATION.  Continued  debate  on  S.  100U,  to  authorise  the  construction, 

operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico, 
pp.  S10916-32,  S1093U-U1; 


10.  COSPONSORS.  Cosponsors  were  added  to  S.  2116,  to  establish  a\commission  to 

study  the  organization  of  the  executive  branch;  S.  1726,  to  aim^nd  the  Anti  dump- 
ing  Act;  and  S.  1796,  " to  impose  quotas  on  the  importation  of  ce^ain  textile 
articles^/ p.  S10882 


11.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Moss  spoke  in  support  of  his  bills  to  establish  theyCaiyon- 
landVfiational  Park  and  to  authorize  a  survey  of  roads  and  rourist  acoomoda- 
ticmrfs  to  expand  the  reci'eational  resources  of  the  golden  circle  and  the^four 
corners  nvens  rmd  inner hed.  a  supporting  ai-tinlo.  pp.  SlOPRij.— 6 
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of  break  in  the  chromosome,  is  what  we  call 
cri-du-chat  syndrome.  The  baby  cries  like  a 
W,  not  a  human.  The  child  is  always  se¬ 
verely  defective,  both  mentally  and  physi- 
calrv.” 

InVhe  first  of  a  projected  new  series  of 
Government-sponsored  animal  studies  to 
determiHe  the  effect  of  LSD  on  heredity,  Dr. 
Robert  Auerbach  and  James  Rugowski  at 
the  University  of  Wisconsin  gave  minute 
quantities  k  LSD  to  pregnant  mice.  Dr. 
Auerbach  tolck  me,  “We  got  horrible  mal¬ 
formations  andNjjrain  defects  in  virtually  all 
of  the  baby  mice^-so  horrible,  in  fact,  that 
we’re  running  the  entire  experiment  all  over 
again,  to  be  sure  wfe  haven’t  made  a  mis¬ 
take.” 

Concerning  possible  NsD-caused  chromo¬ 
some  damage  in  adults,  <Negon’s  Dr.  Egozcue 
lists,  as  the  No.  1  likelihocxC  a  change  in  the 
chemistry  of  the  brain  cen^— which  could 
account  for  the  psychosis  ank  epilepsy-like 
seizures  already  noted.  (Brain-aamage  stud¬ 
ies  are  underway  now  to  attemptsto  confirm 
this  supposition.)  \ 

While  the  world  of  science  is  ejferessing 
deepest  concern  over  the  new  flndNgs  on 
LSD,  the  world  of  the  acid-heads,  apparently, 
couldn’t  care  less.  It  simply  moves  oiV  to 
bigger  and  better  hallucinogenic  drugs.  Re¬ 
cently,  for  example,  a  new  hallucinogens, 
called  STP  by  the  hippies  (after  the  powerful 
oil  additive  for  automobiles) ,  turned  up  in 
great  quantities  oh  the  West  Coast.  In  a 
two-week  period  dozens  of  victims  showed 
up  in  California  hospitals  suffering  the  effect 
of  STP,  which  is  perhaps  four  times  more 
virulent  than  LSD.  One  of  the  patients 
nearly  died.  He  had  taken  chlorpromazine, 
normally  an  antidote  for  LSD.  However, 
chlorpromazine  actually  intensifies  the  re¬ 
action  to  STP  and  can  cause  respiratory 
paralysis,  convulsions  and  possibly  death. 
Drug  experts  have  identified  STP  as  a  com¬ 
bat  weapon  designed  to  incapacitate  enemy 
soldiers,  developed  for  the  Army  under  the 
label  JB  314. 

None  of  this  news  seems  to  affect  the 
pastoral  calm  that  pervades  the  2,500-acre 
estate  in  rural  Millbrook,  N.Y.,  where 
Timothy  Leary  presides  over  his  colony — the 
Mother  Church  of  his  League  of  Spiritual 
Discovery.  On  a  recent  afternoon  some  75 
of  his  disciples  wandered  contentedly  around 
the  premises  in  blue  jeans  and  sneakers. 
In  a  cottage  called  “The  Bowling  Alley,”  a 
card  game  was  in  progress  on  the  floor  in 
front  of  a  solemn  statue  of  Buddha,  while  a 
phonograph  played  Bob  Dylan  records.  In  a 
pale-blue  outbuilding  called  “The  Chicken/ 
Coop,”  a  dozen  hippies  played  guit/, 
pounded  wooden  staffs  on  the  floor  anc/e- 
cited  what  they  called  “The  Hare  Krishna 
Chant.”  It  was  as  if  they  had  neve/ieard 
of  chromosome  damage.  / 

But  they  had.  / 

Eddie  Schwartz,  a  Leary  lieutenant,  an 
artist,  an  LSD  user  for  six  yea/  said,  “Acid 
is  a  very,  very,  highly  dangerous  drug.  Every 
time  you  blow  your  mind,  y/i  might  end  up 
in  the  nuthouse.  But  to  me  it’s  worth  the 
risk.  If  you’re  sincere  v/yli  it,  it  works  for 
you  and  not  against  your’ 

Asked  about  the  naw  genetic  findings  in 
Buffalo,  Portland  anra  New  York,  Schwartz 
snorted:  “It’s  just yrcare  tactics  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I’m  not/it  all  worried  about  what 
the  doctors  fincy  Doctors  are  programmed  to 
the  illnesses  oytlie  world,  not  the  happiness. 
You  can’t  c/fe  happiness.” 

And  the  guitars  played  on. 


/rom  the  Washington  Post] 

Worse  Deformities  Feared  in  LSD  Than 
/  Thalidomide 

/  (By  Nat  Haseltine) 

/The  mind-bending  drug  LSD  may  not  only 
urive  its  user  crazy  but  may  be  more  de¬ 
forming  to  unborn  children  than  the  seda¬ 
tive  called  thalidomide. 

Severe  malformation  in  the  child  of  a 
young  mother  who,  when  pregnant,  took  a 


single,  presumably  mild  dose  of  LSD,  have 
been  recorded  by  a  Portland,  Ore.,  geneticist. 
Dr.  Jose  Egozcue. 

The  coincidence  of  LSD-taking  and  the 
birth  of  the  child  with  faulty  intestines  and 
a  misshapen  head  is  not  proof  positive  of 
cause-and-effect  relationship,  admitted  Dr. 
Egozcue  in  the  report  published  in  today’s 
issue  of  The  Saturday  Evening  Post. 

But,  coupled  with  a  recent  report  of  ex¬ 
periments  with  LSD  in  pregnant  rats  by  Dr. 
George  Alexander  of  the  Columbia  College 
of  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  it  tends  to  warn 
female  hippies  that  if  they  take  the  drug 
only  once,  they  may  pay  the  price  of  mal¬ 
formed  or  retarded  offspring. 

The  report  recalled  detailed  studies  of 
LSD  dangers,  including  drug-induced  epi¬ 
lepsy,  leukemia,  paranoia  and  schizophrenia. 

The  Portland  study  confirmed  a  warning 
issued  four  months  previously  by  Dr.  Ego¬ 
zcue  and  Dr.  Samuel  Irwin  of  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Oregon  Medical  School  that  LSD  may 
be  a  chromosome  breaker.  Since  broken 
chromosomes  can  be  disastrous  to  the  seeds 
of  coming  generations,  the  possibilities  for 
hereditary  malformations  are  endless. 

Earlier,  the  two  doctors  had  analyzed 
blood  cells  on  eight  LSD  users  and  nine? 
others  who  had  not  taken  the  psyched/c 
drug.  Six  LSD  users,  they  reported,  had/b- 
normally  broken  chromosomes,  and  only  one 
Vonuser,  a  man  who  had  undergone/xten- 
s\e  X-raying,  had  any  cell  breakag / 


In  \he  two  heaviest  users  at  LSD,  Dr. 
Egozcuk  found  what  appeared /o  be  the  so- 
called  Nphiladelphia-L”  chromosome  de- 
rangementsnvhioh  shows  up  /i  persons  in  the 
final  stageNf  fatal  myelogenous  leukemia. 

The  magazine  articlaf  says  the  medical 
school’s  call  fW  volu/eers  of  LSD  users 
brought  in  the  Nun/nother  and  her  child. 
According  to  Dr.Nsgozcue,  the  infant  had 
Hirschsprung’s  DiySse,  a  blockage  defect  in 
the  lower  intestijjre.  Moreover,  the  right  side 
of  the  baby’s  h/d  wa^mverdeveloped  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  /eft  side  of  the  head. 

“The  biggest  problem-  when  broken 
chromosomes  occur  in  parents,  is  mental 
retardation  and  other  malfornuitions  in  their 
childreiyr  said  Dr.  Egozcue.  “M^St  frequently 
there  / mongolism  .  .  .  (and)  pHculiar  bone 
struomre.  One  youngster  had  arr\enormous 
skull,  the  two  halves  of  which  wVe  never 
pyoperly  close,  and  a  double  row  of  front 
yeeth."  \ 

BEST  NOT  TO  REPORT  \ 

To  the  hippies  such  cases  are  accidents  bast 
not  to  report,  since  they  may  close  off  tlN 
sources  of  LSD.  The  “acid-heads”  (LSD 
users)  try  to  hide  and  protect  their  acci¬ 
dents,  according  to  Dr.  Duke  D.  Fisher,  psy¬ 
chiatric  resident  of  the  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  at  Los  Angeles  Neuropsychiatric  In¬ 
stitute,  who  said  his  institute  has  “been 
overwhelmed  with  LSD  cases.” 

Dr.  Fisher  told  of  one  unsuccessful  case 
that  hides  a  “bad  trip” — a  Los  Angeles  man 
took  the  drug  several  times  and  became  con¬ 
vinced  he  was  an  orange.  He  didn’t  want 
others  to  touch  him  for  fear  he’d  turn  into 
orange  juice. 

“This  man  is  totally  and  perhaps  perma¬ 
nently  psychotic,  but  like  thousands  of  other 
poor  creatures  wandering  around  in  a  dazed 
condition  in  hippie  neighborhoods,  his  case 
will  never  be  reported  and  he  may  never  be 
treated.  The  hippie  community  brings  food  to 
the  ‘orange  man’  and  they  look  after  his 
basic  needs,”  Dr.  Fisher  declared. 


[From  the  New  York  Times,  Aug.  3,  1967] 
United  States  Identifies  STP  as  Chemical 
Developed  by  Dow 
(By  Harold  M.  Schmeck  Jr.) 

Washington,  August  2. — The  powerful 
mind-affecting  drug  called  STP  has  been 
identified  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Administra¬ 
tion  as  an  experimental  compound  developed 
by  a  major  chemical  company. 


Neither  the  F.D.A.  nor  the  company  Mows 
how  the  formula  got  into  unauthorized 
hands,  spokesmen  for  each  said  tod/. 

The  compound  is  chemically  /a  ted  to 
mescaline,  one  of  the  most  wi&fly  known 
hallucinogenic  substances,  an/  ampheta¬ 
mine,  the  stimulant.  / 

The  drug  agency  said  tod/  its  scientists 
had  identified  STP  as  an  e/erimental  com¬ 
pound  called  DOM,  developed  by  the  Dow 
Chemical  Company.  / 

A  spokesman  for  the/drug  concern  said  it 
was  one  of  a  group  oy compounds  developed 
in  the  hope  that  somre  of  them  might  be  use¬ 
ful  in  treating  some  forms  of  mental  illness. 
A  patent  has  be/  applied  for  on  the  group. 
DOM  itself  ha/been  sent  to  some  scientific 
investigators  /r  tests  of  its  potential  for  this 
kind  of  use./ 

The  sp/sman  would  not  identify  the 
scientists/ nor  their  institutions,  but  said 
the  cor/ound  was  first  distributed  to  them 
this  sr/ng. 

/  used  on  west  coast 

jrrP,  as  the  compound  is  called  among 
/ose  who  use  it  illicitly  has  evidently  been 
/ither  widely  used  on  the  West  Coast.  It  has 
a  more  powerful  mind-distorting  effect  than 
LSD  although  on  a  weight-for-weight  basis  it 
is  less  potent. 

The  chemical  company  has  not  published 
information  on  the  compound,  nor  allowed 
samples  of  it  to  get  into  the  hands  of  per¬ 
sons  other  than  the  drug  agency  and  the 
scientists,  a  spokesman  for  the  company  said. 

He  said  the  company  did  not  know  how  the 
formula  got  out,  but  that  checks  of  Dow’s 
own  inventories  indicated  that  none  of  the 
illicit  users  has  gotten  it  from  that  source. 

Evidently  someone  has  obtained  access  to 
the  formula  and  has  made  further  supplies. 

This  was  described  as  a  task  not  difficult 
for  a  qualified  chemist,  once  the  formula  was 
known. 

STP  has  been  under  investigation  for  some 
time  by  the  drug  agency.  Its  identity  was 
discovered  because  of  its  chemical  similarity 
to  another  compound  of  the  same  class  on 
which  Dow  had  applied  for  investigational 
new  drug  status. 

The  drug  agency  today  identified  STP  as 
4-methyl  25-di-methoxy  alpha  methyl 
phenethylamine  and  described  it  as  “chem¬ 
ically  related  to  mescaline  and  ampheta¬ 
mine.” 

Mescaline  is  a  hallucinogenic  drug  derived 
from  peyote,  a  cactus  plant  that  has  been 
used  for  centuries  by  some  Indian  tribes  for 
ceremonial  and  religious  purposes. 

Amphetamine  is  one  of  several  stimulants 
all  closely  related  chemically.  Among  the  best 
dcnown  such  products  are  benzedrine  and 
clexedrine. 

Nhe  true  identity  of  STP  was  discovered  by 
a  scientist  of  the  drug  agency  who  noted  its 
chemical  similarity  to  the  drug  named  in 
Dow’s  Triplication.  A  check  with  the  com¬ 
pany  conapleted  the  identification. 

The  F.DSA.  said  Dow  had  cooperated  fully 
in  furnishiW  all  available  information  on 
DOM.  \ 

“Little  infonnation  on  the  toxicological, 
pharmacological\or  therapeutic  properties  of 
the  substance  is^vailable,”  said  the  drug 
agency  announcement. 

“Many  persons  who  have  allegedly  used 
STP  have  suffered  se\Sn-e  reactions,  accord¬ 
ing  to  reports  from  a  number  of  hospitals. 
Because  of  the  lack  of  '^formation  about 
the  effects  of  the  substanck  the  F.D.A.  con¬ 
siders  its  use  extremely  hazardous.” 

The  name  STP  for  the  mind-distorting 
compound  appears  to  be  borrowed  from  that 
of  a  commercial  motor  oil  addiffiwe. 


NATIONAL  MAPA  CONVENTIONVEN- 
DORSES  BILINGUAL  EDUCATION 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  Presides, 
on  July  14,  15,  and  16  of  this  year,  the1 
Mexican  American  Political  Association, 
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better  known  as  MAPA,  held  its  national 
convention  in  Riverside,  Calif.  This  or¬ 
ganization  has  long  been  active  in  pub¬ 
lic  issues  and  causes  that  would  bring 
equality  of  opportunity  to  the  Mexican 
Americans\f  this  Nation,  and  they  have 
given  their  Helpful  support  to  6.  428,  the 
bilingual  education  bill. 

On  the  last  dW  of  their  national  con¬ 
vention,  MAPA  passed  a  resolution  in. 
support  of  bilingual  education.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  chat  the  text  of  this 
resolution  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  planted  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  \ 

Resolution,  Mexican  American*.  Political 
Association  National  Convention,  July 
14,  15,  and  16,  1967,  Riverside,  CaWf. 
Whereas:  This  nation  is  actively  engaged 
in  promoting  peace  and  understanding  an^ong 
non-English  countries  throughout  the  wotld, 
and  \ 

Whereas :  A  bilingual-bicultural  curriculumS 
■will  best  meet  the  educational  needs  of 
Spanish-speaking  students  in  the  United 
States,  and 

Whereas :  The  present  limited  aid  to  educa¬ 
tion  program  guidelines  do  not  specifically 
focus  attention  on  the  development  of  bilin¬ 
gual-bicultural  education  programs,  and 
Whereas :  There  are  nine  and  one-half  mil¬ 
lion  Spanish-speaking  persons  in  this  Na¬ 
tion  and  its  territories  who  would  best  de¬ 
velop  their  God-given  talents  in  a  bilingual- 
bicultural  curriculum  and, 

Whereas:  Specific  funds  for  non-English 
speaking  children  would  reflect  a  concern  to 
perceive  him,  his  language  and  his  culture 
as  an  asset  to  society,  and 

Whereas:  The  goals  of  this  nation  are  to 
prepare  functioning  citizens  in  this  demo¬ 
cratic  society. 

Be  it  resolved  that  the  Mexican-American 
Political  Association  go  on  record  in  support 
of  bilingual  education — especially  S  428  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senator  Yarborough  and  HR 
8000  introduced  by  Congressman  Roybal. 


CONCLUSION  OP  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  closed. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  No.  395,  S. 
1004,  the  unfinished  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New 
Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Under  the  previous  order,  the  Chair 
recognizes  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Moss]  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  my  address  last  night  in  the 
Senate,  I  had  pointed  out  that  the  long¬ 
est  oral  argument  made  before  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court  in  this  century  did  not 
come  in  any  of  the  cases  concerning  the 
great  social  issues,  or  subversion,  or  the 
rights  of  accused  persons,  but  the  dis¬ 
tinction  went  to  Arizona  against  Califor¬ 
nia,  the  water  case  to  which  I  referred. 

In  the  average  case,  the  Supreme  Court 
hears  about  an  hour  of  oral  argument. 
The  tidelands  oil  cases  involving  Texas 
and  Louisiana  were  allotted  no  more  than 
16  hours.  Arizona  against  California  was 
allotted  22  hours.  Before  the  22  hours  of 
argument  were  heard,  a  special  master 
was  appointed.  The  first  appointed  mas¬ 
ter  died,  and  a  second  was  chosen.  In 
total,  their  work  took  8  years.  The  mas¬ 
ters  heard  340  witnesses,  reviewed  25,000 
pages  of  testimony,  and  reported  findings 
in  a  volume  of  433  pages.  The  final  de¬ 
cree  of  the  Court  was  handed  down  in 
1964,  Arizona  won,  and  obtained  the 
right  to  2.8  million  acre-feet  annually  of 
the  Colorado’s  waters. 

It  is  true  that  the  West  has  always 
fought  over  water,  while,  to  most  of  the 
Nation,  water  has  been — like  air — there 
for  the  taking.  But  5  years  of  drought  in 
the  Northeast  and  a  rising  tide  of  pollu¬ 
tion  made  the  Nation  aware  at  last  of 
the  incalculable  value  of  this  resource. 

Increasingly,  the  control  of  water  is 
the  key  to  prosperity,  growth,  and  politi¬ 
cal  and  economic  power  in  the  United 
States. 

By  the  standards  of  the  East,  the  Mid¬ 
west,  and  the  South  permanent  shortage 
of  water  is  the  condition  of  40-  percent  of 
the  land  area  of  the  contiguous  48 
States — that  region  lying  between  the 
100th  meridian — Dodge  City,  Kans. — and 
the  Sierra  Nevada  Mountains.  It  has  an 
average  annual  rainfall  of  about  12 
inches,  less  than  a  third  of  that  enjoyed 
by  the  State  of  Virginia. 

This  vast  region  includes  Montana, 
Wyoming,  Utah,  Colorado,  Nevada,  Ari¬ 
zona,  and  New  Mexico.  It  includes  east¬ 
ern  Oregon  and  eastern  Washington; 
Idaho,  except  for  the  oasis  created  by 
the  Great  Snake  River;  and  the  western 
portions  of  the  Dakotas,  Nebraska, 
Kansas,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas.  Skirting 
the  Sierra  Nevada,  it  also  includes  the 
San  Joaquin  Valley  and  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

The  economic  and  political  history  of 
the  West  is  tied  to  water;  not  only  its 
ownership  and  use,  but  also  the  realities 
imposed  by  the  precipitation  figures. 
Such  men  as  Maj.  John  Wesley  Powell 
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warned  that  land  use  was  limited  by 
water  availability.  But  business  pro¬ 
moters  and  overanxious  public  officials 
convinced  prospective  farmers  that 
“water  followed  the  plow,”  and — three 
times — dry  years  followed  wet  to  parch 
the  land  and  bring  varying  degrees  of 
“disaster. 

In  the  early  1890’s,  easterners  flocked 
to  the  plains,  hungry  for  land  and  eager 
to  stake  out  new  towns,  which  they  en¬ 
visioned  as  centers  of  agriculture  and 
commerce.  After  1885,  a  series  of  crop 
failures  bankrupted  the  area,  drove  these 
people  back  East,  and  spawned  the  Popu¬ 
list  Party. 

The  rains  returned  by  1897 — and  so 
did  the  farmers.  This  time,  science 
played  some  part  in  their  operations. 
There  were  the  “rainmakers,”  who 
argued  that  concussion  could  induce 
rainfall,  but  there  was  also  dry  farming 
and  the  introduction  of  some  drought- 
resistant  plants.  Then,  in  1933,  the  effects 
of  the  great  depression  were  compounded 
by  another  drought.  For  4  or  5  years, 
author  W.  Eugene  Hollon  tells  us,  “the 
desert  smouldered  like  a  giant  fire.”  The 
topsoil  was  blown  away,  and  with  it  went 
the  farmers  again,  this  time  to  Cali¬ 
fornia.  That  drought  led  to  the  birth  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

The  third  time  croplands  were  ex¬ 
tended  too  far  to  meet  food  shortages 
was  during  World  War  II.  Four  years 
later,  the  dry  cycle  struck,  but  this  time 
understanding  of  the  land  and  prepara¬ 
tion,  in  the  form  of  greatly  increased 
water  storage,  held  down  the  losses. 

America  had  learned  the  long,  hard 
lesson  that  prosperity  in  the  West  de¬ 
pends  completely  on  wise  use  of  water. 

The  driest  portion  of  the  region  I  have 
been  speaking  about  is  that  comprising 
the  southwest  quadrant  of  the  Nation. 
It  is  also  our  fastest  growing  area.  Here, 
precipitation  seldom  falls  except  in  the 
mountains.  For  the  most  part,  the  clouds 
move  over  the  flat  lands,  releasing  no 
moisture  and  soaking  up  by  evaporation 
a  great  deal  from  rivers,  lakes,  canals, 
and  irrigated  lands.  When  the  moun¬ 
tains  are  reached,  the  precious  water  is 
discharged.  Often,  the  winter’s  stock  of 
snow  moisture  is  the  only  water  supply 
to  the  dry  valleys  in  the  summer. 

Huge  areas  of  the  arid  West  grow  no 
crops,  because  agriculture  is  dependent 
on  irrigation  fed  by  reservoirs  or  by 
pumping  of  ground  water.  Throughout 
much  of  the  region,  cattle  and  sheep 
raising  is  the  largest  volume  agricul¬ 
tural  activity,  and  great  acreages  of  ir¬ 
rigated  land  are  used  only  to  grow  hay 
for  winter  forage. 

In  1902,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
was  created  in  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  develop  the  water  resources 
of  17  Western  States,  to  “reclaim”  land 
for  agriculture.  Ever  since,  the  Bureau 
has  been  a  major  factor  in  the  economic 
life  of  the  region. 

For  many  reasons,  the  early  reclama¬ 
tion  program  mired  in  financial  difficul¬ 
ties.  For  one  thing,  land  speculation 
made  it  hard  to  pay  back  water  project 
costs.  For  another,  not  enough  was 
known  to  build  satisfactory  dams  or  to 
locate  them  properly.  In  1924  a  fact¬ 
finding  committee  made  a  series  of  rec 
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ommendations.  These  led  to  comprehen¬ 
sive  economic  feasibility  studies  of  every 
water  project.  The  addition  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power  as  an  income-producing 
factor,  made  the  projects  sound  finan¬ 
cially  while  reducing  water  costs  to  the 
users. 

Let  us  turn  now  to  the  Colorado  River 
which  drains  a  250,000  square  mile  area 
of  the  southwest  quadrant  and  is  the  life¬ 
line  to  one-twelfth  of  the  land  area  of 
this  Nation.  It  is  an  area  that,  to  those 
who  saw  it  early,  promised  little.  Lt. 
G.  C.  Ives,  the  Army  officer  in  command 
of  the  first  navigation  up  the  Colorado, 
wrote : 

The  region  ...  is,  of  course,  altogether 
valueless.  It  can  be  approached  only  from 
the  south  and,  after  entering  it,  there  is 
nothing  to  do  but  leave.  Ours  was  the  first, 
and  will  doubtless  be  the  last  party  of  whites 
to  visit  this  profitless  locality.  It  seems  in¬ 
tended  by  nature  that  the  Colorado  River, 
along  the  greatest  portion  of  its  lonely  way, 
shall  forever  be  un visited  and  undisturbed. 

Scarcely  more  than  a  century  later, 
that  waterway  is  the  most  completely 
harnessed  and  regulated  major  river  in 
the  Nation. 

The  Spaniards  discovered  the  river. 
The  conquistadors  looked  out  on  a  river 
heavy  with  silt  and  named  it  Colorado — 
Spanish  for  red.  It  was  later  nicknamed 
the  “Big  Red”  by  early  American  set¬ 
tlers,  who  feared  the  murderous  floods 
that  came  each  year,  but  could  not  sur¬ 
vive  without  the  river’s  precious  waters. 

Not  until  1922  were  the  initial  steps 
taken  to  harness  the  river.  Meeting  that 
year  in  Santa  Fe,  representatives  of  the 
basin’s  seven  States  drew  up  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  which  divided  the  river 
into  an  upper  basin — Colorado,  Wyoming, 
New  Mexico,  and  Utah — and  a  lower 
basin — Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada. 
The  dividing  line  between  the  basins  is  at 
Lee  Ferry,  south  of  the  Arizona-Utah 
border. 

The  compact  allotted  each  State  a 
share  for  all  time  to  come.  The  lower 
basin  States  were  given  an  entitlement 
of  75  million  acre-feet,  every  10  years, 
plus  an  additional  million  acre-feet  a 
year  when  available;  the  upper  basin 
States  could  retain  and  use  7.5  million 
acre-feet  per  year  or  the  part  thereof 
available  after  the  lower  basin  allotment 
and  the  Mexican  allotment  had  been  sup¬ 
plied.  Mexico  was  to  get  an  unstated 
share  to  be  established  by  a  United 
States-Mexican  treaty.  Should  no  sur¬ 
plus  exist  for  Mexico,  each  basin  was  to 
allot  from  its  own  supply  half  of  Mexico’s 
entitlement.  By  treaty,  Mexico  now  is  en¬ 
titled  to  1.5  million  acre-feet  annually. 
If  the  lower  basin  receives  7.5  plus  1  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet,  and  Mexico  receives  1.5 
million,  then  the  upper  basin  may  retain 
water  in  addition  to  its  basic  entitlement. 

Here  is  the  genesis  of  the  struggle  over 
this  bill  today — signatories  to  the  1922 
compact  proceeded  under  the  belief  that 
the  Colorado  flow  averaged  18.5  million 
acre-feet  each  year.  This  would  have 
been  more  than  sufficient  to  meet  alloca¬ 
tions  to  the  upper  and  lower  basin  States 
and  Mexico,  with  enough  left  over  to 
cover  evaporation  losses  which  were  esti¬ 
mated  between  750,000  to  1  million  acre- 
feet.  The  signatories  were  too  optimistic. 
Flow  at  Lee  Ferry  averaged  only  13  mil¬ 


lion  acre-feet  annually  from  1930 
through  1964,  short  more  than  5  million 
acre-feet  a  year. 

The  upper  basin  States  divided  their 
share  of  the  river  in  1948.  Acrimony  and 
ultimate  resort  to  the  courts  has  dogged 
the  lower  basin.  However,  the  1922  com¬ 
pact  paved  the  way  for  construction  of 
the  great  dams  that  have  harnessed  the 
Colorado  and  stored  its  water.  In  1928, 
Congress  passed  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act  authorizing  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  build  Boulder  Dam — 
later  Hoover  Dam. 

The  key  to  downstream  regulation  and 
control.  Hoover  Dam  began  to  store 
water  in  1935.  The  dam  impounds  water 
to  form  Lake  Mead,  which  has  a  maxi¬ 
mum  storage  capacity  of  29.8  million 
acre-feet  of  water — about  2  years  of 
average  river  flow. 

The  Boulder  Canyon  Act  also  author¬ 
ized  construction  of  the  All-American 
Canal  System  and  the  Imperial  Dam  and 
Desilting  Works.  Water  entered  the  All- 
American  Canal  in  1940. 

Davis  Dam,  completed  in  1963  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  terms  of  the  United 
States-Mexican  treaty,  regulates  flow 
into  Mexico.  Parker  Dam,  88  miles  fur¬ 
ther  downstream,  was  completed  in  1938. 
Lake  Havasu,  the  reservoir  impounded 
by  Parker  Dam,  holds  the  water  that 
would  be  pumped  to  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

There  are  some  who,  in  the  name  of 
preservation,  argue  that  dam  building 
on  our  major  rivers  is  uneconomic — 
even  wasteful.  The  benefits  from  Hoover 
Dam  should  convince  them  that  multi¬ 
purpose  dams  in  the  West  have  proved 
their  worth  through  experience. 

Since  1935,  there  has  not  been  a  major 
flood  or  drought  on  lands  served  by  the 
Lower  Colorado.  Hoover  Dam  stores 
water  for  irrigation,  industrial  use,  mu¬ 
nicipal  use,  and  recreation.  Fish  and 
wildlife  have  prospered.  More  than  3  mil¬ 
lion  visitors  a  year  come  to  see,  swim, 
boat,  water  ski,  and  fish  on  115-mile- 
long  Lake  Mead.  Thanks  to  Hoover  Dam, 
the  Colorado  now  provides  some  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  water  used  by  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  Water  stored  in  Lake  Mead  ir¬ 
rigates  three-quarters  of  a  million  acres 
of  land  in  the  United  States  and  another 
half-million  in  Mexico.  Economically 
priced  water  is  made  possible  by  the 
nearly  1.4  million  kilowatts  of  power 
generated  at  the  dam  and  purchased  at 
bargain  counter  prices  by  consumers  in 
southern  California,  Nevada,  and  Ari¬ 
zona.  Water  delivered  by  the  All-Ameri¬ 
can  Canal  has  produced  crops  worth 
some  $2.5  billion  in  25  years.  Crop  wealth 
is  37  times  the  Federal  investment.  Water 
users  are  repaying  92  percent  of  the 
$65.5  million  Federal  construction  out¬ 
lay  for  irrigation. 

Years  of  planning  to  control  and  con¬ 
serve  the  waters  of  the  upper  basin  of 
the  river  culminated  in  1956,  when  Con¬ 
gress  authorized  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project.  Four  major  storage  units 
were  approved:  Flaming  Gorge,  on  the 
Green  River  in  Utah ;  Glen  Canyon  on  the 
Colorado  River  in  Arizona;  Navajo,  on 
the  San  Juan  River  in  New  Mexico;  and 
Curecanti,  on  the  Gunnison  River  in 
Colorado.  The  first  three  are  completed. 
Construction  is  proceeding  on  Blue 


Mesa,  one  of  the  three  dams  of  the  Cure¬ 
canti  storage  unit. 

The  four-State  upper  basin  project 
will  have  a  total  reservoir  capacity  of  34 
million  acre-feet  and  an  electric  power 
capacity  of  1.3  million  kilowatts.  Glen 
Canyon  is  by  far  the  largest  of  the  stor¬ 
age  units.  Its  dam — 710  feet  high — backs 
up  Lake  Powell,  which,  when  full,  will  be 
186  miles  long  and  have  a  shoreline  of 
1,860  miles.  The  reservoir  will  store  27 
million  acre-feet  of  water  and  provide 
900,000  kilowatts  of  power. 

The  question  has  been  asked:  Why  was 
Glen  Canyon  Dam  built,  since  not  a  drop 
of  irrigation  water  will  be  taken  from  it? 

This  is  a  question  of  utmost  signifi¬ 
cance  to  the  issue  before  us.  The  answer 
is  that  it  was  built  to  make  it  possible 
for  the  States  of  the  upper  basin  to 
take  physical  possession  of — to  put  to 
use — their  legal  share  of  the  river's 
waters.  Glen  Canyon  Dam  and  the  other 
storage  reservoirs  make  it  possible  to 
retain  damaging  flood  waters  to  be  used 
later  to  satisfy  water  rights  down¬ 
stream.  Then  the  upper  basin  States  can 
divert  waters  upstream  to  satisfy  the 
needs  of  their  farms  and  industries  and 
cities.  I  remind  the  Senate  today  that 
the  Congress  approved  a  great  Federal 
investment  to  make  possible  this  arrange¬ 
ment  that  will  be  jeopardized  should  this 
bill  be  enacted.  Moreover,  dams  make 
certain  that  the  Federal  investment  will 
be  paid  off  and  that  revenues  will  be 
available  to  help  finance  the  needed  upper 
basin  “participating  projects.” 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact,  the  lower  basin  must  receive 
its  share  of  water  even  if  there  are  sev¬ 
eral  years  of  low  flow.  Under  the  law  that 
governs  water  use,  the  upper  basin  can¬ 
not  draw  irrigation  water  from  the  trib¬ 
utaries  of  the  Colorado — and  thus  put 
to  use  its  legal  share — unless  its  com¬ 
pact  commitment  to  the  lower  basin  can 
be  met.  By  keeping  water  on  hand,  the 
storage  dams  guarantee  that  the  lower 
basin  commitment  will  be  met.  Let  me 
emphasis  again  that  the  dams  are  also 
the  “cash  registers”  for  the  project.  Sale 
of  hydroelectricity  produces  most  of  the 
revenue  to  pay  back  the  U.S.  Treasury 
for  its  advance  construction  funds. 
Hoover  Dam  will  be  paid  off  in  1987, 
after  which  $11  million  of  electric  power 
revenue  will  be  available  each  year  to 
help  pay  for  other  lower  basin  projects, 
or  to  be  returned  to  the  Treasury.  If 
the  electricity  rate  to  consumers  is  made 
more  realistic,  there  will  be  additional 
millions  of  dollars. 

Water  users  will  pay  only  about  5  per¬ 
cent  of  Colorado  River  storage  project — 
upper  basin — costs;  sale  of  power  will 
yield  the  other  95  percent  to  repay  the 
Federal  outlay.  Power  is  fed  into  a  mas¬ 
sive  grid  connecting  both  private  utility 
and  public  power  resources.  This  income 
from  sales  of  power  and  water  goes  into 
a  “basin  fund”  for  the  upper  basin 
which  is  used  to  repay  costs  and  interest 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury,  and  to  make  as¬ 
sistance  payments  to  other  upper  basin 
projects. 

The  upper  basin  can  put  to  use  the 
water  of  Colorado’s  tributaries  through 
“participating  projects.”  An  example  is 
the  central  Utah  project,  which  will  take 
water  from  smaller  streams  that  flow 
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into  the  Green  River,  a  main  arm  of  the 
Colorado  River,  and  divert  this  water  to 
some  of  Utah’s  populous  areas.  Even¬ 
tually,  the  Green  itself  will  be  tapped  for 
use  in  the  Colorado  Basin.  Potentially, 
there  is  room  for  more  than  forty  par¬ 
ticipating  units  within  the  storage  proj¬ 
ect — upper  basin.  Pour  have  been  com¬ 
pleted,  and  some  24  are  in  various  stages 
of  construction  and  planning. 

Thus  reclamation  is  made  possible  be¬ 
cause  surplus  flow  in  the  spring  and  in 
wetter  years  can  be  stored  for  use  in  the 
summer  and  in  dry  years.  There  are  losses 
from  evaporation,  but  they  are  small 
compared  with  the  waste  that  takes  place 
where  river  waters  flow  unused  to  the 
sea.  There  are  losses  from  seepage  into 
porous  sandstone  walls  of  canyons,  but 
most  will  return  during  dry  periods  when 
the  reservoir  level  sinks  below  the  upper 
line  of  the  stored  waters. 

Inability  of  lower  basin  States  to  reach 
agreement  on  division  of  allotted  water 
caused  Congress,  when  it  passed  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Act;  to  lodge  ultimate 
responsibility  for  division  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior.  The  act  provides 
that  in  years  when  the  flow  past  Lee 
Ferry  totals  7.5  million  acre-feet,  plus 
1.5  million  for  Mexico,  California  will  re¬ 
ceive  4.4  million,  Arizona  2.8  million,  and 
Nevada  300,000  acre-feet.  Any  lower 
basin  surplus  over  7.5  million  and  over 
1.5  million  for  Mexico  will  be  divided 
equally  between  Arizona  and  California. 

Disagreement  over  these  lower  basin 
allotments  was  finally  resolved  by  the 
Supreme  Court’s  ruling  on  Arizona 
against  California. 

ABOUT  DAMS  ON  THE  RIVER 

When  Glen  Canyon  Dam  was  built, 
Congress  was  almost  inundated  by  mail 
from  the  status  quo  conservationists.  The 
question  they  raised  was  whether  the 
values  created  by  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  exceeded  the  values  of 
nature  undisturbed. 

One  facet  of  importance  to  this  dis¬ 
cussion  of  water  needs  to  be  examined  in 
detail:  preservation  versus  development. 
This  is  behind  the  blind  and  strident  op¬ 
position  to  any  dam  or  reservoir  on  the 
lower  part  of  the  river.  It  is  masked  be¬ 
hind  the  allegation  that  the  Grand  Can¬ 
yon  will  be  flooded.  This  is  laughable.  Not 
only  would  the  Grand  Canyon  not  be 
flooded  by  the  Hualapai  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  but  the  water  would  be  unseen 
from  the  canyon  rim.  However,  people 
would  be  able  to  boat  upon  the  surface 
of  the  lake  and  view  the  Grand  Canyon 
from  the  bottom — an  experience  now  re¬ 
served  to  a  very  hardy  few. 

What  are  we  to  strive  for — opening  up 
more  areas  for  recreation  use  or  keep¬ 
ing  them  undeveloped  and  unseen  and 
therefore  unspoiled?  My  answer  is:  strike 
a  balance. 

It  is  desirable  that  some  stretches  of 
scenic  rivers  be  kept  in  their  natural 
state,  and  that  dams  and  marinas  be  kept 
out.  This  I  believe  and  support,  and  this 
will  be  done  through  the  legislation  to 
create  a  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system. 

Moreover,  from  the  economic  point  of 
view,  the  wonders  of  nature  can  be 
among  the  greatest  assets  of  a  region  if 
they  are  wisely  protected  and  attractively 
presented  to  the  general  public.  These 


are  the  tourists  who  cover  our  land.  They 
are  the  taxpayers  who  own  these 
wonders.  They  are  entitled  to  visit  and 
view.  But  without  access  at  modest  cost, 
they  are  denied  this  privilege. 

But,  every  mountain  stream  need  not 
be  turned  into  a  lake  for  mass  recreation, 
just  as  every  undeveloped  and  unpol¬ 
luted  stream  cannot  be  set  aside  for  the 
use  of  a  few  or  left  unused  simply  be¬ 
cause  that  is  how  it  has  always  been.  New 
high-density  water  recreation  areas  must 
be  created.  New  recreation  areas  for  less 
intensive  use  must  be  created.  And  a  few 
truly  wilderness  streams  should  be  pro¬ 
tected  and  cherished. 

This  is  being  done.  Conservation  is  not 
being  forgotten.  There  are  now  two  na¬ 
tional  parks  on  the  Colorado  gorge — 
Grand  Canyon  and  Canyonlands. 
Through  them  the  river  will  run  forever 
free. 

Based  on  personal  observation  as  well 
as  congressional  investigation,  it  is  ob¬ 
vious  that  Congress  made  the  correct 
choice  in  authorizing  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

Years  ago,  I  had  the  opportunity  to  go 
by  boat  down  the  Glen  Canyon  of  the 
Colorado.  We  used  to  float  past  the  dam- 
site  before  construction  began,  and  I 
have  always  been  grateful  for  the  expe¬ 
rience.  But  this  was  not  a  trip  to  be  rec¬ 
ommended  for  most,  since  it  was  too  hard 
a  journey  for  the  very  young  or  the  old, 
and  it  took  several  days  to  complete, 
camping  on  sandbars  and  drinking  river 
water. 

The  view  of  the  canyon  from  the 
muddy  surface  of  the  river  was  awe¬ 
inspiring;  but  the  view  is  even  better 
today.  And  today.  Lake  Powell  is  the 
crown  jewel  of  this  scenic  area,  which 
has  been  opened  up  to  the  many  who 
come  to  see,  swim,  boat,  fish,  and  enjoy 
the  outdoors.  Those  who  visit  Lake 
Powell  return  home  enriched  by  their 
look  at  a  magnificent  setting  created 
jointly  by  man  and  nature.  The  towering 
multicolored  cliffs,  changing  color  as 
daylight  shifts  to  evening,  are  made  more 
beautiful  by  their  contrast  with  the  blue 
waters  added  by  modern  engineering. 

As  it  ran  downstream  before  Glen 
Canyon  Dam  was  built,  the  Colorado 
River  was  red  with  sediment.  Oldtimers 
said  it  was  too  thick  to  drink  and  too 
thin  to  plow.  Lake  Powell’s  waters, 
nestling  within  the  time-carved  orange- 
red  sandstone  canyons,  are  now  a  deep 
blue. 

Critics  complain  that  Lake  Powell  has 
covered  irreplaceable  natural  beauty 
that  should  have  been  left  untouched. 
But  without  the  reservoir,  water  for  to¬ 
morrow  would  not  be  available.  The  un¬ 
touched  beauty  of  yesterday  was  avail¬ 
able  only  to  a  hardy  handful  who  entered 
the  area  by  river  raft.  Today’s  beauty  is 
for  all  to  enjoy.  Preservation  has  an  im¬ 
portant  place  in  water  use  planning,  but 
not  at  the  expense  of  essential  water 
conservation. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  very  interested  in 
the  discussion  of  the  Senator  with  re¬ 
spect  to  recreation,  because  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  that  has  caused  all  of  us  much  con¬ 
cern  over  the  years. 
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Does  the  Senator  have  at  this  moment 
any  figures  relative  to  the  number  of 
people  who  have  used  Lake  Powell  for 
recreation  during  the  past  year? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  do  not  have  the  precise 
figures  available,  but  I  do  know  that 
they  exceed  a  half  million.  Lake  Mead  is 
now  used  by  more  than  3  million  people 
a  year.  I  believe  that  the  number  of  peo¬ 
ple  using  Lake  Powell  will  equal  this 
figure  as  soon  as  there  is  adequate  access 
to  the  lake.  The  lake  is  very  remote,  and 
roads  have  not  yet  been  built  to  the 
shoreline. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  So  that,  actually,  with 
respect  to  the  Lake  Powell  situation,  in 
excess  of  a  half  million  Americans  a 
year  have  access  to  a  great  recreation 
area,  whereas  before  the  construction  of 
the  lake,  there  was  only  a  handful,  lit¬ 
erally? 

Mr.  MOSS.  That  is  very  true. 

The  Rainbow  Bridge  National  Monu¬ 
ment  illustrates  this  fact  perhaps  best  of 
all.  This  is  the  greatest  sandstone  arch 
in  the  world,  beautifully  set  just  off  the 
shore  of  Lake  Powell.  Presently,  people 
can  go  by  boat  and  land  within  a  mile  of 
the  base  of  the  bridge  and  take  an  easy 
trial  up  to  see  it,  and  they  do  this  by  the 
thousands. 

Rainbow  Bridge  has  been  a  national 
monument  for  half  a  century,  yet  just 
the  barest  handful  of  people  have  been 
able  to  get  there.  It  is  a  14-mile  hike  or 
muleback  ride  to  come  in  overland  from 
the  Arizona  side.  Previously,  people 
could  go  by  river  for  2  or  3  days  and 
then  hike  6  miles  up  to  see  Rainbow 
Bridge.  More  people  now  see  Rainbow 
Bridge  in  a  week  than  did  so  in  a  year 
in  the  50  years  before. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  As  an  example,  although 
I  have  been  in  the  southeastern  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator’s  beautiful  State  sev¬ 
eral  times — in  my  opinion,  it  is  one  of 
the  outstanding  scenic  areas  in  the 
world — I  do  not  know  how  one  can  ap¬ 
proach  the  fantastic  rock  formations 
which  are  found  in  that  area,  down  to¬ 
ward  the  Four  Corners  area  and  up 
north  and  west  of  there.  Unfortunate¬ 
ly,  although  I  have  been  in  that  area 
several  times,  I  have  never  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  see  the  Rainbow  Bridge. 

I  have  one  other  question  along  the 
same  line:  Is  it  not  true  that  there  is 
no  access,  except  by  a  very  good  jeep  or 
by  horseback,  into  the  area  where  the 
Hualapai  Dam  would  be  created? 

Mr.  MOSS.  That  is  true.  It  is  almost 
totally  inaccessible. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Is  it  the  Kanab  Indian 
Reservation  that  one  can  go  through  to 
get  to  that  area? 

Mr.  MOSS.  No.  That  is  farther  up 
river.  I  believe  one  must  go  down  onto 
the  river  and  come  along  the  river  bot- 
ton  to  get  into  the  Hualapai  area  where 
the  dam  would  be  built. 

The  point  I  was  trying  to  make  is  that 
this  area  is  nestled  in  the  bottom  of  a 
canyon,  and  it  is  so  far  down  that  one 
cannot  stand  on  the  rim  of  the  Grand 
Canyon  and  see  the  area  where  this 
water  would  back  up  if  the  lake  were 
formed  down  there.  Therefore,  the  great 
wails  and  cries  that  go  out,  and  the  ar¬ 
ticles  that  appear  in  national  magazines, 
saying,  “Don’t  flood  the  Grand  Canyon,” 
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are  ludicrous.  Not  only  could  you  not 
flood  Grand  Canyon;  you  could  not  even 
see  the  water  from  the  rim  of  the  canyon 
if  the  lake  were  impounded. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  so 
that  the  record  will  be  perfectly  clear, 
the  Colorado  River  forms  a  portion  of  the 
western  boundary  of  the  Grand  Canyon 
National  Park.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  MOSS.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  And  contrary  to  the  in¬ 
formation  particularly  put  out  by  the 
Sierra  Club  and  other  similar  organiza¬ 
tions,  no  part  of  the  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park  would  be  invaded  except  that 
portion  from  the  center  of  the  stream  out 
to  the  edge  of  the  reservoir,  and  in  no 
place  would  the  reservoir  actually  back 
into  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 
Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  Senator  is  correct.  The 
very  maximum  elevation  that  the  lake 
would  reach  would  be  that  it  would  touch 
Grand  Canyon  Nation  Park  for  13 
miles  on  one  side  of  the  reservoir.  It 
would  not  intrude  into  the  reservoir,  but 
it  would  touch  the  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park  for  13  miles. 

(At  this  point,  Mr  Cannon  assumed 
the  chair  as  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  well  in¬ 
formed  about  this  area.  Would  it  be  safe 
to  say,  and  would  it  be  in  line  with  com¬ 
plete  logic  and  objectivity  that  whereas 
perhaps  a  very  small  handful  of  people 
out  of  the  entire  population  of  the  United 
States  have  the  money,  time,  and  health 
to  get  into  this  area  where  the  Hualapai 
Dam  would  be  constructed  and  see  it,  if 
the  dam  were  constructed,  it  would  open 
up  a  vast  recreation  area  that  could 
compete  with  Lake  Powell  or  Lake  Mead 
where  so  many  people  have  found  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fun? 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
That  is  the  purpose  of  my  dwelling  on 
Lake  Powell.  As  the  Glen  Canyon  Dam 
was  planned  and  built,  w’e  had  the  same 
objections  that  it  would  drown  out  the 
canyon  and  ruin  the  beautiful  forma¬ 
tions.  There  was  an  emotional  campaign 
in  connection  with  permitting  any  finger 
of  water  from  protruding  against  the 
Rainbow  Bridge  Monument. 

As  the  Senator  said,  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  people  in  the  United  States,  the 
people  who  own  that  area,  can  go  there 
now  and  enjoy  these  beauties  and  they 
can  see  Rainbow  Bridge.  Beyond  that, 
the  scenery  has  been  enhanced.  They  can 
look  out  upon  the  surface  of  a  beautiful 
green-blue  lake,  a  sight  that  very  few 
persons  had  seen  before  because  it  was 
not  possible  to  get  there  before  due  to 
the  fact  that  if  one  were  down  on  the 
river  bottom  he  could  not  climb  into  that 
area  and  no  one  could  come  in  from  the 
top.  That  area  was  not  even  seen-by  In¬ 
dians. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  This  is  true,  is  it  not, 
even  with  archeological  resources?  Per¬ 
haps  these  sites  have  been  seen  by  one 
individual,  maybe  one  of  our  old  desert 
rats  who  was  looking  for  uranium  or  gold, 
but  otherwise  they  were  never  seen  by 
hardly  anyone. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
That  was  our  experience  in  connection 
with  Lake  Powell.  A  similar  situation 
would  exist  on  Hualapai.  In  this  case,  the 


people  of  the  United  States  would  have  a 
chance  to  come  and  go  on  the  surface  of 
that  lake  and  be  able  to  look  up  and  see 
the  great  massive  walls  and  great  ex¬ 
panse  of  the  Grand  Canyon.  Older  people 
would  be  able  to  do  that,  or  people  who 
had  only  a  few  days  to  spend  there,  or 
the  very  young.  In  fact,  the  great  mass  of 
people  could  go  there  because  it  would  be 
economic.  Now,  the  only  way  to  get  there 
is  to  float  down  the  river  on  a  raft,  which 
takes  money  and  time. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  ta^es  money  and  time, 
and  a  hardy  disposition.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  Senator  is  absolutely 
correct 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Will  the  Senator  yield  for 
another  moment  or  two? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield. 

'  Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  have  been  concerned 
for  a  long  time,  as  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
has.  We  have  in  this  country  a  vastly  in¬ 
creasing  number  of  people  who  have 
reached  the  age  of  retirement  at  the  age 
of  60,  62,  or  65,  who  retire  on  either  pri¬ 
vate  pension  funds  from  organizations 
for  which  they  have  worked,  or  on  social 
security.  These  are  people  who  have  been 
at  a  desk  working  all  of  their  lives.  They 
have  not  been  able  to  get  there.  It  would 
be  foolish  for  them  to  go  there  and  at¬ 
tempt  to  cope  with  the  rigors  of  a  float 
trip  down  the  river.  We  have  millions 
of  people  who  reach  that  age  in  life  who 
are  looking  forward  to  receiving  a  few 
of  the  rewards  of  the  things  they  have 
worked  for  all  of  their  lives.  With  the 
situation  the  Senator  describes,  this  place 
is  forbidden  to  them  for  practical  rea¬ 
sons  and  financial  reasons,  because  it 
is  expensive  to  do,  and  for  physical  rea¬ 
sons,  because  they  are  not  strong  enough. 
These  people  perhaps  have  spent  all  of 
their  lives  at  a  lathe  or  at  a  desk  or  in 
some  occupation  and  they  cannot  go 
through  extreme  physical  rigors.  How¬ 
ever,  this  would  open  it  up  to  these  peo¬ 
ple  who  have  reached  retirement  age  and 
who  have  a  right  to  see  this  area  for 
the  first  time,  because  they  have  been 
busy  raising  their  families;  it  has  taken 
all  of  their  money  to  raise  their  families 
and  to  educate  their  children.  Those  per¬ 
sons  would  be  able  to  see  for  the  first 
time  and  have  access  to  this  gorgeous 
area  which  they  could  never  hope  to  see 
and  never  have  access  to,  because  of  the 
way  the  situation  now  exists.  Does  the 
Senator  agree  with  that  statement? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  agree  entirely  with  the 
Senator.  The  Senator  describes  the  situ¬ 
ation  very  well.  We  are  now  experienc¬ 
ing  a  veritable  explosion  of  outdoor  rec¬ 
reation  which  consists  largely  of  tour¬ 
ing,  getting  a  little  camper  and  going 
about,  and  a  great  proportion  of  that  ex¬ 
plosion  comes  from  retired  people,  as 
the  Senator  has  pointed  out. 

One  of  the  facets  of  the  outdoor  recre¬ 
ation  explosion  is  water  recreation. 
Water  recreation  has  grown  a  great  deal 
faster  than  any  other  area  of  recreation 
in  this  country  in  the  last  5  or  10  years. 
Water  recreation  is  being  sought  every¬ 
where  one  turns.  The  dry  desert  coun¬ 
try,  which  is  fantastically  beautiful,  is 
very  lacking  in  water  except  for  the  one 
river  that  goes  through  the  area.  To  cre¬ 
ate  a  lake  is  to  create  wealth  untold  for 
people  to  come  there,  enjoy  recreation. 
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and  have  those  beauties  available  to 
them,  as  the  Senator  described. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  creating  almost  a 
second  heaven  where  people  with  lim¬ 
ited  physical  capability  and  limited 
financial  capability  could  come  and  not 
only  enjoy  the  wonderful  scenic  areas 
there,  but  also  fish,  that  great  American 
pastime  which  we  do  not  get  to  enjoy 
too  much  down  there. 

I  believe  the  Senator  has  made  a  real 
contribution  in  pointing  this  out.  Prom  a 
recreational  standpoint  I  do  firmly  be¬ 
lieve  that  we  will  accommodate  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  Americans,  the  very 
young,  the  elderly,  the  physically  infirm, 
who  would  never  and  could  never  hope 
to  have  a  look  at  that  area  in  any  other 
way. 

I  appreciate  the  Senator’s  remarks. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
pliment  the  Senator  on  bringing  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  a  number  of  im¬ 
portant  facts  and  valid  considerations 
that  I  think  should  enable  all  of  us  to 
make  a  more  accurate  judgment  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  entire' question. 

The  Senator  has  spoken  specifically 
about  the  physical  situation  as  he  con¬ 
templates  what  would  result  were  the 
Hualapai  Dam  to  be  constructed. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  if  he  is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  Flaming  Gorge  area 
which  is  so  important  to  his  State  of 
Utah  and  my  State  of  Wyoming. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  am  very  familiar  with  the 
area.  I  must  make  a  confession  and  tell 
the  Senator  that  last  week  I  was  on  the 
lake  there,  where  the  fishing  is  superb. 
This  is  similar  to  what  I  was  talking 
about  with  respect  to  Lake  Powell.  Lake 
Powell  is  a  deep  lake  which  got  its  name 
from  John  Wesley  Powell  when  he  went 
through  there  100  years  ago.  It  is  a  great, 
beautiful  gorge,  filled  with  blue-green, 
clear  water  and  it  comes  out  of  Utah 
where  the  dam  is  located  and  goes  on  up 
into  Wyoming  for  100  miles.  I  do  not 
know  whether  this  should  go  in  the 
Record,  but  I  must  say  that  the  fish  are 
a  little  bit  bigger  in  Wyoming  than  they 
are  in  Utah. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
admitting  something  that  Wyoming  has 
long  contended  to  be  a  fact;  namely,  that 
the  fish  in  Wyoming  are  slightly  larger 
than  they  are  in  Utah. 

The  Senator  is  making  such  an  ex¬ 
cellent  statement  this  morning.  Because 
he  is  a  leader  in  the  field  of  resource  con¬ 
servation,  he  recognizes,  as  I  do,  the  im¬ 
portant  contribution  that  these  areas  of 
pristine  excellence  contribute  to  all  the 
people. 

Utah  possesses  a  number  of  the  most 
important  jewels  in  the  national  park 
system.  In  Wyoming,  we  are  proud  to 
claim  title  to  the  major  part  of  the  first 
national  park — Yellowstone.  In  addition 
to  Yellowstone  in  my  own  country — 
Jackson  Hole  country — there  is  the 
Grand  Teton  National  Park. 

Thus,  each  of  us,  I  am  sure,  has  more 
than  an  average  perception  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  preserving  untrammeled  and 
unspoiled  the  pristine  character  of  the 
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unique  areas;  yet,  at  the  same  time,  we 
recognize  that  in  Flaming  Gorge  we  have 
brought  a  great  deal  of  enjoyment  to  in¬ 
creasing  numbers  of  people.  Equally  im¬ 
portant,  a  recreational  asset  is  available 
for  a  great  many  people  would  be  denied 
the  benefits  which  come  from  fishing, 
boating,  and  sightseeing  on  the  impor¬ 
tant  reservoirs.  Does  the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  agree  entirely.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  Senator’s  comments  about  this. 
I  was  recently  in  that  beautiful  area  of 
the  Grand  Teton  National  Park  and 
Yellowstone  Park.  What  a  wonderful  out¬ 
door  scene  it  is.  As  I  viewed  it  last,  the 
thought  came  to  me,  as  I  went  across  the 
dam  which  raises  Jackson  Lake,  what  a 
thing  of  great  beauty  it  is  to  have  Jack- 
son  Lake.  How  superb  it  looks  lying 
across  the  face  of  Grand  Teton  with 
Mount  Moran  in  the  background. 

To  think  that  if  the  preservationists 
had  been  busy  then  we  could  never  have 
created  a  national  park  in  that  area 
by  raising  the  dam  and  making  the  lake 
larger,  because  they  would  have  charged 
we  were  changing  nature  and  therefore 
the  whole  thing  should  be  rejected.  Yet, 
the  lake  would  have  been  flooded  had  it 
not  been  for  placing  a  small  earthen  dam 
against  it,  with  a  spillway  out  of  it.  By 
doing  that,  Wyoming  has  not  only  cre¬ 
ated  additional  beauty  and  an  additional 
recreation  area,  it  has  also  been  able 
to  control  the  flow  of  the  Snake  River 
and  keep  it  running  at  a  regulated 
amount  of  water  all  during  summer 
months.  So  that  now  one  can  go  out 
on  the  Snake  River  and  boat  and  fish,  or 
whatever  else  one  wishes  to  do  down¬ 
stream  from  that  dam  all  during  sum¬ 
mer;  whereas,  as  it  was  before,  early  in 
the  year,  there  were  floods  and  damage 
and  resultant  low  water  where  one  could 
almost  jump  across  it  late  in  the  year. 
That  is  what  used  to  happen.  That  is 
what  used  to  happen  with  all  the  rivers 
down  there,  which  broke  out,  we  will 
remember,  for  3  years  to  create  Salton 
Sea.  But  the  river  was  brought  under 
control.  Yet  late  in  the  year,  the  water 
would  be  so  low  that  we  could  literally 
jump  across  it.  Now  it  runs  all  year  round 
and  runs  at  a  relatively  steady  pace. 

Thus,  we  have  created  this  additional 
recreational  beauty  spot  and  wonder,  in 
addition  to  making  the  lake. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
calling  attention  to  the  successful  co¬ 
ordination  of  the  use  of  our  resources  in 
order  to  serve  many  purposes.  I  think 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
struck  out  in  creating  some  bold  new 
approaches.  The  impact  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  has  demanded  it,  that  we  make  mul¬ 
tiple  use  of  all  our  resources. 

I  should  like  to  point  out,  it  is  cer¬ 
tainly  true  that  a  great  many  people  will 
use  or  presently  use  Flaming  Gorge,  as 
I  suspect  and  I  know  they  will  use  Hual- 
apai,  when  and  if  it  is  built. 

After  all,  many  of  us  could  be  retired 
and  in  our  old  age  by  that  time — which 
many  of  us  look  forward  to  with  some 
misgivings.  I  am  one  who  contemplates 
old  age  as  not  being  so  bad  when  we  con¬ 
sider  the  alternatives.  Because  of  that, 

I  think  it  is  understandable  that  last 
year,  in  Flaming  Gorge,  I  am  told,  there 
were  more  than  a  million  and  a  half 


people  who  enjoyed  that  area.  I  remind 
the  Senator  that  a  million  and  a  half 
persons  is  over  half  the  total  number 
that  visited  Yellowstone  Park  last  year. 
My  prediction  would  be  that  because  of 
the  extended  period  of  use  of  this  area, 
the  time  is  not  far  distant  when  there 
will  be  more  persons  enjoying  Flaming 
Gorge  annually  than  those  who  visit 
Yellowstone  annually.  I  suspect  that  the 
same  thing  will  be  said,  at  a  later  date, 
about  Hualapai.  This  is  a  great  area  but 
is  presently  restricted  only  to  those  who 
have  the  unique  qualifications  of  being 
vigorous,  young,  and  with  sufficient  time 
for  that  kind  of  vacation. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator,  and 
I  agree  with  his  observations.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  his  comments  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  sum  up  by  say¬ 
ing  that  Lake  Powell  is  an  outstanding 
example  of  the  kinds  of  balancing  re¬ 
quired  by  today’s  realities.  The  waters 
provide  1,860  miles  of  shoreline  in  one 
of  the  Nation’s  most  scenic  water  recrea¬ 
tion  wonderlands.  Recreation  areas  be¬ 
ing  completed  will  provide  accommoda¬ 
tions  for  all  budgets — those  of  low-in¬ 
come  campers  as  well  as  those  who  can 
afford  luxury.  Rainbow  Bridge,  a  beau¬ 
tiful  national  monument  in  the  State 
of  Utah,  was  once  accessible  only  to  a 
very  few  who  boated  and  hiked,  or 
packed  into  the  rugged  country.  Vaca¬ 
tioners  at  Lake  Powell  may  now  take  a 
boat  to  floating  docks  at  the  entrance 
to  Rainbow  Bridge  Canyon,  then  walk 
the  trail  along  the  canyon’s  side.  Un¬ 
damaged  by  the  water,  Rainbow  Bridge 
soars  high  in  arched  and  graceful  sand¬ 
stone  beauty  carved  by  time,  wind,  and 
rain. 

What  I  have  said  about  Lake  Powell 
and  Glen  Canyon  is  applicable  to  Huala¬ 
pai  Dam  in  Bridge  Canyon.  A  great  blue- 
green  lake  below  the  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park  would  be  a  tourist  mecca  in 
addition  to  providing  storage  capacity, 
hydroelectric  power,  and  water  for  the 
Hualapai  Tribe  of  Indians.  Hundreds  of 
thousands  of  people  would  come  to  enjoy 
water  recreation  and  to  view  the  Grand 
Canyon  Gorge  from  the  bottom. 

The  fact  that  the  lake  created  would 
touch  the  border  of  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Monument  for  a  few  miles  at  its 
extreme  western  end  would  not  detract 
from  this  great  scenic  wonder.  However, 
should  there  be  objection  to  this  change 
of  the  natural  state,  a  very  small  slice  of 
that  vast  National  Park  could  be  severed, 
at  the  same  time  that  great  areas  are,  .by 
statute,  added  to  it  in  the  Marble  Canyon 
Gorge  and  on  the  north  rim  of  the  Grand 
Canyon. 

DIXIE  PROJECT 

Mr.  President,  I  turn  now  to  a  brief 
discussion  of  the  Dixie  project.  Since  the 
occupant  of  the  chair,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Cannon],  is 
from  this  area,  I  think  it  very  appropri¬ 
ate  to  describe  it  at  this  point. 

In  talking  about  the  Dixie  project, 
many  of  my  colleagues  may  be  surprised 
to  hear  it  brought  up  again,  since  they 
voted  for  it  3  years  ago.  The  path  to  its 
completion  has  been  strewn  with  difficul¬ 
ties,  and  so  my  State  of  Utah  is  still  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  struggle  to  make  Dixie  a 
reality. 


As  we  know,  this  struggle  is  of  long 
duration — more  than  25  years. 

The  Dixie  project  is  located  in  the  Vir¬ 
gin  River  Basin  in  southwestern  Utah. 
The  river  rises  in  the  high  plateaus  and 
mountains  of  western  Kane  County,  and 
flows  through  Iron  and  Washington 
Counties  in  Utah,  across  the  comer  of 
Mohave  County,  Ariz.,  and  discharges 
into  Lake  Mead  in  Clark  County,  Nev., 
making  it  a  part  of  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin. 

The  area  is  known  as  the  Dixie  of  Utah 
because  of  its  moderate  climate  and  the 
fact  that  cotton  was  grown  there  when 
it  was  first  settled. 

There  is  available  in  the  valley  consid¬ 
erable  water.  The  river  reaches  flood 
proportions  in  the  spring  and  dwindles 
to  a  very  limited  supply  in  other  months. 
Average  rainfall  is  8.42  inches.  There  are 
land  and  resources  for  both  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  crops  not  in  surplus  and  for  in¬ 
dustrial  development. 

Following  passage  of  my  Dixie  project 
bill  in  1964,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
conducted  complete  engineering  feasi¬ 
bility  studies  as  is  the  agency’s  regular 
procedure.  It  was  discovered  that  the 
damsite  chosen  was  underlain  with  por¬ 
ous  rock  and  would  not  hold  water.  The 
dam  could  not  be  made  secure.  An  alter¬ 
native  site  was  found  which  -was  other¬ 
wise  satisfactory  but  at  which  electric 
power  could  not  be  generated.  This 
placed  the  project  beyond  the  capacity 
of  the  water  users  to  repay,  and  made 
essential  the  provision  of  financial  as¬ 
sistance. 

The  financial  problems  for  Dixie  were 
aggravated  because  of  the  strict  provi¬ 
sions  insisted  on  by  the  House  Interior 
Committee,  provisions  which  I  com¬ 
mented  on  in  1964. 

While  I  was  elated  to  have  House  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  project  for  which  the  people 
of  southern  Utah  had  waited  so  long,  my 
elation  was  considerably  tempered  by 
the  House  amendments. 

That  committee  amended  my  bill 
abandoning  the  concept  recognized  in 
Central  Valley,  Missouri  Basin,  and  other 
reclamation  legislation  that  a  project 
should  bear  the  costs  of  necessary  high¬ 
way  relocation  in  the  reservoir  area.  The 
House  Interior  Committee,  however, 
amended  the  Dixie  bill  to  shift  about  $2 
million  to  the  shoulders  of  the  State  and 
to  the  power  consumers  in  the  area.  The 
costs  of  relocating  the  highway  fell  on 
the  State  of  Utah  and  on  the  citizens  of 
St.  George  through  increased  power 
rates.  There  is  no  precedent  for  shifting 
the  road  costs  to  the  State,  but  this 
amendment  was  not  successfully  opposed 
in  the  House. 

The  House  committee  also  rejected  a 
Senate  provision  allowing  the  repayment 
of  $3  million  of  project  construction  costs 
from  Hoover  Dam  revenues.  This  provi¬ 
sion  also  followed  a  pattern  which  had 
been  set.  Excess  costs  are  repaid  by  the 
power  revenues  in  basin  accounts  in  most 
areas.  But  the  House  struck  this  from 
the  bill.  The  Dixie  project  is  in  the  lower 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River,  where  huge 
power  revenues  are  available  from  the 
greaj;  Hoover  Dam  and  other  dams  on 
the  lower  Colorado.  Three  million  dollars 
is  a  very  minor  part  of  those  revenues, 
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yet  of  greatest  importance  to  a  small 
project  like  Dixie.  It  did  not  seem  fair 
to  deny  this  power  revenue  support  just 
because  no  lower  basin  fund  was  then 
in  existence. 

In  anticipation  of  the  establishment 
of  such  a  fund — which  we  already  had 
in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin — the 
Department  of  the  Interior  interposed 
no  objections  to  plans  to  allow  the  proj¬ 
ect  to  use  this  small  portion  of  Hoover 
Dam  revenues.  The  Senate  agreed  that 
this  was  fair. 

I  served  notice  then  that  I  would  make 
an  effort,  when  the  lower  basin  account 
bill  was  before  the  Senate,  to  amend  it  to 
lessen  the  burden  placed  by  the  House 
bill  upon  the  power  and  water  users  of 
the  Dixie  project. 

When  one  understands  the  difficulties 
that  beset  the  project,  and  recalls  the 
legislative  history,  it  is  plain  why  I  could 
not  turn  my  back  on  the  Dixie  project 
now. 

My  somewhat  testy  reaction  to  the 
changes  made  in  the  Dixie  reclamation 
bill  by  the  House  Interior  Committee  was 
heightened,  I  will  admit,  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  another  reclamation  project 
reported  only  a  few  days  before  the  Dixie 
project.  I  am  referring  to  the  Savery- 
Pot  Hook  project  for  Colorado  and  Wy¬ 
oming.  As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Irri¬ 
gation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee, 
I  was  asked  by  the  House  committee  to 
schedule  hearings  on  this  measure  as 
soon  as  the  House  had  acted  on  it — 
which  I  did  within  the  week  and  with 
pleasure,  even  though  we  were  in  the 
last  days  of  the  session. 

The  Savery-Pot  Hook  project  pays 
back  a  much  smaller  percentage  of  its 
costs  than  will  Dixie. 

The  farmers  who  will  use  Dixie  water 
to  irrigate  their  farms  must  pay  back 
over  half  of  the  irrigation  costs  of  the 
project;  the  farmers  who  will  use  Sav¬ 
ery-Pot  Hook  water  will  pay  back  only 
one-eighth  of  the  project  irrigation 
costs. 

Again,  the  ad  valorem  tax  to  residents 
of  Washington  County,  site  of  the  Dixie 
project,  is  5  mills  county  wide;  Savery- 
Pot  Hook  residents  will  pay  less  than  2 
mills. 

I  realize  that  the  Savery-Pot  Hook 
project  is  a  high-altitude  project,  with 
limited  acreage  to  be  brought  under  cul¬ 
tivation,  while  Dixie  is  located  in  a  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  where  the  climate  is 
mild  and  where  it  has  been  proved  that 
water  can  create  lush  green  fields  grow¬ 
ing  a  variety  of  crops  in  an  extended 
growing  season. 

Savery-Pot  Hook  operations  must, 
therefore,  be  large-scale  farming  opera¬ 
tions,  since  it  will  require  a  large  unit  to 
make  them  economical.  Dixie,  on  the 
other  hand,  will  bring  water  to  many 
small  farms,  of  limited  acreage,  some  of 
them  inadequate  for  more  than  marginal 
living.  So  when  the  Congress  made  it 
more  difficult  for  the  Dixie  water  users 
to  pay  out  their  project,  we  put  a  greater 
burden  on  the  small  farmers  on  the 
postage-stamp  farm.  This  I  could  not 
accept  without  making  vigorous  objec¬ 
tion. 

The  Dixie  project  is  an  excellent  proj¬ 
ect.  The  cost-benefit  ratio  exceeds  2.2 
to  1.  It  is  of  regional  and  national,  as 
well  as  local,  importance. 


The  opportunity  to  repair  the  defi¬ 
ciencies  in  the  1964  Dixie  bill  arrived 
with  the  bill  before  us.  I  felt  that  I  could 
not  permit  the  bill  to  authorize  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  to  come  to  the  floor 
containing  a  lower  basin  development 
fund  that  did  not  make  that  fund  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  Dixie  project.  Therefore, 
I  requested  an  amendment  to  include 
Dixie,  and  when  that  amendment  was 
accepted  I  voted  to  report  the  bill.  No 
matter  how  imperfect  S.  1004  is  other¬ 
wise,  Dixie  is  protected.  If  the  entire 
bill  cannot  be  perfected  and  if  the  im¬ 
perfect  bill  passes  despite  my  opposition 
to  it,  Dixie  yet  will  be  protected. 

I  should  like  to  read  a  paragraph  from 
page  51  of  the  report  §>n  the  bill.  I  do 
this  because  it  has  been  erroneously 
stated  in  several  instances  that  the 
Dixie  project  would  not  enjoy  the  non¬ 
reimbursable  feature  of  fish  and  wildlife 
since  it  was  not  referred  to  this  legis¬ 
lation.  I  read  from  page  51  of  the  report, 
referring  to  section  2  (j )  of  S.  1004: 

SECTION  (2) 

The  Dixie  project,  located  in  Utah,  has 
been  authorized  but  is  not  yet  under  con¬ 
struction  because  present  studies  indicate 
it  will  be  $25  to  $30  million  short  of  being 
able  to  repay  the  reimbursable  costs.  This 
amendment  provides  that  the  Dixie  project 
may  receive  financial  assistance  from  the 
development  fund  and  thus  become  a  finan¬ 
cially  feasible  project. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that 
the  provisions  for  the  repayment  of  the 
Dixie  project  remain  as  far  as  possible  in 
accord  with  the  project’s  authorizing  legis¬ 
lation  (Public  Law  88-565,  78  Stat.  848). 
Costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  are  to  remain  nonreimbursable  as  in 
the  original  authorization. 

I  am  sure  this  is  in  accord  with  the 
law.  These  funds  having  been  originally 
made  nonreimbursable,  there  could  be  no 
change  in  the  law  without  specific  ref¬ 
erence  to  repeal  of  that  section. 

Without  storage  of  high-water  flows 
to  increase  the  reliable  year-round  sup¬ 
ply,  to  agriculture,  to  the  towns  of  St. 
George  and  Hurricane  and  to  other  com¬ 
munities,  growth  in  the  valley  will  be 
limited.  The  reservoirs  will  service  the 
area  for  increasing  numbers  of  tourists 
and  visitors  to  Zion  National  Park,  Dixie 
State  Park,  Cedar  Breaks  National  Mon¬ 
ument,  Bryce  Canyon  National  Park,  and 
other  scenic  and  recreational  areas  in 
southwestern  Utah.  Visitors  there  will  in¬ 
crease  even  faster  when  Canyonlands — 
a  little  to  the  east — is  fully  developed  as 
an  outstanding  national  park  in  southern 
Utah.  There  is,  consequently,  real  na¬ 
tional,  as  well  as  State,  interest  in  the 
Dixie  development. 

WATER  NEEDS 

So  much  for  past  history.  Let  us  re¬ 
member  that  we,  too,  are  making  history. 

This  August  of  1967  is  no  time  to  be 
enacting  water  legislation  tied  to  nar¬ 
row  sectional  interests.  Such  a  bill  as  this 
might  have  been  appropriate  30  years 
ago;  today  it  is  an  anachronism.  It  is  a 
horse-and-buggy  legislation  in  a  day 
when  rockets  orbit  the  earth.  This  bill 
deals  with  one  small  facet  of  the  water 
problem  and  in  so  doing  jeopardizes  the 
rights  of  several  States.  It  should  take 
the  long  view  and  deal  with  interbasin 
transfer  and  river  augmentation. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  1  hour  has  expired.  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  wish  to  be  recognized? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  would  like  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  so  that  I  may  continue. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Chair  recognizes  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  water  story  of  Amer¬ 
ica  this  year  is  a  national  story — and 
it  is  frightening. 

In  fact,  the  water  story  today  is  a  cliff 
hanger. 

Will  America  find  ways  to  meet  its 
growing  water  shortage? 

Will  we  stop  using  and  misusing  and 
generally  wasting  our  water  resources  as 
if  there  were  no  tomorrow? 

Will  we  stop  polluting  our  rivers  and 
our  lakes,  creating  health  hazards  for 
our  people,  killing  off  our  fish,  and  des¬ 
ecrating  our  recreation  areas? 

Will  we  glut  the  beautiful  Ohio  with 
garbage? 

Will  we  let  the  Great  Lakes  die? 

Will  we  awaken  one  morning  to  find 
that  we  have  run  out  of  clean  water  in 
some  sections  of  our  country,  and  out 
of  water  of  any  kind  in  others? 

No  one  can  answer  that  today.  Ask 
again  in  1980. 

Find  out  whether  the  people  in  the 
richest  nation  in  the  world  were  suffi¬ 
ciently  awakened  in  the  sixties  to  do  the 
things  which  must  be  done  in  the  seven¬ 
ties  to  prevent  the  country  from  going 
through  its  water  ceiling  in  the  eighties. 

Learn  whether  we  made  enough  prog¬ 
ress  in  discovering  and  employing  rev¬ 
olutionary  techniques  in  water  resource 
development  and  conservation  to  keep 
our  faucets  from  running  dry,  our  crops 
from  turning  brown,  and  the  wheels  of 
our  industry  from  slowing  down  and 
stopping. 

Learn  whether  we  kept  our  water 
sources  clean,  our  water  wastage  down, 
our  water  reuse  cycle  high — whether  we 
found  out  how  to  control  “water  hogs,” 
how  to  bridle  unreasonable  water  use, 
how  to  impose  disciplinary  measures  to 
control  waste — whether  we  discovered 
how  to  desalt  water  cheaply,  and  how  to 
make  rain  fall  where  we  want  it. 

Find  out  whether  we  learned  how  to 
put  to  beneficial  use  surplus  water 
through  interbasin  and  intercontinental 
water  transfer. 

Learn  whether  we  saved  enough  of  the 
precious  liquid  through  recharing  of 
aquifers,  and  through  multiple-use  proj  - 
ects  to  increase  supplies  of  municipal  and 
irrigation  water,,  to  improve  navigation, 
to  control  floods,  to  provide  more  power, 
to  create  new  recreational  areas,  and  to 
protect  our  wildlife. 

I  believe  that  America  will  win  this 
water  fight. 

I  say  we  will  win  because  both  the  pri¬ 
vate  sector  and  government,  from  the 
county  level  up,  are  beginning  to  realize 
the  immensity  of  our  water  problems 
and  are  moving  to  conquer  them. 

And,  finally,  I  say  we  will  win  because 
the  people  themselves  are  awakening  to 
the  perils  of  our  water  pollution  and  the 
vulnerability  of  our  water  supply  and 
they  are  beginning  to  insist  that  more  be 
done,  and  to  support  financially  the  do¬ 
ing  of  it. 
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The  breakthrough  to  the  man  on  the 
street  is  the  crucial  one.  For  years,  as  the 
Senate  well  knows,  water  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed  back  and  forth  in  the  jargon  of 
water  experts,  resource  engineers,  tech¬ 
nicians,  lawmakers,  and  departmental 
authorities.  But  today  the  pollution  of 
our  waters  and  the  ebbing  of  our  supplies 
is  a  subject  for  discussion  in  editorial 
columns,  in  magazine  articles,  in  tele¬ 
vision  specials,  in  civic  clubs,  and  over 
backyard  barbecue  pits. 

Many  forces  have  converged  to  make 
water  of  such  commanding  interest.  A 
real  impetus  came  from  the  report  made 
by  the  Select  Committee  on  National 
Water  Resources,  on  which  I  served. 

Some  have  forgotten,  perhaps,  that — 
8  years  ago — the  Senate  was  so  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  state  of  our  wastes 
that  we  appointed  a  select  committee  to 
study  and  report. 

This  committee  inventoried  our  water 
resources  and  projected  our  require¬ 
ments  through  1980,  and  supplied  us 
with  the  hard  facts. 

But  it  took  a  whim  of  nature  to  drama¬ 
tize  our  troubled  waters — to  make  water 
breakfast  table  conversation.  A  shift  in 
wind  patterns,  causing  rain  to  fall  over 
the  ocean  rather  than  upon  the  coastal 
areas,  greatly  reduced,  for  several  years 
in  a  row,  the  normal  precipitation  which 
fell  from  New  Hampshire  to  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  This  is  a  region  of  our  densest 
population  and  our  heaviest  concentra¬ 
tion  of  industry. 

Now,  we  in  the  West  know  all  too  well 
what  it  is  to  have  our  cities  and  towns 
thirsty,  and  our  fields  dusty  and  dry. 
But  the  people  of  .the  East  and  Northeast 
have  almost  always  had  a  bountiful  sup¬ 
ply  of  water — and  they  serenely  as¬ 
sumed  they  always  would.  Then  they  dis¬ 
covered  that  it  could  happen  to  them. 

In  August  1965,  the  chief  engineer  of 
the  city  of  New  York  warned  the  Dela¬ 
ware  Basin  Commission  that  “Fun  City” 
could  “run  out  of  water  by  the  middle  of 
February.”  President  Johnson  declared 
the  Delaware  Basin  and  New  York  a  dis¬ 
aster  area,  and  a  drastic  water  savings 
program  went  into  effect. 

Well,  as  we  all  know,  the  East  and 
Northeast  did  not  run  out  of  water.  It 
did  skimp  through.  But  the  interest  of 
the  people  and  their  officials  and  then- 
newspapers  and  their  civic  clubs  was 
aroused  as  it  never  could  have  been 
aroused  by  a  Senate  Committee  report. 
A  whole  new  and  important  area  of  the 
country  became  receptive  to  the  water 
story. 

By  now,  some  of  this  has  been  forgot¬ 
ten.  In  1967,  the  rains  came.  The  Po¬ 
tomac’s  flow  in  July  was  three  times  that 
of  1965.  With  thirst  gone,  the  sense  of 
urgency  has  expired. 

But  we  still  must  ask — what  is  the 
water  outlook  in  the  years  ahead  in  con¬ 
crete  terms.  The  facts  compiled  by  the 
Senate  Select  Committee  are  still  our 
bible  on  this. 

If  we  in  America  are  to  sustain  our  ex¬ 
panding  population  and  rising  standard 
of  living,  we  will  have  to  double  our  usa¬ 
ble  gallonage  by  1980  and  triple  it  by 
the  year  2000.  We  now  use  an  average 
of  280  billion  gallons  of  water  each  day 
for  irrigation,,  industry,  and  homes;  we 


will  be  using  about  600  billion  gallons  in 
1980  and  900  billion  gallons  a  day  by  the 
year  2000. 

We  found  out  further  that  600  million 
gallons  of  water  a  day  is  getting  close 
to  the  ceiling  of  the  total  supply  of  water 
of  good  quality  which  our  engineers  have 
told  us  could  be  made  available  with 
present  knowledge  and  techniques. 

We  learned  that  in  five  of  the  Nation’s 
22  resource  regions  we  stand  on  the  edge 
of  full  water  use — we  could  well  be  out 
of  water  in  any  of  them  by  1980.  One  of 
these  water-short  basins  is  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  about  which  you  are  hearing 
so  much  this  week. 

In  most  of  the  other  water  basins, 
where  rainfall  is  generally  adequate,  pol¬ 
lution  is  rampant.  Almost  every  Amer¬ 
ican  river  of  consequence  is  infested  with 
water  pollution  from  one  source  or  an¬ 
other.  Ten  times  as  much  industrial 
waste,  per  million  persons,  is  being 
poured  into  our  waters  today  as  in  1900. 
Municipal  waste  has  increased  threefold 
during  that  period. 

Some  estimate  it  will  take  $75  billion, 
spent  over  two  or  three  decades,  to  clean 
up  America’s  rivers. 

Nor  have  our  lakes  been  spared.  The 
Great  Lakes  are  a  tragic  example.  In¬ 
dustry  and  communities  around  the 
lakes  have  used  the  once-pure  water  as 
a  dumping  ground.  Erie,  the  northern 
border  for  much  of  industrial  America, 
is  the  sickest  of  the  Great  Lakes.  About 
one-fourth  of  Erie  is  all  but  dead  today. 
A  huge  expanse  contains  almost  no  oxy¬ 
gen,  no  fish  swim  about,  and  the  surface 
is  infested  with  scum. 

'  We  learned  also  from  the  Water  Com¬ 
mittee  that  we  were  proceeding  too  slowly 
in  harnessing  and  developing  our  rivers 
through  multiple-purpose  projects — that 
we  must  make  the  1970’s  the  decade  of 
advance  dam  construction,  just  as  we 
have  made  the  1960’s  the  decade  of  ad¬ 
vanced  highway  construction. 

We  learned  that  we  must  do  more  to 
combat  water  variability,  which  means 
both  floods  and  low  water  flow.  And 
finally,  we  discovered  that  we  have  only 
started  to  work  on  the  great  problem  of 
water  waste — on  the  ways  in  which  water 
is  being  used  inefficiently,  on  “water 
stealing”  vegetation,  on  evaporation,  and 
on  allowing  water  to  run  off  to  the  sea 
unused  or  only  used  once. 

Finally,  we  found  that  we  had  lagged 
on  research  in  all  of  these  fields — that 
a  constant  expansion  of  knowledge  and 
technical  capability  in  the  water  field  is 
indispensable. 

The  committee  estimated  that  the  Na¬ 
tion  should  invest  a  total  of  $228  billion 
in  the  period  between  1958 — when  the 
figures  were  gathered — and  1980  for  all 
types  of  water  resource  facilities.  This 
means  that  we  need  to  spend  more  in 
a  20-year  period  than  we  have  spent  in 
almost  200  years. 

This  report  unbuttoned  a  surge  of  both 
discussion  and  action  in  the  water  field. 
I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  passed  more  constructive  water 
legislation  in  the  past  5  years  than  at 
any  other  time  in  history. 

We  established  a  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Administration  which  will  conduct 
and  oversee  a  broad  public  and  industrial 


August  4,  1967 

pollution  control  program,  and  greatly 
expand  the  Federal  funds  available  to 
communities  for  the  construction  of 
waste  treatment  and  other  pollution  con¬ 
trol  facilities. 

We  launched  a  water  research  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  invest  nearly  $100  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  for  10  years  on  basic  water 
research,  over  and  above  the  desalting 
program. 

We  enacted  the  Water  Resources  Plan¬ 
ning  Act  to  get  water  resource  planning 
on  a  river  basin  basis,  and  provide  plan¬ 
ning  money  for  the  States. 

All  of  this — and  much  more — in  5  short 
years. 

But,  through  all  this  water  activity, 
the  needs  of  Arizona  are  seemingly  for¬ 
gotten.  A  project  that  had  been  proposed 
for  decades — the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect — lay  dormant. 

There  were  two  reasons  for  this  and 
I  have  previously  mentioned  both. 

First  was  the  court  case. 

Second,  the  States  of  the  Colorado 
Basin  were  negotiating  over  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  the  water.  Month  after  month 
the  water  experts  and  representatives  of 
the  seven  basin  States  met  to  thrash  out 
an  agreement  among  themselves  that 
would  settle  this  vexing  problem  with 
justice  to  all. 

That  agreement  resulted  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  Basin  development  bill  which 
was  approved  by  the  House  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  last  year.  As  everyone  knows,  the 
bill  floundered  on  the  issue  of  the  con¬ 
struction  of  two  more  dams  on  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  in  Arizona.  This  proposal  so 
outraged  the  preservationists  that  the 
House  committee  was  unwilling  to  bring 
the  bill  to  the  floor. 

It  was  then  anticipated  that  the  prin¬ 
cipal  features  of  that  bill  would  be  re¬ 
tained  for  legislative  action  this  year — 
but  with  the  elimination  of  the  one  most 
controversial  of  the  dams.  With  one  dam 
eliminated,  and  a  willingness  of  Congress 
indicated  to  extend  the  national  park  in 
the  Colorado  gorge,  it  was  hoped  this 
would  be  a  reasonable  compromise  which 
could  be  enacted  at  this  session. 

But  the  administration  decided  to  for¬ 
get  compromise  and  go  all  the  way  in  the 
other  direction. 

S.  1004,  this  bill  would  authorize  the 
central  Arizona  project  but  would  ignore 
the  problem  that  has  delayed  this  project 
all  of  these  years — the  fact  that  there  is 
simply  not  sufficient  natural  flow  in  the 
Colorado  River  to  meet  the  demands 
within  the  basin  beyond  the  year  1990. 

Therefore,  any  acceptable  bill  must  in¬ 
volve  balancing  the  interests  of  the  State 
of  Arizona  with  the  other  States  who 
have  rights  to  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River. 

Our  need  is  to  understand  the  arith¬ 
metic  of  the  situation.  The  decree  in 
Arizona  against  California  confirms  7,- 
500,000  acre-feet  annually  to  the  lower 
basin  and  an  equal  amount  to  the  upper 
basin.  The  share  of  the  lower  basin  has 
been  divided  into  4.4  million  acre-feet  to 
California,  300,000  acre-feet  to  Nevada, 
and  2.8  million  to  Arizona.  This,  of 
course,  equals  7.5  million  acre-feet.  But 
to  that  must  be  added  the  1.5  million 
acre-feet  that  must  be  delivered  to 
Mexico  under  the  terms  of  the  Mexican 
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Water  Treaty  and  1  million  that  is  lost  in 
evaporation  between  Lee  Ferry  and  the 
border.  This  totals  10  million  acre-feet — 
an  amount  of  water  which  simply  is  not 
there. 

During  all  the  discussions  of  the  States 
on  this  problem,  this  arithmetic  has  been 
foremost  in  the  minds  of  the  conferees. 
They  have  recognized  that  a  primary 
safeguard  for  all  the  basin  States  is  a 
study  of  sources  to  supplement  the  nat¬ 
ural  flow  of  the  Colorado  River.  This  bill 
is  incomplete  without  a  legislative  com¬ 
mitment  to  study  water  importation  from 
areas  of  surplus.  The  danger  will  always 
remain  that  when  the  upper  basins  utilize 
their  allocations,  there  will  be  insufficient 
water  for  the  central  Arizona  project  to 
divert. 

I  am  anxious  to  see  any  area  of  the 
United  States  receive  water  that  it  needs. 
I  will  support  any  feasible  means  of  pro¬ 
viding  that  supply.  But  the  only  practical 
method  of  meeting  the  problems  of  the 
Colorado  Basin  is  to  place  importation 
studies  in  this  bill.  I  would,  of  course, 
support  any  feasible  means  of  augment¬ 
ing  the  water  supply,  but  as  of  today,  im¬ 
portation  appears  to  be  the  only  practical 
method. 

Interbasin  transfer  of  water  has  been 
transformed  into  some  sort  of  scare  word 
in  some  quarters.  There  is  nothing  unique 
in  interbasin  transfers.  Colorado  River 
water  is  now  being  transferred  into  the 
Missouri  River  Basin,  into  the  Rio 
Grande  River  Basin,  and  into  the  Great 
Basin.  There  should  be  nothing  startling 
in  the  proposal  to  bring  water  from  either 
the  Columbia  or  northern  California  to 
supplement  the  flow  of  the  Colorado.  In¬ 
deed,  one  could  say  that  the  need  for  im¬ 
portation  is  to  satisfy  a  treaty  with 
Mexico,  not  to  meet  any  new  uses.  There¬ 
fore,  importation  would  be  to  meet  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation — not  a  State  or  regional 
obligation. 

I  have  proposed  in  the  bill  which  I  in¬ 
troduced  (S.  1409)  that  we  look  first  to 
northern  California’s  coastal  region  as  a 
source  of  water  importation.  This  would 
require  development  of  water  projects 
much  sooner  in  this  part  of  California 
than  would  otherwise  be  necessary,  but 
this  could  be  of  considerable  benefit  to 
the  area  of  origin.  It  was  the  water  asso¬ 
ciation  of  this  area  in  northern  California 
that  suggested  that  this  might  be  the 
best  way  to  solve  the  shortage  in  the 
Colorado  River.  The  fact  that  the  water 
comes  from  a  State  that  is  itself  deeply 
concerned  with  the  Colorado  River,  may 
allay  some  fears  of  representatives  of 
the  Northwest. 

Mr.  Ely,  representing  the  State  of 
California  in  the  recent  House  hearings, 
stated; 

We  are  prepared  to  have  the  Secretary,  the 
Commission,  anybody  else  look  at  a  plan  to 
tike  from  the  streams  of  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia,  two  and  a  half  million  acre-feet  for 
the  rescue  of  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin 
by  putting  that  quantity  in  to  the  main 
stream,  even  though  the  amount  we  get 
back  out  of  it  is  less  than  20  percent  of  what 
we  contribute. 

I  think  that  is  a  commendable  and 
statesmanlike  position.  In  a  sense,  it  em¬ 
bodies  the  real  effort  of  the  basin  States 
to  resolve  their  differences,  to  compro¬ 
mise,  and  to  work  out  a  regional  bill.  To 


discard  this  unity,  so  laboriously 
achieved,  will  not  free  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  from  controversy.  Nothing 
could  be  more  controversial  than  build¬ 
ing  a  project  for  which  there  is  not 
enough  water. 

The  most  devasting  question  anybody 
can  ask  about  this  legislation  as  it  now 
stands  is,  “Where  do  we  go  from  here?” 

Proponents  of  S.  1004  in  its  present 
inadequate  form  have  many  promises 
but  no  answers  to  that  question.  There 
are  answers,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
there  must  be  answers.  We  have  to  find 
them.  My  recommendation  and  the  type 
of  amendment  that  I  want  to  support, 
is  that  we  put  into  this  bill  the  start  of 
the  search  for  some  of  those  answers. 
It  is  that  simple. 

The  late  Charles  F.  Kettering,  genius 
of  the  automobile  and  author  of  many 
of  the  ideas  which  made  General  Motors 
what  it  is  today,  is  reported  to  have  de¬ 
fined  research  as  the  business  of  trying 
to  find  out  what  you  are  going  to  do 
when  you  have  to  stop  what  you  are  do¬ 
ing  now. 

That  is  the  improvement  I  am  asking 
for  this  legislation,  that  we  amend  S. 
1004  by  making  provision  now  for  the 
search  for  answers  to  the  question  of 
what  we  do  next. 

I  had  thought  that  with  all  the  pro¬ 
gressive  water  legislation  of  the  past  half 
decade  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
had  learned  Dr.  Kettering’s  lesson. 
Surely,  we  can  foresee  the  day  when  we 
have  to  stop  what  we  had  done  for  so 
long,  piecemeal  planning,  short-range 
projects,  uncoordinated  resource  devel¬ 
opment  planning. 

S.  1004  is  a  step  backward.  It  is  out 
of  step  with  the  national  planning  ob¬ 
jectives,  the  total  water  management 
philosophy,  and  the  modem  systems 
analysis  approach  to  the  great  problems 
which  face  our  country  today. 

This  will  be  the  first  time,  I  believe,  in 
5  years,  that  the  Senate  will  have  taken 
any  action  of  this  importance  which 
would  reduce  the  momentum  of  sound 
natural  resource  planning,  slow  down 
the  progress  we  have  been  making  to¬ 
ward  preservation  of  our  country. 

The  irony  of  the  situation  is  that  the 
shortcomings  of  this  bill  can  be  so 
promptly  overcome.  We  need  only  to 
amend  S.  1004  to  reflect  the  fact  that  the 
lower  Colorado  Basin  is  an  administra¬ 
tive  division,  not  a  natural  one,  that  it 
is  part  of  a  much  larger  Colorado  Basin, 
and  that  the  whole  Colorado  Basin  is  a 
part  of  the  great  region  we  call  the  West, 
and  that  the  West  is  a  part  of  the  United 
States.  And,  contrary  to  the  situation  we 
in  the  West  faced  not  so  many  years  ago, 
there  is  a  sympathy  and  understanding 
in  other  parts  of  the  country  of  the  water 
problem  of  the  West.  This  is  simply  be¬ 
cause  the  water  problem  is  national,  not 
sectional. 

The  work  of  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission  proposed  by  the  President  and 
approved  twice  by  the  Senate  is  now  in 
conference  awaiting  its  turn  in  the  proc¬ 
ess  of  ironing  out  differences  between 
House  and  Senate  versions.  I  believe  it 
will  be  a  useful  body,  even  though  its 
very  existence  may  tend  to  delay  some 
decisions  that  the  Congress  ought  to 
make  on  its  own. 


The  Commission  would  have  5  years  in 
which  to  write  a  national  water  policy. 
It  may  make  recommendations  on 
specific  steps  at  any  time  during  the  5 
years  of  its  life.  I  hope  it  will  begin 
studies  promptly  of  the  organization 
problem,  that  is,  the  problem  of  dis¬ 
jointed  water  resource  management  that 
results  from  separated  responsibility,  di¬ 
vided  authority,  differences  in  the  func¬ 
tional  orientation  of  the  Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  competition  for  funds  to  meet  statu¬ 
tory  assignments,  conflicts  in  user  in¬ 
terests,  Federal,  State,  and  local  political 
prerogatives,  and  sectional  protectivism. 

These  are  problems  which  can  be  ex¬ 
amined  by  the  seven-man  National  Wa¬ 
ter  Commission  and  what  I  hope  will  be 
its  competent  staff,  without  spending  2  or 
3  years  gathering  the  geophysical  data 
required  for  technical  judgments  as  a 
necessary  basis  for  development  and 
evaluation  of  solutions.  These  problems 
call  for  political  and  administrative  de¬ 
cisions  on  which  the  Congress  wants  rec¬ 
ommendations  from  a  competent  group 
of  outstanding  citizens  making  judg¬ 
ments  free  of  any  bias  attributable  to  a 
preconceived  interest  in  Federal  water 
policy  and  with  a  sound  perspective  on 
Government  operations. 

But  this  is  only  half  the  problem,  Mr. 
President.  The  political  and  administra¬ 
tive  analysis  and  evaluation  we  want 
from  the  Commission  deal  only  with  the 
machinery  for  making  the  necessary 
technical  judgments.  The  technical  judg¬ 
ments  themselves  are  something  else.  We 
have  some  very  difficult  judgments  to 
make,  as  is  clearly  illustrated  by  the  de¬ 
bate  on  S. 1004. 

The  Water  Study  Commission  would 
not  be  free  to  do  its  job  if  the  Congress 
gave  it  statutory  instructions  to  answer 
questions  on  specific  projects  or  propos¬ 
als.  We  would  certainly  be  wasting  our 
time  and  the  time  of  the  outstanding  cit¬ 
izens  we  want  to  serve  on  the  Commission 
if  we  start  telling  them  what  to  do.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  if  we  try  to  shift  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  the  Congress  for  making 
decisions  on  specific  projects  to  the  Com¬ 
mission,  or  tell  them  what  answers  we 
want  to  problems  necessarily  before  the 
Congress,  we  will  not  get  the  caliber  of 
citizens  we  want  to  serve  on  this  impor¬ 
tant  Commission. 

The  principal  sponsor  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  Senate,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  the  able  junior  Senator  from  the 
State  of  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  ,  has 
taken  a  very  firm  but  constructive  posi¬ 
tion  on  this  point  of  having  an  absolutely 
free  Commission.  Senator  Jackson  has 
steadfastly  maintained,  and  I  trust  he 
will  concur  in  this  estimate  of  his  posi¬ 
tion,  that  the  Commission  must  be  free 
of  any  restrictive  directions  either  from 
the  Congress  or  the  President.  I  share  his 
views  on  this  point. 

But  there  is  such  a  thing  as  restricting 
the  freedom  of  the  Commission  by  deny¬ 
ing  it  information  on  which  to  base  judg¬ 
ments.  Unless  this  Commission  has  avail¬ 
able  to  it  at  some  time  during  the  5  years, 
the  information  upon  which  to  base  rec¬ 
ommendations  on  multibasin  inter¬ 
change  of  water,  we  cannot  possibly  get 
any  guidance  on  the  subject. 
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My  position  is  that  the  competent 
agencies  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  must  be  directed  promptly 
to  start  gathering  the  necessary  data  to 
permit  full  examination  of  the  possibili¬ 
ties  of  interbasin  transfers  of  water.  It  is 
time  to  start  collecting  information  re¬ 
quired,  among  other  purposes,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  as  a  basis  for  meaningful  debate  in 
this  body  as  to  whether  it  makes  sense 
even  to  talk  about  importing  water  from 
Canada. 

My  study  of  the  NAWAPA  concept 
convinces  me  that  true  continental  plan¬ 
ning  of  water  resource  development 
makes  sense  for  both  Canada  and  the 
United  States.  I  believe,  on  the  basis  of 
all  the  data  available,  that  when  Canada 
has  completed  the  projections  of  her  own 
ultimate  water  requirements  and  the  ap¬ 
praisals  of  her  water  resources,  she  will 
find  she  has  a  surplus.  I  believe  she  will 
also  find  that  she  can  profitably  export 
that  water  to  the  United  States  as  a  sus¬ 
tained  yield  crop  which  is  not  subject  to 
depletion. 

I  do  not  kid  myself,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  working  out  of  a  treaty,  arriving  at 
an  equitable  arrangement  for  trade  in 
water  taking  into  account  all  of  the  sen¬ 
sitive  and  complex  factors  involved,  will 
be  an  easy  job.  It  will  be  very  difficult. 
But  it  will  be  an  impossible  job  unless 
we  have  the  necessary  base  of  geophysi¬ 
cal  data  by  which  to  select  routes  and 
plan  an  efficient  system  to  make  full  use 
of  imported  water. 

Engineers  of  the  Ralph  M.  Parsons  Co., 
who  worked  on  the  NAWAPA  concept, 
are  careful  to  point  out  that  it  is  strictly 
a  preliminary  demonstration  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  continental  water  planning.  They 
say  it  would  take  several  years  of  inten¬ 
sive  field  engineering  work  and  geologi¬ 
cal  studies  to  check  out  the  system  even 
before  beginning  actual  design  of  facili¬ 
ties. 

NAWAPA  happens  to  be  the  most  com¬ 
prehensive  water  resource  development 
concept,  perhaps  the  stimulator  of  other 
plans  for  interbasin  transfers,  but  not 
the  only  one.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  in  the  course  of 
their  studies  of  droughtproofing  of  the 
Northeast,  is  examining  the  possibilities 
of  interconnections  among  the  Susque¬ 
hanna,  the  Delaware,  the  Hudson,  and 
perhaps  other  watersheds  as  a  means  of 
making  full  use  of  all  our  water.  Such 
planning  is  sound,  sensible,  and  neces¬ 
sary. 

Similar  planning  is  going  on  in  other 
parts  of  the  country.  The  possibilities  of 
transferring  water  from  the  lower  Mis¬ 
sissippi  to  West  Texas  are  under  study. 
In  Canada,  preliminary  studies  are  un¬ 
derway  as  to  the  possibilities  of  collect¬ 
ing  water  in  the  midcontinent  North 
with  the  view  to  distribution  in  the 
Prairie  Provinces  and  export  of  surplus 
to  the  southern  High  Plains  region  of 
the  United  States,  one  of  our  serious 
water  crisis  areas. 

The  State  of  California,  of  course,  has 
gone  ahead  with  multibasin  develop¬ 
ment,  within  State.  The  monumental 
California  water  project  is  a  magnificent 
tribute  to  the  engineers  who  designed  and 
the  planners  and  political  leaders  who 
sponsored  it. 


It  is,  at  the  same  time,  an  encouraging 
demonstration  to  the  rest  of  the  country 
of  what  can  be  done  if  we  set  our  minds 
to  it. 

One  of  the  most  critical  water  prob¬ 
lems  we  face  today  is  the  Great  Lakes. 
The  International  Joint  Commission  is 
studying  the  problem  of  lake  levels,  but 
is  confined  in  the  search  for  a  solution 
to  building  control  works  on  the  lakes 
themselves.  Such  a  solution  does  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  effective  in  the  long  run,  nor 
sound  from  a  resource  care  and  develop¬ 
ment  standpoint. 

The  most  pressing  aspect  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  is  pollution,  but  we  are  making  a 
start  on  solving  that  one.  The  concerted 
effort  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Administration  and  the  States 
and  cities  using  the  Great  Lakes  for 
waste  removal  is  going  to  pay  off.  We  are 
still  a  long  way  from  control  of  the  poi¬ 
sonous  inputs  to  the  world’s  greatest 
body  of  fresh  water,  but  we  can  see  the 
day  when  we  will  be  able  to  turn  the 
curve  downward.  It  will  be  a  long  time 
before  we  can  see  a  change  in  the  water 
of  Lake  Erie,  for  example,  but  at  least 
we  can  predict  the  day  when  we  will  stop 
making  it  worse. 

When  this  day  comes,  it  makes  sense 
then  to  talk  about  adding  water  to  the 
lakes.  Such  a  proposition  has  been  under 
discussion  in  Canada  since  1959,  when 
the  Kierans  plan  was  first  advanced. 
This  is  a  concept  developed  by  an  engi¬ 
neer,  Thomas  W.  Kierans,  of  Sudbury, 
Ontario,  to  bring  water  from  the  James 
Bay  watershed  into  the  Great  Lakes- St. 
Lawrence  system.  He  would  use  the  lakes 
as  a  massive  storage  and  transfer  reser¬ 
voir  to  supply  water  to  the  whole  north 
central  and  northeast  quadrant  of  the 
United  States.  In  this  area,  the  NAWAPA 
concept  and  the  Kierans  plan  overlap. 
The  interesting  point  is  that  the  same 
ideas  have  grown  independently  in  both 
countries. 

The  continental  planning  approach 
has  brought  water  planners  to  a  new  look 
at  a  number  of  old  ideas  and  proposals. 
For  example,  in  Mexico,  engineers  think 
now  it  may  be  economically  feasible  to 
bring  water  from  the  rain-rich  Tehuan¬ 
tepec  region  north  to  the  gulf  coastal 
plains,  and  even  into  Texas,  possibly  in 
exchange  for  water  delivered  by  an 
NAWAPA-type  system  on  the  western 
slopes  of  the  Rockies  and  the  plains  of 
the  Gulf  of  California. 

Similarly,  the  Parsons  engineers  think 
that  the  multibasin  exchange  concept 
will  make  economically  practical  and 
otherwise  appealing  to  the  people  of  Wis¬ 
consin  a  modernized  version  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  resource  development  concepts 
stemming  from  work  done  years  ago 
within  the  State.  The  new  approach  in¬ 
volves  integration  into  a  multibasin  sys¬ 
tem.  It  appears  that  an  idealized  water¬ 
shed  care  program  on  the  Wisconsin  and 
Fox  Rivers,  with  provision  for  recovery 
of  all  the  water,  might  expand  recrea¬ 
tional  potentials,  assure  rational  conser¬ 
vation,  remove  both  low  water  troughs 
and  flood  peaks  on  the  mainstream  of 
the  Wisconsin  River,  and  provide  several 
million  acre-feet  of  water  a  year  input 
to  Lake  Michigan.  This  would  permit  a 
constructive  start  on  the  restoration  and 


maintenance  of  the  geophysical  health 
of  the  Great  Lakes.  It  would  certainly 
provide  evidence  to  the  Canadians,  if  we 
want  them  to  do  the  same,  of  our  good 
faith  and  intentions  and  willingness  to 
share  the  burdens. 

I  mention  all  of  these  possibilities,  Mr. 
President,  not  primarily  because  they  are 
about  to  be  dumped  on  our  doorstep  de¬ 
manding  action,  but  because  they  reflect 
the  ferment  abroad  in  the  land  and  the 
fact  that  traditional  subbasin  and  re¬ 
gional  thinking  is  giving  way  to  national 
and  continental  thinking.  The  Congress 
is  just  behind  the  times. 

Most  of  these  ideas,  and  that  is  what 
they  are,  they  are  not  proposals,  cannot 
be  evaluated  because  we  do  not  have  ade¬ 
quate  geophysical  data  by  which  to  make- 
the  necessary  comparisons,  to  check  one 
solution  against  another,  or  to  weigh  the 
costs  against  the  benefits. 

We  have  a  problem  on  our  doorstep 
that  has  been  there  for  a  long  time,  and 
is  growing.  S.  1004  is  going  to  make  that 
problem  worse  if  the  bill  is  passed  in  its 
present  form.  The  basic  problem  is  the 
overcommitment  of  the  Colorado  River 
water. 

We  cannot  avoid  coming  to  grips  with 
that  problem  very  much  longer.  The  more 
we  delay,  the  more  serious  the  problem 
becomes.  There  is  simply  no  logical  ex¬ 
planation  for  the  failure  of  the  Congress 
to  deal  with  the  problem.  We  are  wearing 
blindfolds,  not  just  blinkers,  if  we  con¬ 
tinue  to  deal  with  this  type  of  water 
problem  on  a  sectional,  subbasin,  or 
State-by-State  basis.  We  are  simply 
making  trouble  for  everybody,  ourselves 
included.  I  warn  right  now  it  is  serious 
trouble,  and  it  may  be  doubly  serious  for 
the  people  of  Arizona. 

We  are  dealing  here — in  S.  1004  as  it 
affects  the  lower  Colorado — with  a  matter 
that  affects  the  economic  foundation  of 
nearly  a  fourth  of  the  country,  the  liveli¬ 
hood  of  from  30  to  40  million  people,  and 
a  great  part  of  the  Nation’s  productive 
capability  in  agriculture. 

But  in  principle,  we  are  dealing  with 
the  future  of  our  country.  Unless  we  start 
now  the  job  of  preparing  for  assessment 
and  evaluation  of  interbasin  water  trans¬ 
fer  potentials,  we  can  undermine  the  very 
natural  wealth  base  of  the  American 
Nation. 

S.  1004  is  a  good  place  to  start.  This 
bill  has  gained  the  status  it  now  has  par¬ 
tially  because  the  needs  of  the  people 
of  Arizona  are  recognized  by  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  Members  of  the  Senate  but 
also  the  rights,  as  determined  by  judicial 
process. 

But  neither  people’s  needs  nor  their 
rights  can  change  the  facts  of  life  in 
nature's  realm.  Man  has  to  do  something 
himself  by  positive  action  if  he  expects 
nature  to  continue  to  support  him.  We 
have  reached  the  point  in  our  depen¬ 
dence  upon  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  where  we  have  to  do  something 
more  than  try  to  subdivide  flows  to  meet 
all  claims.  We  have  had  adequate  warn¬ 
ing  that  there  is  not  that  much  water. 

We  can  amend  S.  1004  to  provide  for  a 
start  of  the  work  which  will  tell  us  at 
some  point  in  the  future  whether  we  have 
to  restrict  the  growth  of  the  Southwest, 
or  that  we  can  sustain  our  progress  there. 
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The  start  I  want  to  make  involves  no 
commitments.  It  does  not  approve  any 
projects  in  the  future.  It  does  not  tie  the 
hands  of  the  Congress  nor  the  executive 
in  future  policy  determination.  It  does 
just  the  opposite.  It  means  assembling 
the  technical  data  to  save  us  from  future 
policy  straitjackets. 

My  plea  to  the  Senate  today  is  not  to 
authorize  another  resource  development 
project  of  any  kind  without  starting  the 
engineering  studies  which  will  tell  us 
where  we  go  from  here. 

How  can  we  pretend  that  multibasin 
exchange  of  water  does  not  offer  some 
hope  of  solution  to  problems  we  know 
are  serious? 

How  can  we  refuse  even  to  collect  the 
information  we  need  to  make  decisions? 

How  can  any  of  us  face  an  intelligent 
voter  who  knows  the  Nation  has  to  do  a 
better  job  of  resource  utilization  from 
now  on  than  we  have  done  in  the  past? 

How  can  we  delude  ourselves  that 
water  problems  in  any  part  of  the  coun¬ 
try  can  be  treated  as  though  the  rest  of 
the  country  had  no  stake  in  the  solutions, 
let  alone  concern  for  the  welfare  of  their 
fellow  Americans? 

We  cannot  cut  the  Nation  up  into  a 
collection  of  artifically  defined  geo¬ 
graphic  units  and  treat  each  as  though 
it  had  no  dependence  upon  the  others. 
Yet,  that  is  exactly  what  we  are  doing 
if  we  pass  this  bill  without  some  provision 
for  the  future  of  the  water  supply. 

I  must  apologize  to  the  Senate  for  tak¬ 
ing  so  much  time,  but  this  problem  is  so 
serious  that  I  am  compelled  to  do  every¬ 
thing  within  my  power  to  enable  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  see  this  problem  in  its  true 
perspective. 

The  Nation  has  a  water  problem  for 
four  basic  reasons. 

First,  the  amount  of  water  available 
in  nature  is  fixed  and  the  number  of 
people  and  their  demand  for  it  are  not. 

Second,  most  of  our  uses  of  water  are 
degrading. 

Third,  the  water  resources  and  the 
people  are  not  distributed  efficiently  with 
respect  to  each  other. 

Finally,  we  do  not  make  the  most  of 
the  water  we  have. 

Now,  if  we  expect  to  continue  to  live 
on  this  North  American  continent  more 
than  just  a  few  generations  more,  we 
had  better  do  something  about  each  one 
of  these  basic  causes  of  our  national,  re¬ 
gional,  and  local  water  problems. 

I  do  not  have  to  belabor  the  Senate 
with  the 'fact  that  water  is  essential  to 
life.  It  is  as  essential  to  the  life  of  na¬ 
tions  as  it  is  to  individuals.  We  either  do 
better  from  now  on  than  we  have  done 
in  the  past  in  taking  care  of  our  water, 
or  we  will  not  be  the  nation  we  want  to 
be  very  much  longer. 

There  are  not  very  many  things  that 
we  can  do,  in  broad  terms,  but  there 
are  a  great  many  specific  steps  to  be 
taken  in  each  of  three  general  categories. 

One  category  of  response  to  the 
threatened  shortage  of  water  for  the 
long-term  future — and  the  short  term 
in  some  places — is  better  control  of  de¬ 
mand,  more  discipline  in  our  domestic 
use  of  water,  improved  industrial  prac¬ 
tices  involving  water,  extensive  re¬ 
cycling,  and  much  greater  study  and 


care  with  respect  to  agricultural  re¬ 
quirements. 

The  second  category  of  action  is  to 
generate  new  supplies  of  usable  water. 
The  first  and  most  pressing  step  in  many 
parts  of  the  country  is  abatement  of 
pollution.  Along  the  cqast,  we  can  desalt 
the  oceans  and  at  other  places,  upgrade 
brackish  water  which  nature  has  dis¬ 
tributed  more  or  less  at  random  over 
the  continent.  Finally,  it  appears  that 
we  can  alter  nature’s  pattern  of  desalt¬ 
ing  and  transfer  through  the  atmos¬ 
phere.  Call  this  rainmaking,  weather 
modification,  stimulated  atmospheric 
transfer,  or  what  you  will,  there  is 
enough  encouragement  in  our  research 
to  date  to  justify  increasing  investment 
in  research  aimed  at  substantially  in¬ 
creasing  the  precipitation  within  a  de¬ 
fined  precipitation  area  such  as  the  en¬ 
tire  Colorado. 

The  third  category  is  full  water  re¬ 
source  development.  This  means  inten¬ 
sive  conservation  of  water  producing 
areas,  collection,  storage,  and  redistribu¬ 
tion  of  excess  runoffs  and  floodwaters, 
which,  of  course,  includes  interbasin 
transfers,  the  cleaning  up  of  the  water 
courses  to  be  used  for  distribution. 

The  Parsons  studies  clearly  point  to 
the  fact  that  it  makes  just  as  much  sense 
to  have  a  continental  water  grid  as  it 
does  a  power  grid. 

The  sensible  thing  for  the  Senate  to 
do  right  now  is  to  add  to  S.  1004  a  pro¬ 
vision  directing  the  Water  Resources 
Council,  which  brings  together  all  of  the 
competent  agencies  in  the  water  field, 
to  start  building  the  geophysical  data 
base  which  will  eventually  permit  treat¬ 
ing  our  country  as  a  whole,  then  if  we 
are  so  minded,  and  the  Canadians  and 
Mexicans  deem  it  in  their  interest,  to 
treat  the  continent  as  a  whole. 

We  have  put  this  matter  off  much  too 
long.  We  hear  over  and  over  again  that 
the  excess  runoff  from  the  Columbia 
River  would  solve  all  of  the  water  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Southwest.  I  do  not  know 
whether  that  is  the  thing  to  do  or  not. 
I  do  not  know  whether  it  makes  sense 
even  to  dream  of  it.  I  do  not  know 
whether  new  water  can  be  brought  into 
the  Texas  Panhandle  or  not.  I  do  not 
know  whether  the  Colorado  should  be 
supplemented  from  the  Columbia  Basin, 
that  is,  water  originating  in  British  Co¬ 
lumbia,  Idaho,  Washington,  and  Oregon, 
or  water  originating  in  Alaska  land  com¬ 
ing  to  the  Southwest  via  the  Yukon  Ter¬ 
ritory  and  the  Rocky  Mountain  Trench. 
The  point  is,  there  is  not  a  water  plan¬ 
ning  engineer  in  America  who  can 
answer  these  questions. 

Why?  For  one  reason,  because  Con¬ 
gress  inserted  a  prohibition  against  in¬ 
terbasin  transfers  in  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act  of  1965  and  has  since  re¬ 
fused  to  approach  the  problem  head-on. 
Now  is  our  chance  to  recover. 

There  is  not  a  Senator  in  this  body 
whose  State  interests  are  not  adversely 
affected  by  our  continued  refusal  to  treat 
the  United  States  as  a  whole,  at  least  the 
49  States  on  this  continent,  with  respect 
to  water  resource  planning,  development, 
and  preservation. 

All  of  the  New  England  and  Northeast 
Senators  aje  already  concerned  with  in¬ 


terbasin  transfers,  and  they  have  a  stake 
in  our  getting  ready  to  talk  to  our  Ca¬ 
nadian  friends. 

All  of  the  Senators  from  the  States 
which  are  served  by  rivers  having  their 
fountain  sources  in  Appalachia  are  di¬ 
rectly  concerned  with  unified  planning 
to  make  certain  we  protect  the  water 
producing  capabilities  of  the  Appala¬ 
chian  mountain  system. 

All  of  the  Senators  whose  States  are 
affected  by  the  quality  and  quantity  of 
the  water  in  the  Great  Lakes  have  a  stake 
in  this  type  of  study. 

All  of  the  Senators  whose  States  are 
concerned  with  the  stabilization  of  flows 
and  the  control  of  floods  and  low  water 
period  on  the  Missouri  and  Mississippi 
River  systems  are  concerned  with  our 
ability  to  do  unified  planning. 

All  of  the  Senators  from  States  utiliz¬ 
ing  the  groundwaters  of  the  southern 
high  plains  region  are  concerned  with 
the  start  of  data  acquisition  which  will 
permit  evaluation  of  possibilities  of  im¬ 
ports  for  recharge  of  aquifers. 

All  of  the  Senators  from  States  in  any 
way  dependent  upon  the  flow  of  the  great 
Colorado  River  are  concerned,  for  obvi¬ 
ous  reasons. 

All  of  the  Senators  from  Pacific  Coast 
States  are  concerned  because  by  inte¬ 
grating  their  great  water  producing  and 
distribution  systems  with  a  national  or 
continental  grid,  they  can  enjoy  the  ben¬ 
efits  of  stabilized  flows  which  mean  de¬ 
pendable  supply  and  hydrogeneration 
with  freedom  from  floods  and  low  water. 

There  is  no  justification  for  our  con¬ 
tinued  refusal  to  start  work  on  the  engi¬ 
neering  studies  which  will  eventually 
make  possible  the  full  development  of  the 
Nation’s  water  resources. 

As  far  as  the  people  of  Arizona  are 
concerned,  and  the  proponents  of  the 
water  legislation  now  before  the  Senate, 
the  amendment  I  propose  would  provide 
the  only  meaningful  insurance  available 
that  Arizona  will  be  able  to  enjoy  the 
water  which  the  Supreme  Court  said  was 
its  due  and  which  the  Senate  would  like 
to  provide  within  the  limits  of  currently 
available  supplies. 

If  we  are  truly  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  instead  of  an  assemblage 
of  spokesmen  for  separate  States  con¬ 
cerned  only  with  their  own  immediate 
interests,  then  we  must  act  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  United  States  as  a  whole. 

As  I  said  to  the  Royal  Society  of  Can¬ 
ada  last  spring,  if  we  want  to  continue 
to  live  on  this  beautiful  continent  for 
longer  than  a  predictably  limited  num¬ 
ber  of  decades,  then  we  had  better  start 
taking  better  care  of  the  life-supported 
capabilities  of  both  our  countries.  This 
means  a  new  day  of  total  water  manage¬ 
ment  and  unified  planning  of  resource 
development. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  this  opportunity  to  speak  on  be¬ 
half  of  S.  1004,  a  measure  which  will 
greatly  advance  the  future  development 
of  the  Southwest  and  of  my  State  and 
the  Nation. 

This  bill  has  many  unique  legislative 
features.  It  is  the  product  of  more  than 
a  generation  of  careful  study  and  scru¬ 
tiny,  safeguards  and  compromise.  It  is 
an  amazing  document,  and  its  authors 
have  gone  to  great  lengths  to  satisfy  all 
of  the  objections  which  have  sprung  up 
from  the  region  and  elsewhere. 

S.  1004  is  a  testament  to  the  wisdom, 
skill,  and  imagination  of  our  beloved  col¬ 
league,  Senator  Carl  Hayden,  who  has 
labored  tirelessly  to  formulate  a  plan 
which  is  worthy  of  support  by  the  entire 
Senate. 

It  envisions  a  continuing  era  of  great 
growth  for  the  Southwest,  which  already 
has  made  enormous  contributions  to  the 
economy  and  progress  and  vitality  of 
the  Nation.  It  seeks  to  preserve  the  beau¬ 
ties  of  the  region  for  future  generations 
on  an  economic  and  practical  basis. 

Some  objections  have  been  made  to 
certain  features  of  this  bill  as  they  affect 
my  State.  The  preponderance  of  evi¬ 
dence  from  experts  and  other  authorities 
in  the  field,  however,  demonstrates  that 
the  measure  will  assist  Nevada  in  a  very 
positive  fashion,  as  it  will  the  Southwest 
and  the  entire  Nation. 

In  supporting  the  central  Arizona 
project  I  feel  that  we  are  exercising  our 
responsibility  for  resource  development, 
and  have  moulded  a  plan  which  does 
great  credit  to  the  States  involved  and 
to  the  Federal  Government  which  as¬ 
sisted  in  the  study  and  planning. 

I  congratulate  Senator  Hayden  on  the 
brilliance  and  effectiveness  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  which  he  has  conceived  and  nur¬ 
tured  for  a  system  which  would  be  a 
living,  useful  monument  to  his  already 
enormous  contributions  to  the  Nation. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
with  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Jackson]  and  13  other  members  of  the 
Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  in  recommending  prompt  and 
favorable  Senate  action  on  S.  1004  as 
amended  and  as  reported  by  the  Senate 
Interior  Committee. 

Passage  of  the  bill  is  in  the  best  interest 
of  all  of  the  States  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  It  lays  the  groundwork  for  an  ef¬ 
fective  approach  to  regional  water  re¬ 
source  development  and  planning. 

The  primary  feature  of  S.  1004,  of 
course,  is  the  authorization  of  the  central 
Arizona  project.  This  project  will  enable 
the  State  of  Arizona  to  use  its  share  of 
Colorado  River  as  decreed  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  in  Arizona  against  Califor¬ 
nia.  In  addition,  the  bill  will  authorize 
the  construction  of  five  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New 
Mexico.  The  projects  will  enable  those 
States  to  use  their  share  of  Colorado 
River  water  as  allocated  under  the  upper 
basin  compact. 

Action  is  necessary  and  agreement  is 
difficult  where  the  allocation  of  Colorado 
River  water  is  involved.  Unanimity  of 
opinion  has  never  been  a  possibility.  An 


exercise  of  great  statesmanship  and  an 
honest  search  for  the  best  possible  solu¬ 
tion  of  the  questions  of  southwest  water 
development  have  galvanized  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  action.  The  myriad  questions 
raised  by  this  bill  have  received  careful 
answers. 

As  the  Members  of  the  Senate  are 
aware,  my  State  of  Oregon,  as  well  as 
other  States  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  has 
rightfully  been  concerned  over  proposals 
which  have  been  made  to  divert  water 
from  the  Columbia  River  Basin  into  the 
Colorado  River.  It  is  my  State’s  position 
that  these  proposals,  as  found  in  legis¬ 
lation  which  has  been  introduced  and  in 
amendments  rejected  by  the  committee, 
are  premature  and  involve  the  risk  of 
unnecessarily  mortgaging  the  economic 
future  of  one  region  of  the  country  at  a 
great  cost  to  the  Nation.  I  feel  it  is  in 
the  best  interests  of  my  State  and  the 
Nation  that  S.  1004  does  not  undertake 
to  authorize  a  massive  and  costly  im¬ 
portation  program. 

It  is  a  myth  that  Oregon  and  the  Paci¬ 
fic  Northwest  have  a  surplus  of  water. 
For  example,  in  Oregon  over  one-half 
of  our  land  area  has  an  annual  precipi¬ 
tation  of  less  than  20  inches.  While  cer¬ 
tain  outsiders  would  have  you  believe  it 
rains  365  days  a  year,  we  know  this  is 
not  the  case,  and  records  prove  it.  In 
fact,  we  have  had  40  long  days  and  40 
long  nights  of  dry  spell  in  my  State,  with¬ 
out  any  rain. 

In  other  words,  Oregon  has  serious  sea¬ 
sonal  water  shortages,  even  in  some  of 
the  western  portions  of  the  State.  In  the 
eastern  part  of  our  State  across  the  Cas¬ 
cade  Mountains,  the  problem  is  more 
acute.  The  same  thing  is  true  in  some 
degree  in  all  States  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west. 

Although  a  complete  analysis  of  west¬ 
ern  water  problems  has  not  as  yet  been 
prepared,  there  is  universal  recognition 
that  one  of  the  major  physical  problems 
is  the  serious  seasonal  and  geographic 
maldistribution  of  our  water  resources. 
This  maldistribution  problem  is  not 
unique  to  California  and  the  Pacific 
Southwest.  It  is  a  real  and  unresolved 
problem  in  the  State  of  Oregon  and  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  generally. 

Today,  Oregon,  Washington,  and  Idaho 
are  each  in  the  process  of  evaluating 
their  State  needs  and  supplies  of  water. 
In  1965,  Oregon  began  the  first  phase  of 
our  State’s  “ultimate  water  needs”  study. 
This  year,  the  Oregon  legislature  has  ap¬ 
propriated  additional  funds  to  complete 
our  State’s  ultimate  water  needs  study, 
scheduled  for  publication  June  1969,  will 
identify  water  supply,  benefits  and  detri¬ 
ments  of  diversion,  and  ways  of  meet¬ 
ing  Oregon’s  long-range  water  needs.  A 
newly  formed  Pacific  Northwest  River 
Basin  Commission  will  be  an  appropri¬ 
ate  vehicle  for  developing  and  coordinat¬ 
ing  a  comprehensive  plan  when  the 
States  have  assessed  their  water  future. 

At  its  Portland  meeting,  the  Western 
Governors’  Conference,  by  unanimous 
resolution,  established  a  Western  Water 
Resources  Council,  and  agreed  to  sharing 
of  costs  for  the  first-year  operation  of 
this  coordinating  entity  in  the  amount  of 
$150,000.  Thus,  the  Oregon  program  is 
being  augmented  by  cooperative  studies 
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of  a  regional  nature,  and,  with  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission,  we  can  expect  to  gain  the  knowl¬ 
edge  which  we  must  have  if  we  are  to 
solve  the  total  water  problem. 

Concurrently,  Federal  agencies  have 
undertaken  a  $5  million  type  I  compre¬ 
hensive  investigation  of  the  Columbia 
River  Basin  to  determine  water  require¬ 
ments  for  all  authorized  purposes  to  the 
year  2020.  By  1970,  Congress  will  have 
available  information  which  may  or  may 
not  justify  a  feasibility  study  for  trans¬ 
basin  diversion. 

If  studies  by  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission,  by  regional  river  basins  plan¬ 
ning  commissions,  and  by  the  States  in¬ 
volved  indicate  that  resolution  of  west¬ 
ern  water  problems  will  require  large- 
scale  transbasin  diversions  of  water,  then 
there  will  be  time  to  consider  this  ques¬ 
tion.  Determination  of  policy  alterna¬ 
tives,  costs,  and  the  economic  ramifica¬ 
tions  of  transbasin  diversions,  however, 
precondition  any  study  of  how  to  import 
water  or  where  to  dig  a  ditch. 

Is  it  in  the  public  interest  to  prorate 
water  and  distribute  it  on  the  basis  of 
current  need,  or  should  proper  safe¬ 
guards  be  provided  to  protect  the  areas 
of  origin  so  that  they  might  meet  future 
requirements? 

Is  it  in  the  public  interest  to  transport 
water  long  distances  at  great  expense  to 
grow  crops  which  can  be  grown  near  the 
source  of  the  diverted  water? 

Is  it  in  the  public  interest  to  detract 
from  the  economic  and  social  values  of 
one  area  to  enhance  the  same  type  of 
values  of  another  area? 

We  can  act  today  with  sensitivity  to 
the  needs  of  the  Southwest,  and  with 
foresight  regarding  the  Nation’s  water 
resources.  This  bill  reflects  patience  and 
dedication  to  honest  problem  solving. 

If  the  legislative  process  holds  any 
promise  of  justice,  if  debate  and  delib¬ 
eration  are  the  source  of  any  wisdom, 
then  S.  1004,  authorizing  construction  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  embodies 
that  promise  and  that  wisdom.  Senator 
Jackson’s  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs,  of  which  I  am  a  member, 
has  gathered  volumes  of  testimony  and 
carefully  studied  numerous  counterpro¬ 
posals  and  amendments.  I  believe  that 
the  bill  before  us  authorizes  necessary 
and  appropriate  uses  of  Colorado  River 
water,  and  represents  the  best  interest 
of  the  Nation.  I  heartily  endorse  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  urge  pas¬ 
sage  of  S.  1004. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oregon  for  his  statement  recogniz¬ 
ing  that  this  is  a  regional  project  and 
that  there  is  protection  to  the  other 
States  in  the  region.  This  is  a  program 
which  has  been  sought  for  many,  many 
years,  and  it  should  go  forward. 

I  know  that  the  Senator,  as  the  capa¬ 
ble  Governor  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  had 
vast  experience  in  connection  with  water 
programs  and  water  problems.  It  was 
my  pleasure  to  work  with  the  Senator 
on  these  problems  when  I  was  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  State  of  Arizona. 

I  am  appreciative  of  the  fact  that  the 
Senator  was  a  member  of  this  committee. 
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He  has  given  studious  thought  to  this 
program. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT — 
APPROVAL  OF  JOINT  RESOLU¬ 
TION 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Jones,  one  of 
his  secretaries,  and  he  announced  that 
on  August  2,  1967,  the  President  had  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  the  joint  resolution 
(S.J.  Res.  98),  authorizing  the  National 
Advisory  Commission  on  Civil  Disorders 
to  compel  the  attendance  and  testimony 
of  witnesses  and  the  production  of  evi¬ 
dence. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona- 
New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  a  member  of  the  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  Committee.  However,  my 
State  is  vitally  interested  in  the  even¬ 
tual  solution  to  this  problem. 

I  have  been  a  cosponsor  of  previous 
bills,  and  4  years  ago  I  realized  that  the 
shortage  of  water  was  a  condition  of 
immediate  concern  for  not  only  the 
States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  other 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  but 
also  the  entire  world.  Scientists  have  told 
us  that  by  the  year  2000  entire  new 
sources  of  water  must  be  found  or  there 
will  be  a  water  shortage  affecting  the 
entire  world. 

Mr.  President,  today  I  rise  to  oppose 
S.  1004,  the  proposed  Central  Arizona 
Project  Act,  as  reported  out  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
I  have  joined  Senators  Ktjchel,  Allott, 
Dominick,  Moss,  Bennett,  and  Hansen 
in  offering  amendment  No.  214,  as  a 
substitute.  Four  of  the  seven  States  of 
the  Colorado  Basin  thus  remain  united 
in  support  of  a  basinwide  regional  so¬ 
lution  to  our  common  problems.  Ours 
would  be  the  “Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act.”  This  is  substantially  iden¬ 
tical  with  the  bill  which  Senators 
Ktjchel,  Moss,  and  I  introduced,  S.  861, 
In  this  Congress.  By  contrast,  S.  1004  is 
properly  entitled  the  “Central  Arizona 
Project  Act.”  It  is  a  bill  which,  if  passed, 
would  benefit  Arizona  at  the  expense  of 
her  sister  States.  The  small  bones 
thrown  to  them  in  various  sections  of 
the  bill  are  transparent  political  bait,  to 
divert  attention  from  the  bill’s  catas¬ 
trophic  effect  on  the  water  supply  and 
the  economy  of  the  rest  of  the  basin — 
the  four  upper  basin  States  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming, 
and  the  other  two  lower  basin  States, 
California  and  Nevada. 

Our  basinwide  bill,  amendment  No. 
214,  differs  from  Arizona’s  bill,  S.  1004, 
in  these  major  respects.  I  quote  from 
the  minority  views,  at  page  99 : 

(1)  The  amendment  sponsored  by  the 
basin  States,  unlike  this  bill  as  reported, 
gives  recognition  to  the  undisputed  fact  that 
the  dependable  available  water  supply  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  will  never  be 
adequate  to  overcome  the  imbalance  be¬ 


tween  that  natural  supply  and  the  water 
demands  of  the  vast  storehouse  of  other 
natural  resources.  The  Mexican  water  treaty 
burden  would  be  lifted  from  the  backs  of 
the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and 
filled  as  an  obligation  of  the  TJ.S.  Govern¬ 
ment,  which  it  truly  is  by  its  origin  and 
nature. 

(2)  Realistic  initial  steps  would  be  taken 
to  augment  the  inadequate  flows  of  the 
Colorado  River. 

(3)  Priority  of  right  of  existing  invest¬ 
ments  would  be  recognized  as  against  water 
shortages  that  would  be  caused  by  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project. 

(4)  Authorization  of  the  Hualapai  pro¬ 
ject  as  a  5-million-kilowatt  pump-storage 
peaking  installation,  one  of  the  Nation’s 
greatest  powerplants,  would  be  accomp¬ 
lished. 

(5)  A  development  fund  would  be  created 
by  using  revenues  derived  from  hydroelectric 
generation  at  Hualapai  Dam  to  help  repay  the 
costs  of  water  supply  augmentation.  Over  a 
75-year  period  this  development  fund  would 
accrue  about  a  billion  dollars  more  than  the 
comparable  fund  in  the  committee  bill. 

In  the  89th  Congress,  Senator  Ktjchel 
and  I  introduced  S.  1019,  a  bill  upon 
which  the  representation  of  all  seven  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  had 
agreed,  drafted  by  representatives  of  the 
Interior  Department  and  these  seven 
States,  including  Arizona.  It  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  by  all  three  of  Ari¬ 
zona’s  Representatives  and  by  35  of  38 
of  California’s  Representatives.  Senator 
Hayden  gave  Senator  Ktjchel  a  written 
memorandum,  which  has  been  published 
in  the  Record  stating  that  if  the  House 
passed  this  compromise  he  would  accept 
it  in  the  Senate. 

I  should  like  to  mention  at  this  point 
that  I  found  it  to  be  much  more  pleasant 
last  year  when  my  esteemed  friends  Sen¬ 
ator  Hayden  and  Senator  Fannin  were 
allies  than  it  is  this  year,  when  they  are 
opponents.  However,  there  comes  a  time 
when  even  friendships  and  respect  must 
yield  to  considerations  for  the  general 
welfare. 

Now  to  return  to  my  comments  on  S. 
1019,  of  the  89th  Congress.  California 
witnesses  supported  it  before  the  House 
committee.  It  was  reported  favorably  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  as  H.R.  4671,  by  Repre¬ 
sentative  Udall  of  Arizona.  All  five  Cali¬ 
fornia  members  of  that  committee  voted 
to  report  the  bill  out  late  in  the  session. 
It  did  not  reach  the  House  floor  for  a 
vote.  But  that  is  not  our  business  at  this 
time.  Our  business  today  is  to  consider  a 
bill  in  which  Arizona  repudiates  all  her 
agreements  of  last  year  with  her  sister 
States.  She  then  agreed  with  us  on  three 
major  principles.  They  are  referred  to  at 
page  94  of  the  present  minority  report: 

Notwithstanding  these  grim  water  supply 
figures,  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin, 
other  than  Arizona,  reluctantly  agreed  in  the 
89th  Congress  to  support  a  bill  to  authorize 
a  Central  Arizona  Project,  which  was  sub¬ 
stantially  smaller  than  the  one  now  pro¬ 
posed,  on  three  major  conditions,  all  of 
which,  along  with  other  elements  of  a  sound 
regional  approach,  are  scuttled  by  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  bill.  These  deserve  reiteration: 

1.  The  bill  must  launch  meaningful  in¬ 
vestigations  of  means  to  add  at  least  2.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  annually  to  the  river  on  terms 
fair  to  the  areas  of  origin.  Whenever  that 
water  arrives,  both  basins  would  be  relieved 
of  the  Mexican  treaty  burden.  This  would  be 
a  national  obligation,  the  cost  of  satisfying 
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it  to  be  nonreimbursable.  The  present  bill 
deletes  all  of  these  provisions. 

2.  The  bill  must  authorize  Hualapai  Dam 
and  powerplant  to  generate  revenues  to 
finance  that  importation  program.  This  bill 
strikes  out  that  essential  feature,  too. 

3.  If  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  built 
before  imported  water  arrives  to  offset  the 
shortage  which  the  new  project  would  create, 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  must  bear  that 
risk,  not  cast  it  upon  potential  uses  in  the 
upper  basin  or  upon  Nevada  or  California — 
recognizing  that,  as  a  result  of  the  1928 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  California’s  ex¬ 
isting  uses  of  5.1  million  acre-feet  per  year 
can  be  protected  only  to  the  extent  of  4.4 
million.  Arizona’s  bill  in  the  89th  Congress, 
H.R.  4671,  contained  this  protection,  and  for 
that  reason  California  supported  it.  S.  1004, 
as  reported,  gives  Arizona’s  existing  water 
uses  explicit  and  unlimited  protection  against 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  gives  no  protec¬ 
tion  at  all  to  Nevada’s  existing  and  author¬ 
ized  projects,  and  limits  protection  for  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  4.4  million  acre-feet  to  27  years. 
This  is  almost  precisely  the  date  when  it  is 
now  calculated  that  the  protection  would 
become  necessary  if  no  imported  water  ar¬ 
rives. 

In  particular,  the  present  bill,  S.  1004, 
guts  the  protection  to  the  existing  econ¬ 
omy  in  California,  to  which  Arizona 
agreed  in  the  89th  Congress.  Again,  I 
quote  from  the  minority  report,  at  page 
95: 

California’s  citizens  have  spent  or  com¬ 
mitted  more  than  half  a  billion  dollars  of 
their  own  money  on  Colorado  River  water 
projects  in  developing  their  existing  econ¬ 
omy.  Those  projects  and  that  economy  must 
be  protected  within  the  framework  of  the 
“law  of  the  river.”  The  protection  is,  of 
course,  subject  to  the  limitation  imposed 
on  California’s  protection  by  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act;  that  is,  to  4.4.  million 
acre-feet  per  year  out  of  the  5.1  million 
acre-feet  presently  used.  In  1928  Congress  re¬ 
quired  California  to  so  limit  her  uses  by 
act  of  her  legislature  if  Hoover  Dam,  which 
Arizona  opposed,  was  to  be  built  without 
Arizona’s  ratification  of  the  compact.  Ari¬ 
zona  now  proposes,  in  effect,  substitution  of 
a  lesser  figure,  abrogating  the  1928  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  Congress  and  the  Califor¬ 
nia  Legislature  which  was  imposed  on  Cali¬ 
fornia  solely  in  consequence  of  Arizona’s  ob¬ 
duracy  in  rejecting  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact.  (She  continued  her  rejection  of  it  for 
another  16  years,  until  1944.) 

The  provisions  of  S.  1004,  section  2(a), 
emasculate  not  only  the  bargain  of  1928  but 
that  of  1965.  The  bill  cuts  off  all  protection 
of  California  projects  at  the  end  of  27  years, 
or  at  about  the  time  when  engineers  tell  us 
that  the  odds  favor  the  occurrence  of  short¬ 
ages.  Such  a  provision  is  similar  to  an  in¬ 
surance  policy  which  lapses  on  the  death 
of  the  insured. 

Furthermore,  although  S.  1004  would  cut 
off  all  protection  of  California’s  projects  at 
the  end  of  an  arbitrary  27-year  period  and 
provide  no  protection  at  all  to  existing  wa¬ 
ter  uses  in  Nevada,  it  would  continue  to 
protect  in  perpetuity  the  presently  existing 
Arizona  projects  as  against  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project.  Should  equities  differ  on  oppo¬ 
site  sides  of  the  same  river?  The  bill  also 
protects  in  perpetuity  existing  uses  on  the 
Gila  River  against  new  uses  to  be  made 
possible  by  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
Should  equities  differ  on  the  two  streams? 

Now  let  us  look  at  the  central  Arizona 
project  itself  and  the  mammoth  aque¬ 
duct  called  for  in  the  bill  to  divert  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  from  Lake  Havasu. 

To  begin  with,  Arizona’s  apportion¬ 
ment  under  the  1964  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cision  is  2.8  million  acre-feet  per  year. 
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but  only  if  7.5  million  acre-feet  per  year 
are  available  for  consumptive  use  in  the 
lower  basin  after  meeting  our  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  obligations  and  substan¬ 
tial  evaporation  losses.  That  means  that 
some  10  million  acre-feet  must  flow  past 
Lee  Ferry  to  the  lower  basin,  since  1.5 
million  acre-feet  must  go  to  Mexico  and 
another  million  acre-feet  are  lost  to  the 
atmosphere  by  means  of  evaporation. 

According  to  the  latest  expert  hydro- 
logical  studies,  the  total  annual  flow  of 
the  Colorado  is  something  less  than  14 
million  acre-feet,  half  of  which  belongs 
to  the  upper  basin  States.  Now  Arizona 
is  presently  consuming  1.2  million  acre- 
feet  annually  of  its  maximum  condi¬ 
tional  apportionment,  which  leaves  only 
1.6  million  acre-feet  available — under 
the  best  possible  conditions — for  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project.  Now,  however,  we 
are  presented  with  this  bill,  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  supersized  canal  capable  of 
diverting  2  million  acre-feet  annually. 
That  adds  up  quickly  to  3.2  million  acre- 
feet,  which  is  almost  500,000  acre-feet 
more  than  she  is  apportioned — if  the 
river  per  chance  happens  to  be  full  and 
brimming.  This  would  be  very  pleasant 
if  we  could  always  expect  it;  but  unfor¬ 
tunately  it  is  not  always  the  case. 

Keep  in  mind,  too,  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  has  never  approved  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  central  Arizona  project 
with  a  main  aqueduct  having  a  capacity 
in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second. 
Yet,  this  bill  asks  for  a  canal  that  is  still 
20  percent  larger. 

Having  ignored  the  mathematics  of 
even  the  most  optimistic  estimates  of 
the  best  river  hydrologists,  the  bill’s 
funding  provisions  then  present  still  an¬ 
other  kind  of  inconsistency.  After  decid¬ 
ing  to  take  more  water  than  Arizona  is 
entitled  to  and  more  water  than  the  riv¬ 
er  can  spare,  the  bill’s  proponents  then 
determine  that  the  power  users  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Nevada  should  shoulder  the 
financial  burden  of  subsidizing  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project.  The  usurpation  of 
surplus  power  revenues  from  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  Dams  for  the  proposed 
lower  basin  development  fund  presents 
an  anomaly  that  I,  for  one,  am  unable 
to  understand. 

This  inequitable  situation  is  outlined 
briefly  and  explicitly  on  page  117  of  the 
bill’s  minority  views.  Allow  me  to  quote 
the  pertinent  section : 

First,  California  and  Nevada  power  users 
would  be  called  upon  to  subsidize  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  which  would  jeopardize  the 
future  water  supply  of  those  two  States. 

Second,  the  Secretary  is  guessing  that 
Congress,  after  1990,  will  allow  rates  for 
Hoover  power  to  be  increased  50  percent  to 
these  same  California  and  Nevada  power 
users. 

Third,  the  Secretary  is  guessing  that  Con¬ 
gress  will  allow  power  rates  on  the  Pacific 
Northwest-Southwest  Intertie  to  remain  arti¬ 
ficially  high  half  a  century  from  now,  and 
will  earmark  the  Nevada  portion  of  those 
bills  for  Arizona’s  exclusive  benefit. 

Fourth^  usurping  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis 
revenues  to  subsidize  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  would  preclude  their  use  for  basin¬ 
wide  water  augmentation  in  the  future. 

Fifth,  the  recently  authorized  Southern 
Nevada  Water  Project,  like  California’s  Met¬ 
ropolitan  Water  District,  receives  no  finan¬ 
cial  aid  from  Hoover  power  revenues,  yet  Ne¬ 
vada  power  users  and  the  Metropolitan  Wa¬ 


ter  District  (MWD  to  the  tune  of  $100  mil¬ 
lion-plus  after  1990)  would  be  subsidizing 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  by  paying  higher 
power  rates  for  Hoover  power  for  that  sole 
purpose. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Mondale  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  un¬ 
der  the  bill  pending  the  power  rates  for 
the  electricity  from  the  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  Dams  in  order  to  pay  out 
the  central  Arizona  project,  would  re¬ 
quire  almost  a  50 -percent  increase  in  the 
power  rates? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  The  information  which 
I  have,  and  I  have  read  from  the  minor¬ 
ity  report,  would  indicate  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  is  entirely  correct. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  So  that  we  end  up  with 
the  power  going  from  the  Hoover-Parker- 
Davis  complex,  which  is  now  used  by 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  and 
most  of  it,  or  the  greater  portion  of  it, 
being  used  in  the  Senator’s  State,  going 
into  the  payment  of  a  project  in  Arizona. 

In  other  words,  the  50-percent  increase 
in  power  rates  in  Nevada,  California,  and 
Arizona  are  going  to  pay  off  a  project  for 
one  State  only  and  that  is  the  State  of 
Arizona.  I  do  not  have  in  mind  the  exact 
figures  of  the  percentage  of  power  al¬ 
located  to  these  particular  States,  but  the 
bulk  goes  to  California  and  Nevada. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  That  is  the  situation  as 
I  understand  it. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  In  answer  to  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  the 
principal  part  of  the  power  goes  to  Cal¬ 
ifornia  and  the  benefits  go  to  California. 
The  question  is :  Should  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  continue  to  subsidize  indus¬ 
tries  in  California,  or  should  they  be 
treated  the  same  as  others? 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  include  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  a  more  detailed  explanation  of  this, 
and  also  a  more  complete  discussion  of 
the  reasons  for  the  aqueduct  size. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana¬ 
tions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Increase  in  Hoover-Parker-Davis  Power 
Rates  After  Payout 

Hoover  power  contracts  each  contain  an 
option  for  renewal  after  payout — at  a  new 
negotiated  rate. 

Dissatisfaction  has  been  expressed  recent¬ 
ly  by  the  minority  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  as  to  the  proposed  use  of  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  revenues — at  increased  rates — 
after  payout.  Some  suggestion  has  been 
made  that  these  rates  should  be  “frozen”  by 
this  legislation  at  present  levels — or  less. 

Use  of  these  revenues  for  the  Lower  Basin 
Development  Fund  has  been  contemplated 
in  every  lower  basin  bill— including  those  in¬ 
troduced  by  the  same  members  of  the 
minority — except  S.  1013 — and  there,  the 
Secretary  stated  he  had  no  opposition  to  a 
development  fund,  as  provided  in  all  these 
bills. 

Objections — particularly  by  California — 
to  the  use  of  these  revenues  come  late.  Any 
claim  of  “surprise”  that  a  rate  increase  was 
contemplated  could  not  be  seriously  made. 
The  1963  proposal  for  the  Pacific  Southwest 
Water  Plan  contemplated  the  use  of  Hoover- 
Parker-Davis  power  revenues,  after  payout. 


In  discussing  the  financial  aspects  of  the 
plan,  the  report  says:  “*  *  •  Saleable  Com¬ 
mercial  energy  from  the  existing  Hoover,  Par¬ 
ker,  and  Davis  power  plants  was  priced  at  4 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour  for  Hoover  energy 
and  4.7  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  for  com¬ 
bined  Parker-Davis  energy  after  these  plants 
have  paid  out  existing  costs  and  obliga¬ 
tions.*  *  *  ” 

The  Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan  was 
widely  circulated  and  was  meticulously  ex¬ 
amined  by  California  and  its  various  inter¬ 
ested  agencies  as  well  as  other  states  in  the 
basin.  In  fact,  the  senior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  prepared  a  memorandum  which  spe¬ 
cifically  touched  upon  this  very  point  (page 
633,  et  seq.,  Part  II,  Hearings,  S.  1658) .  Here, 
incorporated  as  a  part  of  his  memorandum, 
was  a  detailed  analysis  and  study  of  the 
Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan  prepared  for 
the  California-Colorado  River  water  contrac¬ 
tors  by  Engineer  Thomas  M.  Stetson  and 
associates.  The  Stetson  study  sets  forth  a 
“Summary  of  Rates”  for  both  water  and 
power  with  the  power  rates  being  as  follows : 

Energy  rates  per  kilowatt-hour  (mills) 

Marble-Bridge: 


On-peak _ 1 _ 0.  6 

Off-peak  _ 0.  3 

Hoover _ 0.4 

Parker-Davis  _ 4.  7 


In  addition  to  the  foregoing  Stetson  re¬ 
port,  Senator  Kuchel  introduced  into  the 
record  numerous  resolutions  and  letters  set¬ 
ting  forth  the  objections  to  the  Southwest 
Water  Plan  by  most  every  agency  in  the  State 
of  California  interested  in  water.  Not  one 
raised  an  objection  to  the  increased  rates  or 
to  placing  Hoover-Parker-Davis  power  rev¬ 
enues  in  the  development  fund  after  project 
payout. 

In  August,  1963,  California’s  Governor 
Brown  forwarded  to  Secretary  Udall-the  offi¬ 
cial  comments  of  the  State  of  California  on 
the  Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan,  (see  Re¬ 
port  of  January,  1964,  on  Pacific  Southwest 
Water  Plan,  Comments  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  pages  11  and  12.)  Reference  is  made 
to  Hoover,  and  Parker-Davis  rates  being  as¬ 
sumed  to  be  at  4.0  and  4.7  mills  per  kwh, 
after  payout.  These  California  comments  do 
not  quarrel  with  using  these  revenues  for 
water  development— but  say: 

“The  report  also  states  that  the  power 
rates  were  assumed  for  purposes  of  financial 
*analyses  and  demonstration  of  program 
payout,  and  that  as  development  of  water 
and  power  resources  of  the  Pacific  Southwest 
proceeds  and  the  pumping  loads  and  financial 
requirements  become  better  defined,  the 
matter  of  power  rate  determination  will  be 
under  continuing  consideration.  Certainly, 
no  attempt  should  be  made  at  this  time  to 
peg  future  rates  at  the  levels  employed  in 
the  economic  analyses.”  (Emphasis  added) 

With  this  part  of  California’s  official  posi¬ 
tion  the  Secretary  should  be  free  to  negoti¬ 
ate  rates  under  the  circumstances  and  re¬ 
quirements  existing  at  that  time. 

Back  in  1964  the  Committee  Report  on 
S.  1658  specifically  recognized  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  a  Lower  Basin  Development  Fund. 
“Net  revenues  from  the  sale  of  power  at 
Hoover,  Parker,  and  Davis  Dams,  after  re¬ 
payment  of  construction  costs  and  existing 
obligations,  are  also  dedicated  to  providing 
financial  assistance  in  meeting  regional 
water  needs.”  The  Senate  Committee  (Re¬ 
port  No.  1330,  88th  Congress,  2nd  Session, 
page  10)  concluded  by  recommending  a  basin 
development  fund  in  these  words: 

“The  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund,  established  by  this  section,  fol¬ 
lows  generally  the  precedent  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  established  by 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act.  The 
Lower  Colorado  Stiver  Basin  Development 
Fund,  unlike  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund,  does  not  include  the  apportionment 
of  net  revenues  among  the  States  concerned. 
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There  is  good  reason  for  this  difference.  The 
fuundamental  water  supply  problem  In  the 
lower  basin  Is  one  of  Insufficiency  rather 
than  of  underdevelopment.  Hence  Interests 
of  the  lower  basin  States  will  best  be  served 
by  using  net  revenues  accruing  to  the  fund 
to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  costs  of  proj¬ 
ects  to  be  authorized  to  augment  the  basin’s 
water  supply.  An  apportionment  of  revenues 
for  use  within  each  State  might,  therefore, 
impede  further  than  assist  development.” 

To  further  illustrate  that  there  has  been 
no  secret  concerning  the  proposed  use  of 
Hoover-Parker-Davis  revenues  at  increased 
rates,  refer  to  the  hearings  during  August 
and  September  of  1965  on  H.R.  4671  and  simi¬ 
lar  bills.  In  those  hearings,  during  a  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  economic  and  financial  analysis 
of  the  lower  basin  plan,  Commissioner  Dom- 
iny,  at  the  page  124  thereof  said,  “After  pay¬ 
out  of  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  costs,  energy 
produced  at  these  facilities  would  be  sold  at 
an  average  of  4  mills  and  4.7  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour,  respectively.” 

The  development  fund,  provided  for  under 

S.  1004,  amounts  to  about  $1.3  billion  by  the 
year  2050.  With  the  exception  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $100  million  as  assistance  to  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  (which  will  ultimately 
be  repaid  several  times  over  by  Arizona  wa¬ 
ter  and  power  users)  the  balance  of  over  $1.2 
billion  is  dedicated  to  lower  basin  long-range 
water  development  and  conservation  pur¬ 
poses — with  the  principle  direct  beneficiaries 
being  California,  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  New 
Mexico.  The  ultimate  division  and  use  of 
the  fund  is  left  for  future  action  by  the 
Congress.  With  California’s  great  political 
strength  in  the  Congress,  it  is  hard  to  believe 
that  California’s  lower  basin  water  agencies 
will  not  get  their  fair  share  in  the  future — 
just  as  they  have  consistently  managed  to 
do  in  the  past. 


Capacity  Granite  Reef  Aqueduct — 
3,000  Cubic  Feet  Per  Second 

S.  1004  provides  that  the  Granite  Reef 
Aqueduct  shall  be  built  to  a  capacity  of 
3,000  c.f.s.  Other  proposed  bills  provided  for 
capacities  ranging  from  1,800  c.f.s.  to  2,500 
c.f.s  The  following  arguments  favor  the  larger 
aqueduct : 

1.  On  pp.  144-145  of  the  printed  hearings 
in  the  House  on  H.R.  4671,  in  response  to 
a  question  from  Mr.  Udall,  Commissioner 
Dominy  stated : 

‘‘Mr.  Dominy.  We  have  made  some  pre¬ 
liminary  estimates  merely  for  our  own  edi¬ 
fication,  as  to  what  a  3,800  second  foot  granite 
reef  aqueduct  would  cost.  It  is  roughly  $140 
million  more  expensive  as  compared  to  the 
1,800  second  foot  canal. 

“Mr.  Udall.  Would  the  project  still  be 
feasible? 

“Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  it  would  be  more  feasi¬ 
ble  as  far  as  the  benefit-cost  ratio  is  con¬ 
cerned.  It  would  improve  the  benefit-cost 
ratio  because  we  would  improve  the  certainty 
of  water  supply  over  the  payout  period  with 
a  larger  canal  taking  advantage  of  the  peaks 
in  the  river’s  runoff.” 

2.  All  of  the  hydrology  studies  indicate  that 
there  will  be  excess  water  in  the  Lower  Basin 
for  many  years.  A  3,000  c.f.s.  aqueduct  would 
permit  the  diversion  of  Arizona’s  share  of 
such  surplus  water — whereas  an  1,800  c.f.s. 
aqueduct  could  not  even  deliver  the  1.2  mil¬ 
lion  acre  feet  average  diversion  planned  for 
use  in  the  Central  Arizona  area. 

3.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  hydrology 
indicates  that  eveh  under  conditions  of  ulti¬ 
mate  development  there  will  be  recurrent  pe¬ 
riods  of  high  flow  which  would  result  in  pe¬ 
riodic  spills  from  Lake  Mead  (p.  236,  House 
hearings  on  H.R.  4671).  Excess  capacity  in 
the  aqueduct  would  permit  capture  and  use 
of  Arizona’s  share  of  such  spillage. 

4.  While  the  exact  amount  of  water  made 
available  by  increasing  the  size  of  the  aque¬ 
duct  depends  upon  the  criteria  used  in  ana¬ 


lyzing  the  hydrology,  it  is  reasonable  to  anti¬ 
cipate  that  over  a  50-year  payout  period, 
water  made  available  by  a  3,000  c.f.s.  aque¬ 
duct  would  average  between  100,000  and 
125,000  acre-feet  annually  more  than  that 
made  available  by  a  2,500  c.f.s.  aqueduct. 
The  2,500  c.f.s.  aqueduct  would,  in  turn,  make 
available  in  the  order  of  300,000  acre-feet  an¬ 
nually  more  than  would  an  1,800  c.f.s.  aque¬ 
duct. 

5.  The  cost  of  increasing  the  aqueduct  ca¬ 
pacity  from  2,500  c.f.s.  to  3,000  c.f.s.  would 
be  in  the  order  of  $50,000,000  if  done  at  the 
time  of  initial  construction.  This  figure  in¬ 
cludes  the  cost  of  prepayment  for  additional 
capacity  in  a  thermal  plant  to  permit  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  larger  pumps  required  to  pump 
at  the  rate  of  3,000  c.f.s.  (On  page  115  of  the 
Minority  Views,  the  incremental  cost  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  aqueduct  capacity  from  2,500 
c.f.s.  to  3,000  c.f.s.  has  been  incorrectly  cited 
as  “over  $177,000,000.”)  The  cost  of  enlarging 
the  capacity  of  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct 
following  initial  construction  would  be  ex¬ 
tremely  high.  As  a  practical  matter,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  construct  paralleling  facil¬ 
ities  to  provide  such  increased  capacity. 

6.  The  present  overdraft  on  the  ground- 
water  basins  in  Central  Arizona  approxi¬ 
mates  2,500,000  acre-feet  annually.  Thus,  a 
3,000  c.f.s.  aqueduct  when  flowing  at  capac¬ 
ity  for  11  months  each  year  would  permit 
reduction  of  ground-water  pumping  to 
within  an  estimated  300,000  acre-feet  of  the 
present  safe  annual  yield  in  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  area.  The  Central  Arizona  is 
unique  in  that  a  fluctuating  surface  supply 
from  the  Colorado  River  can  be  profitably 
used — due  to  regulating  reservoirs  in  the 
central  part  of  the  State,  plus  pumping 
facilities,  both  of  which  can  be  operated  so 
as  to  utilize  the  Colorado  River's  fluctuating 
deliveries  without  waste. 

7.  The  larger  the  capacity,  the  better — at 
least  up  to  a  capacity  of  3,800  c.f.s.;  but 
3,000  c.f.s.  seems  to  be  a  reasonable  com¬ 
promise.  In  all  of  the  Reclamation’s  sizing 
analyses,  the  benefit-cost  ratio  continued 
to  rise  with  the  corresponding  increase  in 
aqueduct  capacity  up  to  and  including  the 
3,800  c.f.s.  capacity  which  was  the  maxi¬ 
mum  size  considered. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  the  Senator  is  talking 
about  subsidies,  $300,000  is  paid  to  Ari¬ 
zona  every  year  because  the  river  is  flow¬ 
ing  through  there. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Under  the  bill,  $500,000 
would  be  transferred  to  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Not  Colorado. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  upper  basin  States. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  only  for  the  re- 
tainment  of  water. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
had  a  very  pleasant  relationship  with 
the  State  of  California.  Naturally,  we 
want  to  continue  that  relationship.  I 
have  great  admiration  for  the  Senators 
from  California.  I  want  to  clarify  this 
point,  because  it  is  important  to  the 
Senate  in  the  matter  that  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  today. 

With  respect  to  what  has  happened 
over  the  years,  I  think  it  should  be  recog¬ 
nized  that  California  has  benefited  the 
most.  We  are  glad  they  have.  However, 
Arizona  was  allocated  2.8  million  acre- 
feet,  California  was  allocated  4.4  million 
acre-feet,  Nevada  was  allocated  300,000 
acre-feet  and  these  allocations  were  up¬ 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Arizona  is 
not  trying  to  divert  annually  an  addi¬ 
tional  2  million  acre-feet  as  has  been 


suggested,  but  we  want  an  aqueduct 
large  enough  so  that  when  surplus  of 
water  is  available  we  will  be  able  to  use 
it — but  this  will  not  be  in  excess  of  the 
allocation. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  What  is  there  in  the 
present  bill  which  gives  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  the  idea  that  there  will  be  sur¬ 
plus  water? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  There  is  surplus  water 
today. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  The  bill  introduced  by 
my  distinguished  senior  colleague  from 
California  envisioned  research,  exami¬ 
nation,  and  study  to  find  out  where  the 
sources  of  available  water  would  be.  It  is 
common  knowledge  that  some  areas 
have  more  water  than  they  can  use. 

In  fact,  it  is  possible  that  in  some  areas 
of  California,  by  research  and  engineer¬ 
ing  studies,  sources  of  water  may  be 
found.  This  was  the  purpose  of  the  bill 
introduced  by  my  colleague — to  search 
out  new  sources  in  the  most  practical 
manner  and  to  assist  not  only  the  great 
State  of  Arizona  but  other  areas  as  well. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  wish  to  correct  the 
statement  of  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona.  The  fact  is  that  under  this  bill 
it  is  true  that  $500,000  was  given  in  lieu 
of  taxes.  However,  if  the  Senator  will 
read  the  bill  and  look  at  the  law.  he  will 
discover  that  Arizona  and  Nevada  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  subsidized  at  the  rate  of  $500,- 
000  each  per  year  only  because  the  dams 
happen  to  be  at  that  point  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River.  The  bill  does  not  affect  this 
one  bit — not  one  iota. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  will  realize 
the  benefits  they  will  receive  from  this 
project  which  Arizona  was - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mine? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes.  I  said  the  upper 
basin  at  Glen  Canyon.  Here  we  have  that 
project  physically  located  in  Arizona  that 
benefits  the  upper  basin  States.  We  sup¬ 
ported  it.  We  have  the  Hoover,  Parker, 
and  Davis  projects  on  the  river  between 
Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California.  From 
which  both  California-  Senators  have 
agreed  California  receives  the  greatest 
benefit. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Is  the  Senator  saying 
that  California  receives  a  greater  share 
of  the  benefits  from  this?  Would  the 
Senator  please  explain  that? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  would  say,  because  of 
many  circumstances.  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  only  one  circumstance  involved. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Would  it  be  because  of 
the  greater  population? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes,  and  your  conse¬ 
quent  greater  power  in  Congress.  I  would 
say  this,  in  answer  to  the  question  of 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott] 
about  water,  that  Arizona  is  not  trying 
to  take  water  from  anyone. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Except  from  the  upper 
basin  States. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  If  the  Senator  will  read 
this: 

Sec.  12.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to 
the  consumptive  use  of  water  apportioned 
to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  sys- 
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tem  but  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  not 
be  reduced  or  prejudicial  by  any  of  such 
water  In  the  lower  basin. 

Mr.  at.t.ott  I  am  well  aware  of  that, 
but  the  only  way  the  central  Arizona 
project  can  pay  out — I  repeat,  the  only 
way — is  by  deferring  the  development  of 
the  upper  basin.  We  are  going  to  pay  it 
out  of  what  the  upper  basin  States  are 
entitled  to,  and  there  is  no  getting 
around  that. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  That  is  not  borne  out  by 
the  record. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  By  deferring  it — but  I 
will  develop  this  later. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  All  right. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  My  own  argument  is 
that  by  deferring  the  development  of  the 
upper  basin,  that  is  the  only  way  to 
utilize  the  water  to  which  the  upper 
basin  States  are  entitled,  both  by  the 
Colorado  River  compact  and  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  compact. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  State  of  Colorado 
agreed  to  the  compact  and,  in  fact, 
sought  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Which  compact  is  the 
Senator  talking  about? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  of  1922. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Yes,  which  Arizona  did 
not  sign. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes,  because  we  did  not 
think  we  were  getting  our  fair  share,  but 
we  had  it  pushed  down  our  throats,  and 
we  signed  it  in  1944.  We  accepted  that, 
in  1944.  All  we  want  is  for  Colorado  to 
abide  by  it,  for  all  the  States  in  the  basin 
to  abide  by  it.  We  do  not  want  any  water 
that  is  not  legally  ours. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
this  question:  Can  he  state  any  case  in 
which  Colorado  has  not  abided  by  that 
compact - 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Or  California. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Please,  let  me  answer  one 
question  at  a  time.  CLaughter.l  Colo¬ 
rado  has  not  used  its  apportioned  amount 
of  water. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  And  why? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  By  1950 - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  And  why? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Because  you  have  not 
developed  the  projects.  We  are  trying  to 
help  you  do  that. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  projects  are  and 
have  been  developed,  but  they  have  been 
thwarted  by  the  Lower  Basin  States. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes,  but  now  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  help  you  get  five  projects.  In  fact, 
five  of  those  Colorado  projects  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  But  those  five  projects 
are  not  financed.  They  are  authorized, 
and  feasibility  reports  have  been  pre¬ 
pared  and  are  available  for  them.  • 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Colorado  will  get  more 
benefits  than  ever  before,  if  this  bill  goes 
through.  It  will  get  far  more  benefits.  It 
will  be  much  farther  on  its  way  to  get¬ 
ting  more  benefits  than  ever  before. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  This  is  only  a  start. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  But  Colorado  will  be 
farther  along  the  way  than  it  ever  has 
been  before. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  include  at  this  point  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  certain  facts  brought  up  by  our  pre¬ 
ceding  colloquy. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Alleged  Dependency  op  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  on  “Borrowed"  Water 

The  position  of  California  is  simply  that 
she  is  entitled  to  use  the  entire  Lower  Basin 
water  supply  except  for  limited  Arizona  uses 
in  the  Yuma  area,  until  there  is  augmenta¬ 
tion  of  the  river  which  may  or  may  not  come 
about  and  that  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
should  therefore  be  delayed  indefinitely,  if 
not  forever. 

This  is  not  now — nor  ever  was — the  intent 
of  Congress  or  the  Compact  between  the 
Basin  States. 

'  The  Compact  provided  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  for  the  entire  Lower  Basin,  to  be  di¬ 
vided  between  Arizona,  California  and  Ne¬ 
vada — not  for  the  exclusive  use  of  California. 
The  Congress  provided  for  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  for  the  entire  Lower  Basin  to  be  divided 
among  California,  Arizona  and  Nevada — not 
7.5  million  acre-feet  for  California  alone. 

The  Supreme  Court  confirmed  the  action 
of  Congress  and  held  that  the  7.5  million 
acre-feet  was  for  the  entire  Lower  Basin  to 
be  divided  among  California,  Arizona  and 
Nevada — not  that  California  should  have  it 
all  until  the  river  is  augmented. 

Yet  here  is  California  again  saying  “No" 
to  the  plain  language  of  the  Compact;  “No" 
to  the  will  of  the  Congress;  and  “No”  to 
the  Supreme  Court.  She  is  saying,  “We, 
California,  who  contribute  nothing  to  the 
supply  of  water  to  the  river  itself,  are  un¬ 
willing  to  share  the  waters  which  should 
be  divided,  unless  and  until  the  river  itself 
is  augmented.  We,  California,  want  not  only 
the  4.4  million  acre-feet  we  agreed  to  limit 
ourselves  to,  but  from  5.2  million  acre-feet 
to  5.6  million  acre-feet  per  year.” 

And  California  has  apparently  convinced 
Colorado  and  Wyoming  to  join  her  in  this 
unfair  position.  At  page  87  of  the  Minority 
views  on  S.  1004,  Senators  Kuchel,  Allott 
and  Hansen  have  joined  in  a  gross  misstate¬ 
ment  of  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
and  its  decree.  They  say; 

“Arizona’s  apportionment  is  2.8  million 
acre-feet  per  year,  but  only  if  7(4  million 
acre-feet  per  year  are  available  for  consump¬ 
tive  use  in  the  Lower  Basin  after  meeting  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  obligation  and  river 
losses." 

This  is  completely  and  patently  incor¬ 
rect.  The  opinion  and  decree  say  that  if 
there  is  a  full  supply,  Arizona  obtains  2.8, 
California  4.4  and  Nevada  .3  million  acre- 
feet  per  year.  If  there  is  not  a  full  supply, 
the  Secretary  shall  make  a  division  of  that 
supply  based  upon  the  then  existing  cir¬ 
cumstances.  Arizona’s  entitlement  of  the 
Lower  Basin  supply  is  not  conditioned  upon 
augmentation  or  a  full  supply  any  more 
than  California’s  entitlement  is  conditioned 
upon  augmentation  or  a  full  supply.  Each 
has  its  apportioned  share  of  a  full  supply  or 
the  Secretary’s  division  of  a  short  supply. 

The  Minority  Views  continue  at  length  to 
argue  that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is 
dependent  upon  “borrowed”  water— that  is, 
water  “borrowed"  from  the  Upper  Basin. 
Again,  this  is  a  gross  misstatement  of  the 
law  and  the  facts.  The  Lower  Basin  is  en¬ 
titled  by  Compact;  by  Congress;  and  by  the 
Court,  to  7.5  million  acre-feet  per  year,  plus 
any  extra  or  surplus  which  flows  through 
the  generators  of  Glen  Canyon  Dam  and 
past  Lee  Ferry.  Arizona  desires  to  claim  its 
rightful  share  of  this  water — nothing  more. 
It  neither  seeks  nor  expects  to  use  any  Upper 
Basin  water.  If  there  is  insufficient  water  to 
satisfy  all  claims,  Arizona  is  willing  to  take 
its  chances  and  ahide  the  decision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  to  how  that 
insufficient  supply  shall  be  divided  among 
the  three  participating  Lower  Basin  States. 
Furthermore,  as  a  physical  fact,  the  Upper 
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Basin  is  upstream  from  the  Lower  Basin 
and  by  virtue  of  this  geographic  fact  is  in 
a  position  to  physically  divert  its  entitlement 
before  the  Lower  Basin  can  make  any  diver¬ 
sion.  The  Lower  Basin  cannot  and  will  not 
call  on  the  Upper  Basin  to  deliver  one  drop 
more  than  the  Upper  Basin  is  obligated  to 
deliver  under  the  terms  of  the  Compact. 

If  there  be  insufficient  water  to  satisfy 
all  the  Lower  Basin  requirements  it  is  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  present  uses  in  excess  of  4.4  million 
acre-feet  that  will  first  be  curtailed — not  its 
lawful  entitlement.  Is  this  inequitable?  Cal¬ 
ifornia  agreed  to  limit  her  use  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet  per  year  in  consideration  of  Con¬ 
gress  passing  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act.  By  her  consistent  and  unrelenting  pro¬ 
gram  of  opposition  to  passage  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  she  has  successfully  enlarged 
her  use  of  the  Lower  Basin  water  so  that 
she  has  used  each  year  her  own  full  share 
plus  a  major  portion  of  Arizona’s  entitle¬ 
ment. 

The  records  of  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey 
disclose  that  each  year  since  California  passed 
the  Limitation  Act  (by  which  California  has 
voluntarily  agreed  to  limit  her  use  of  Lower 
Basin  water  to  a  maximum  of  4.4  million 
acre-feet  plus  one-half  of  surplus)  she  has 
effectively  created  surplus  by  preventing  Ari¬ 
zona’s  use  of  its  water  and  has  in  some  years 
used  as  much  as  5.3  million  acre-feet.  The 
rule  of  thumb  for  valuation  of  this  water 
for  municipal  and  industrial  use  is  $50.00  to 
$70.00  per  acre-foot.  California  has  there¬ 
fore  by  her  successful  opposition  to  further 
river  development  been  able  to  add  to  her 
economy  to  the  extent  of  $50  to  $70  million 
per  year. 

The  issue  before  Congress  at  this  time  is 
whether  or  not  California  shall  be  permit¬ 
ted  to  continue  to  thwart  the  Compact,  the 
will  of  Congress  and  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  to  her  own  selfish  enrich¬ 
ment  or  whether  California,  like  the  other 
states  of  the  Union,  shall  be  required  to  live 
up  to  her  own  commitments. 

S.  1004  does  not  make  use  of  “borrowed 
water”  from  the  Upper  Basin.  The  Upper 
Basin  is  protected,  first  of  all  by  the  Com¬ 
pact  itself  which  divides  the  water  between 
Upper  and  Lower  Basins. 

Finally,  the  Upper  Basin  is  protected  clearly 
and  unmistakenly  by  the  provisions  of  Sec¬ 
tion  12  of  S.  1004  which  provide: 

“Rights  of  the  Upper  Basin  to  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  apportioned  to  that 
Basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system  by  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not  be  re¬ 
duced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water 
in  the  Lower  Basin.” 

Mr.  MURPHY.  The  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  would  like  to  state  that  he  wishes 
Arizona  would  be  thoughtful  to  both  the 
State  of  California  and  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  by  returning  to  its  position  of  last 
year.  We  in  California  have  had  many 
projects  started.  Because  we  have  such  a 
large  share  of  water -is  not  because  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  possibly  the  most  beautiful 
State,  and  not  because  it  is  the  fastest 
developing  State,  but  because  the  need 
for  this  water  was  already  there. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  will  grant  that,  but - 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  call  to  the  Senator’s 
attention  that  the  two  Senators  from 
California  have  been  in  the  forefront  of 
trying  to  do  everything  possible  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  furtherance  of  desalinization 
so  that  new  sources  of  water  may  be  sup¬ 
plied  from  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sena-  . 
tor  that  I  also  sponsored  that  bill. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  That,  however,  takes 
study.  We  want  to  be  able  to  desalinate 
Pacific  Ocean  water,  perfect  weather 
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modification  and  study  transbasin  diver¬ 
sions,  but  at  the  moment - 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Unfortunately,  we  must 
face  the  situation  as  it  actually  exists 
today.  We  are  not  asking  for  anything 
except  to  be  able  to  use  our  allotted 
water — 2.8  million  acre-feet.  We  are  not 
trying  to  take  water  from  anyone.  We 
are  the  only  State  that  has  no  other 
water  source  than  the  Colorado  system. 

I  have  heard  from  your  people  in 
northern  California  that  their  water,  ap¬ 
proximately  30  million  acre-feet,  runs 
wasted  into  the  ocean,  and  that  they 
would  like  to  be  protected  from  the  floods 
that  that  creates.  We  would  like  to  help 
them  do  that. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  That  is  exactly  what  I 
made  reference  to  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  will  develop  that  fur¬ 
ther. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  If  the  Senator  will  give 
me  the  opportunity — I  still  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Of  course. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  made  that  reference 
earlier.  The  bill  which  my  distinguished 
colleague  introduced  last  year  would 
create - 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Will  my  good  friends 
now  engaging  in  this  colloquy  give  me  a 
chance  to  get  in  on  this?  [Laughter.] 
The  Senator  from  Utah  would  like  to 
join  this  colloquy.  I  should  like  to  make 
the  speech  I  have  ready  but  I  would  be 
glad  to  join  in  the  colloquy,  with  the  re¬ 
quest  that  the  “wolves”  leave  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  alone  so  that  he  can 
finish  his  remarks. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  was  intending  to 
finish  my  speech  when  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  interrupted  me. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  May  I  join  in  the  col¬ 
loquy  too? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  say  that  we  are  with 
you  so  long  as  we  have  what  the  Supreme 
Court  upheld.  Arizona  was  given  2.8  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water.  They  are  legally 
and  morally  entitled  to  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all,  I  want  the  Record  to  show  that  my 
friend  and  colleague  from  California 
[Mr.  Murphy]  is  contributing  a  highly 
important  and  very  relevant  address  to  a 
very  important  debate,  a  debate  that  in¬ 
volves  not  only  the  future  of  the  State 
of  California,  but  also  the  future  of  our 
neighboring  Pacific  Southwest  States. 

I  also  want  the  Record  to  show  that  I 
congratulate  George  Murphy  for  point¬ 
ing  out  once  again  the  only  means  by 
which  we  can  eliminate  this  terrible 
problem  of  water  shortage  in  the  Pacific 
Southwest  States  is  through  legislation 
which  will  help  all  of  them,  rather  than 
helping  only  one  on  a  temporary  basis 
while  the  rest  suffer. 

Let  me  say  that  my  friend  from 
Arizona  is  wrong  when  he  suggests  the 
people  of  Arizona  are  paying  more  for 
their  power  from  Hoover  Dam  than  we 
are  in  California. 

I  have  just  been  informed  by  commit¬ 
tee  staff  that  the  fact  is,  the  people  of 
Arizona,  paid  2.62  mills  per  kilowatt- 
hour,  while  the  people  in  the  home  city 
of  my  able  friend,  Los  Angeles,  paid  3.32 


mills  were  kilowatt-hour  for  Hoover 
power.  I  want  the  Record  to  clearly  show 
that. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Could  I  later  answer 
that?  I  know  the  Senator  will  agree  that 
others  are  paying  for  power  at  the  mar¬ 
ket  price.  I  want  to  develop  this  later. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  include  at  this  point  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  an  explanation  of  the  respective  rate 
charges  at  Hoover  by  California  and 
Arizona. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

August  4,  1967. 

Memorandum  on  Power  Rates — Hoover  Dam 

The  1966  average  power  rates  for  all  con¬ 
tractors  from  Hoover  Dam  are  as  follows: 


Mills 

City  of  Burbank _  2.  09 

City  of  Pasadena _  2.  09 

State  of  Arizona _  2.  62 

California  Electric  Power  Company 1 _ 19.  25 

Metropolitan  Water  District _  2.  08 

City  of  Glendale _  2.  08 

City  of  Los  Angeles _  3.  32 

State  of  Nevada _  2.  88 

Southern  California  Edison 

Company 1 _  4.  20 

Energy  reserved  for  United  States _  3.  06 

1  These  organizations  have  now  been 

merged  and  consolidated. 


The  differences  in  the  rates  for  the  various 
utilities  involved  are  caused  by  two  factors: 
one,  the  date  of  installation  of  units  ranging 
between  1935  and  1960,  and  two,  the  fact  that 
some  agencies  have  installed  more  generators 
in  order  to  be  able  to  utilize  peaking  ca¬ 
pacity  rather  than  baseload  energy  from  the 
Hoover  plant. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Out  of  deference  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Utah,  who  is 
most  anxious  to  speak  and  has  a  most 
important  message,  I  shall  complete  my 
remarks  promptly  but  I  do  want  to  say 
that  this  entire  colloquy  disturbs  me  ter¬ 
ribly.  I  know  of  no  two  Senators  in  this 
great  body  for  whom  I  have  a  greater  re¬ 
gard  than  my  great,  close  seatmate  and 
former  Governor  of  Arizona,  the  great 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  and 
the  dean  of  the  entire  Senate,  a  man 
whom  we  all  love  and  admire  so  much, 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden], 
However,  it  disturbs  me,  as  well  as  my 
colleagues,  to  find  ourselves  in  this  posi¬ 
tion  where  we  are  in  disagreement. 

Last  year  there  was  complete  agree¬ 
ment  on  this;  is  that  not  true,  I  ask  my 
colleague? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Exactly. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Everyone  had  agreed 
that  we  had,  we  thought,  arrived  at  an 
equitable  solution  to  the  entire  water 
problem.  There  was  great  joy  in  Cali¬ 
fornia.  There  was  great  joy  in  Nevada. 
There  was  great  joy  in  Colorado  and 
Arizona.  But  now,  suddenly,  for  some 
strange  reason,  there  seems  to  be  a  wholly 
new  prospectus. 

I  do  not  know  the  cause  of  it.  I  do  not 
know  why  suddenly  the  facts  of  last  year 
have  disappeared  and  new  facts  have  ar¬ 
rived.  Does  someone  have  an  idea  that 
may  be  better,  that  we  do  not  under¬ 
stand,  or  have  new  facts  that  we  do  not 
quite  understand?  This  is  why  this  has 
disturbed  me  greatly. 

I  hope  sincerely  that  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 


Fannin],  will  develop  all  these  points  as 
the  debate  continues,  so  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  California  and  I  will  have 
full  knowledge  of  them  and  will  be  able 
to  return  to  our  wonderful.  No.  1 
State,  and  explain  to  our  constituents 
what  has  happened  between  these  two 
great,  friendly  States. 

Yesterday  I  flew  over  your  wonderful 
State.  As  I  watched  the  developments  of 
industry  on  both  sides  of  the  river,  I 
realized  the  joy  of  the  future  that  is  going 
to  be  ours,  if  we  can  only  have  a  proper 
solution  to  these  programs.  It  disturbs 
me  to  be  in  disagreement.  I  know  my 
distinguished  friend  will  not  hold  it 
against  me.  I  am  only  doing  what  I  re¬ 
gard  to  be  my  duty  to  my  constituents 
in  California. 

I  will  remind  my  colleagues  at  this 
time  that  the  report  also  points  out  that 
California  is  not  opposed  to  utilizing  the 
Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  power  reve¬ 
nues  for  a  development  fund.  That  is  a 
major  provision  of  the  bill  which  I  co¬ 
sponsored  with  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  California,  but  the  fund 
envisioned  in  our  legislation — and  that 
of  other  upper  basin  members — is  ear¬ 
marked  for  the  benefit  of  the  entire 
seven-State  region.  Combined  with  the 
revenues  from  the  proposed  Hualapai 
pumped  storage  power  project,  which 
the  central  Arizona  project  bill  forsakes, 
ample  funds  would  accrue  to  help  finance 
the  augmentation  program  so  urgently 
needed  now  to  stave  off  potential  water 
supply  bankruptcy. 

It  is  obviously  absurd  to  create  a  new 
use  on  the  Colorado  River  without  pro¬ 
viding  some  solution  to  the  underlying 
problem  thereby  aggravated — the  lack 
of  sufficient  water  in  the  river  to  meet  the 
demands  upon  it.  While  other  methods  of 
augmenting  the  river’s  flow  hold  out 
some  speculative  hope  of  distant,  future 
relief,  it  is  manifest  that  in  the  present 
or  immediate  future,  only  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  large  amounts  of  water  from 
areas  of  surplus  offers  realistic  hope  of 
solving  the  problem.  The  critical  ele¬ 
ment  of  time  requires  immediate  investi¬ 
gation  of  intrebasin  exchanges  of  water. 

The  lack  of  any  specific  directions  for 
such  studies  and  the  deletion  of  the 
Hualapai  project  as  a  potential  source  of 
funds  for  implementing  the  results  rep¬ 
resent  two  of  this  bill’s  most  serious  sins 
of  ommission. 

For  these  reasons,  I  join  with  my  col¬ 
league,  Senator  Kuchel,  and  with  Sena¬ 
tors  from  Colorado,  Utah,  and  Wyoming 
to  urge  this  body  to  reject  the  central 
Arizona  project  bill  now  before  us  and 
to  respectfully  suggest  to  Arizona  that 
she  renew  her  former  alliance  with  her 
sister  States  and  work  for  a  regional 
solution  to  the  problems  that  are  com¬ 
mon  to  all  of  us  in  the  area,  so  all  seven 
States  may  be  provided  for  and  we  can 
go  forward  with  plans  for  the  present, 
the  immediate  future,  and  the  distant  fu¬ 
ture  as  well,  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  all. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Being  mindful  of  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Utah,  I  simply 
want  to  compliment  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  California  on  a  very 
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fine  statement,  which  is  not  only  a  well- 
reasoned  statement  but  is  also  based  on 
the  facts.  It  has  been  very  valuable.  The 
remarks  the  Senator  has  made  have 
added  a  great  deal  to  this  debate. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado.  I  apol¬ 
ogize  to  all  present  if  I  seem  to  be  copy¬ 
ing  the  manner  of  speech  of  our  distin¬ 
guished  minority  leader  [Mr.  DirksenI. 
This  is  not  my  intent.  It  is  because  I 
have  had  an  impairment  in  my  voice, 
which  is  gradually  getting  better.  I  fear 
that  if  Arizona  fails  to  renew  her  cooper¬ 
ation  with  her  neighboring  States,  I  will 
be  singing  once  again  long  before  this 
matter  is  settled. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  first  repeat  my  con¬ 
gratulations.  Then  I  join  in  urging  upon 
our  friend  from  Arizona,  even  at  the  last 
moment  as  the  debate  is  drawing  to  an 
end,  to  reconsider  his  position  and  re¬ 
turn,  as  my  able  friend  has  suggested, 
to  the  position  unanimously  recom¬ 
mended  by  our  State  and  his  State  and 
other  States  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
a  year  ago. 

The  able  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  raised  the  question  why  these  peo¬ 
ple  have  changed  their  minds.  Would  it 
not  be  of  intense  interest  to  know  what 
motivated  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  the  national  administration?  Why 
the  flip-flop? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  This  has  occurred  to 
me,  but  I  chose  not  to  discuss  it  too 
much  today,  for  fear  that  there  might 
be  a  misunderstanding  that  some  par¬ 
tisan,  political  interjection  was  involved. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  we  do  not  want 
to  do. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  No,  we  do  not  want  to 
do  that.  I  am  quoting  our  former  dis¬ 
tinguished  Chief  Executive  when  I  say, 
“Come,  let  us  reason  together,’’  Why  can 
we  not  sit  down  and  return  to  the  agree¬ 
ments  of  last  year?  What  is  so  wrong 
with  them?  Maybe  they  have  gathered 
a  little  dust,  but  let  us  sit  down  and  gaze 
upon  them  and  examine  them  a  bit,  and 
under  the  dust  we  may  find  them  to  be 
shiny. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  has  made 
an  eloquent  statement,  but  I  remind  him 
that  your  State  is  home  of  the  Sierra 
Club,  and  the  proposal  of  the  dam  was 
looked  at  last  year  in  the  House  and  it 
failed. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
10  A.M.  MONDAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD/Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understandinVthat  after  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  &Mr.  Bennett]  has  com¬ 
pleted  his  rentfarks,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr  Hansen]  has  some  com¬ 
ments  to  make  on  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion,  and/uien,  following  that,  the  dis¬ 
tinguish^  senior  Senator  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  AClott]  intends  to  speak  for  some 
time/ 

/ask  unanimous  consent  that  when' 
tVe  Senate  completes  its  business  this 
/ifternoon,  it  stand  in  adjournment  until 
10  o’clock  Monday  morning  next. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 


LEAK  REPORTED  ON  PRESIDENT’S 
TAX  PROPOSAL 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  yesterday  the  President  sent 
to  Congress  for  release  a  12  o’clock  noon 
his  message  recommending  a  10 -percent 
surtax  increase.  A  suggestion  has  been 
made  that  there  was  a  leak  in  connection 
with  this  message  and  that  on  Wall 
Street  this  news  was  available  earlier 
than  noon. 

In  the  New  York  Daily  News  of  today 
there  is  an  article  entitled  “Hint  Wall 
Street  Got  Tip  on  Tax  News.”  In  the 
article  the  question  is  raised  as  to  how 
the  leak  occurred.  The  suggestion  is  made 
that  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  stock  exchange  are 
now  investigating  how  the  leak  developed, 
v  Mr.  President,  there  is  no  secret  as  to 
now  the  leak  developed.  The  way  it  was 
handled  it  was  an  open  secret.  This  tax 
message  was  available  to  the  press  early 
in  thevmorning  for  release  at  12  o’clock 
noon  a^d  was  then  sent  out  over  all  o/ 
the  wire\ervices.  There  is  nothing  mys¬ 
terious  aoout  the  fact  that  somehSay 
may  have  read  this  message  ancDrook 
advantage  of  \t.  / 

The  questions  why  somebod/  in  the 
White  House  diNnot  realize  that  poten¬ 
tial  and  did  not  Nave  the  j/fdgment  to 
release  news  of  this  import/lce  while  the 
market  was  closed.  Ffcefe/tbly,  it  should 
have  been  released  ovens/weekend.  There 
is  no  other  way  for  a  vel^ase  of  this  na¬ 
ture  to  be  handled.  SurelXthe  Treasury 
Department  knew  mat  a  message  of  this 
type  would  have  an  impact  oiNdie  market 
and  that  it  should  always  b\  released 
after  the  market  has  closed  or  over  the 
weekend.  Then  all  the  AmericanVeople 
will  have  tjee  power  to  evaluate  thaam- 
pact  and/iot  just  a  few  people  who\re 
on  the  inside.  \ 

Mr/HURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  theS 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
/Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
/leased  that  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
has  raised  this  point.  I  was  in  New  York 
last  night.  I  assure  the  Senator  that  this 
matter  was  the  subject  of  extensive  con¬ 
versation.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  the 
advisers  of  the  President  have  permitted 
him  to  be  placed  in  a  very  embarrassing 
position. 

Many  years  ago  I  was  a  messenger  on 
i  Wall  Street  as  a  runner  for  one  of  the 
brokerage  houses.  In  those  days,  we  were 
very  careful  that  news  which  might  af¬ 
fect  the  stock  market  so  vitally  was  han¬ 
dled  with  the  greatest  of  care.  News  of 
this  type  should  be  released  when  the 
market  is  closed  or  over  the  weekend. 
In  that  way,  the  impact  of  the  message 
would  hit  and  the  professionals  or  those 
who  might  get  the  advantage  of  knowing 
the  news  ahead  of  time  could  not  take 
advantage  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  it  would  be  in¬ 
teresting  and  I  wonder  if  it  would  not 
be  proper  for  us,  as  Senators,  to  ask  the 
president  of  the  New  York  Stock  Ex¬ 
change  to  make  available  to  us  a  com¬ 
plete  record  of  all  stock  transactions  that 
took  place  from  the  hour  of  11  o'clock. 


when  the  leak  took  place,  up  until  12 
o’clock,  which  would  include  transac¬ 
tions  of  selling  and  transactions  of/ 
buying.  / 

I  am  told  there  were  over  13  milhon 
shares  of  stock  traded  yesterday.  This  is 
an  abnormal  amount.  If  the  rele/se  of 
this  news  caused  that  situation./  think 
that  we,  as  Senators,  have  an  obligation 
to  find  out  all  that  we  can/and  make 
known  to  the  people  of  the  United  States 
how  this  unfortunate  affajr  occurred.  If 
any  great  public  damage  occurred  it 
should  be  made  certaiur  that  it  will  not 
happen  again.  / 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  hi/remarks,  and  I  agree. 
The  request  is  b/ng  made  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance  be  furnished  with  a 
record  of  all  transactions  for  the  entire 
day.  We  should  check  all  transactions 
during  th/day,  which  would  cover  trans¬ 
actions  both  before  and  after  the  release 
of  the  snessage. 

The  article  in  the  New  York  Daily 
News  refers  to  the  fact  that  while  the 
m/ssage  was  not  released  until  12  o’clock 
i i  was  over  one  brokerage  wire  service  at 
'll :  17.  I  do  not  criticize  the  press;  I  un¬ 
derstand  this  is  standard  practice.  When 
a  message  of  this  importance  is  marked 
for  release  at  12  o’clock  the  major  wire 
services  naturally  put  the  message  on  the 
wire  to  editors  all  over  the  country  with 
instructions  to  hold  for  release  at  12 
o’clock.  But  certainly  the  White  House 
knows  that  one  does  not  keep  a  secret  by 
telling  5,000  or  10,000  people  about  it  an 
hour  ahead  of  time.  There  is  no  excuse 
for  the  manner  in  which  this  message 
was  handled  by  the  White  House. 

There  is  only  one  way  to  prevent  such 
a  situation;  and  that  is,  to  announce  all 
tax  messages  after  the  market  has 
closed,  preferably  over  the  weekend.  ' 

The  results  of  this  blunder  put  the 
President  in  a  most  embarrassing  posi¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  suggest  that  he  did  this 
deliberately.  I  do  not  think  he  stopped  to 
consider.  However,  those  advisers  around 
him,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and 
Vtthers,  know  the  impact  of  these  mat- 
c^rs,  and  they  were  negligent  in  not  ad- 
vismg  the  President  to  hold  the  message 
bacra.  until  the  market  had  closed. 

An\xplanation  from  them  is  in  order. 
Mr.  KHJRPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  Veld  ? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
Mr.  MURRHY.  At  the  very  best,  the 
least  that  could  have  been  done  would 
have  been  to  ha^e  the  message  released 
immediately.  \ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  \ 

Mr.  MURPHY.  In  tSat  way  all  of  the 
wire  services  and  the  people  could  take 
advantage  of  it  simultaneously.  As  the 
Senator  pointed  out  so  correctly,  the 
proper  way  to  have  done  it,  ub  everybody 
knows,  and  certainly  the  adviSers  of  the 
President  know,  would  be  to  release  it 
over  the  weekend  or  at  a  time  when  the 
market  is  closed  so  that  the  impact  on 
the  market  would  be  minimized.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  some  of  those  stocks  moved 
15  to  20  points.  \ 

It  will  be  found  that  the  man  taking 
advantage  of  the  situation,  sells  going 
down,  buys  going  up,  changes  position 
twice,  and  doubles  the  amount  of  profit 
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he  can  take.  This  is  the  thing  that  is  dis¬ 
turbing  to  me. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  bringing  this 
after  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate.  I 
joiry.' with  the  Senator  in  requesting  that 
the  matter  he  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  Cftmf  Executive  in  the  White  House 
so  that  ne  will  be  certain  his  financial  ad¬ 
visers  anarthe  Secretary  of  .the  Treasury 
never  permit  this  to  happen  again. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator.  Ih  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  where  the\ssuance  of  crop  reports 
often  has  an  impact  on  the  market  there 
is  a  practice  which,  was  adopted  many 
years  ago  not  to  release  the  reports  or 
the  material  connected/ with  the  reports 
until  after  the  market^ias  closed.  The 
men  who  work  in  preparation  of  the  final 
report  do  not  come  out  of  the  room  until 
the  market  closes  and  the  report  is  ready 
for  release.  In  that  way  it  carkbe  made 
available  to  all  people  before  thegnarket 
opens. 

The  only  solution  would  be  to  r&ease 
the  information  after  the  market  ims 
been  closed  so  that  it  can  be  availabi 
to  everyone  in  the  morning  newspapersh 
and  preferably  it  should  be  released  over 
the  weekend. 

I  hope  the  President  will  get  a  new 
set  of  advisers.  At  least  he  should  make 
sure  that  it  does  not  happen  again.  Too 
many  innocent  investors  were  hurt  as 
the  result  of  this  negligence. 

I  am  going  to  ask  the  Finance  Com¬ 
mittee  to  examine  all  in-and-out  trans¬ 
actions  of  yesterday  to  see  who  was  tak¬ 
ing  advantage  of  the  premature  notice 
which  came  direct  from  the  White  House. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
join  with  him  and  I  congratulate  him  for 
bringing  this  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate.  I  also  join  with  the  Senator 
in  the  request  that  there  be  made  avail¬ 
able  records  of  all  in-and-out  sales,  along 
with  purchasers,  the  houses  through 
which  the  sales  were  made,  and  the  buy¬ 
ing  and  selling  prices.  All  of  this  material 
should  be  made  available  to  the  Senate 
and  to  the  press. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record /he 
article  which  was  published  in  the/New 
York  Daily  News  of  today  and  th/Dow- 
Jones  scoreboard  on  the  h/lf-hour 
changes  in  the  market.  Following  this 
I  ask  that  there  be  printed/ a  copy  of 
the  notice  of  this  tax  increase  which  was 
sent  out  over  a  national  wtre  service  at  11 
a.m.  yesterday.  I  note  that  this  message 
was  timed  for  1  hour/before  the  noon 
release  period  name*/ by  the  President. 
Certainly  any  trader  reading  this  mess¬ 
age  would  not  vyait  until  noon  before 
acting. 

How  naive  e£n  the  White  House  be 
to  have  thought  otherwise? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate¬ 
rial  was  Ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record/ls  follows: 

Hint/Wall  Street  Got  Tip  on  Tax  News 
(By  Dennis  Duggan) 

ifd  Wall  Street  brokerage  houses  yester- 
leak  details  of  the  President’s  tax  pro- 
sals  a  full  hour  before  the  scheduled  re¬ 
lease  to  the  public? 


Rumors  that  "insiders”  took  advantage  of 
confidential  information  that  reached  the 
brokerage  houses  by  11  A.M.  spread  through 
the  financial  community. 

Millions  of  dollars  could  have  been  made 
in  that  hour,  during  which  2,860,000  shares 
were  traded  on  the  New  York  Stock  Ex¬ 
change. 

COULD  HAVE  SOLD  AT  TOP 

Traders  who  were  privy  to  the  leak  theoret¬ 
ically  had  an  edge  over  the  rest  of  the  trad¬ 
ing  community.  Knowing  that  news  of  a  tax 
hike  would  depress  the  market,  a  trader 
could  have  sold  his  stocks  at  the  top  of  the 
market  and  less  than  an  hour  later  have 
bought  them  back  at  the  bottom,  bringing 
a  fat  profit. 

Since  the  tax  hikes  were  even  higher  than 
Wall  Streeters  were  braced  for,  there  was 
little  doubt  that  the  market  would  undergo 
a  wave  of  selling,  which  is  precisely  what 
happened. 

A  spokesman  for  the  Stock  Exchange  said: 
“It  is  still  too  early  to  pass  Judgment,  but 
we  will  definitely  look  into  these  reports,  and 
if  they  are  true  there  will  be  a  full-scale 
investigation.” 

COMMISSION  SIFTS  RUMORS 

Manuel  F.  Cohen,  chairman  of  the  Seci 
rities  and  Exchange  Commission,  watchc 
of  the  securities  market,  declined  comnsfent 
>n  the  reported  leak  of  so-called  embargoed 
jws. 

lut  a  source  close  to  the  SEC  said/that  the 
agency  was  looking  into  rumors  that  traders 
may  nave  taken  advantage  of  ear/  knowledge 
of  the  uax  news. 

It  is  mown  that  at  least1'  three  of  the 
Street’s  biggest  brokerages  Had  news  of  the 
tax  proposa\by  11  A.M.  on/l  "hold  for  release 
at  noon”  basi 

The  advance'report  carfne  over  a  news  serv¬ 
ice  wire  just  before  Jn  am.  Minutes  later, 
selling  of  stocks  accelerated  at  a  rapid  pace. 

THE  MISKET  PLUNGES 

At  11  A.M.,  tha'Dow\Jones  Industrial  aver¬ 
age  was  slightlVoff,  down  .77.  By  11:30,  how¬ 
ever,  still  hair  an  hour  sefore  the  tax  out¬ 
line  was  to  Joe  made  publics,  the  market  had 
plunged  5/8  points. 

At  noo/  the  industrial  average  had  fallen 
8.61  points  and  at  12:30  P.M.,  tnC, average  had 
skidded  to  its  low  point — off  O-SoYoints. 

How  fast  the  news  of  the  Administration’s 
proposed  tax  hike  flashed  throughout  the 
‘  Lancial  community  was  spotlighteaVby  an 
Ivisory  bulletin  dispatched  at  11:17  a\m.  a 
major  brokerage  house  on  its  nation  wide^n- 
teroffice  wire  service. 

TOLD  TO  KEEP  IT  QUIET 

In  it  the  brokerage  house  spelled  out  the 
details  of  the  President’s  tax  proposal  for  its 
boardroom  tape  watchers,  numbering  in  the 
thousands. 

One  broker,  who  requested  anonymity, 
said  employes  were  told  “not  to  spread  the 
news  around”  before  noon. 

Dow  Jones  Scoreboard 

Here  is  the  half-hour  scoreboard  on  how 
the  Dow  Jones  industrial  average  reacted  to 
the  President’s  surtax  proposal. 

10:30  a.m _  —0.06 

11:00  a.m _ —.77 

11:30  a.m _  —5.  08 

Noon -  _8.  61 

12:30  p.m - —9.30 

1 :00  p.m _  —7.  74 

1:30  p.m _  —5.37 

2:00  p.m - —2.83 

2:30  p.m _  —1.  27 

3:00  p.m _  — .  58 

Close _  — .29 

Washington. — President  Johnson  asked 
Congress  today  to  impose  a  temporary  10  per¬ 
cent  surtax  on  corporations  and  individuals. 


The/F 

objeqdoi 


This  is  a  4-percent  increase  over  his  previous 
request.  / 

The  surcharge  on  individual  income  taxes 
would  take  effect  October  1.  The  surtax  on 
corporations  would  be  retroactiv/to  July  1. 

In  a  special  message  to  thq/ House  and 
Senate,  Johnson  warned  that/ unless  these 
and  other  new  tax  proposals  sere  enacted,  the 
Federal  deficit  for  fiscal  19/8  will  rise  from 
his  earlier  estimate  of  $8.8 /billion  to  a  proba¬ 
ble  $23.6  billion.  / 

POVERTY  WARRIORS— THE  RIOTS 

ARE  SUBSIDIZED  AS  WELL  AS 

ORGANIZE!/ 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  make  a  pre¬ 
liminary  /tatement  and  then  an  inser¬ 
tion  in  tjfe  Record. 

The/PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 
HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
In/the  July  31  issue  of  Barron’s  Weekly, 
lich  is,  of  course,  a  highly  respected 
/financial  weekly  in  the  country,  there  is 
an  editorial  entitled  “Poverty  Warriors: 
The  Riots  Are  Subsidized  as  Well  as 
Organized.”  It  contains  a  startling  com¬ 
pilation  of  the  money  that  is  being  tun¬ 
neled  by  Government  officials  into  vari¬ 
ous  programs  and  various  organizations 
that  are  stimulating  riots,  supporting 
subversion,  and  generally  causing  a  lot  of 
the  trouble  in  this  country. 

It  is  a  startling  editorial,  or  article — 
whatever  one  might  want  to  call  it — and 
I  call  particular  attention  to  the  last 
paragraph,  which  is  rather  significant 
and  carries  much  meaning. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  edi¬ 
torial  be  published  in  connection  with 
my  remarks  at  an  appropriate  place  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Poverty  Warriors  :  The  Riots  Are  Subsidized 
as  Well  as  Organized 

Marlon  Barry  and  Rufus  Mayfield  are  angry 
young  men.  Former  national  bead  of  the 
Student  Nonviolent  Coordinating  Committee 
(SNCC) ,  Mr.  Barry  in  August,  1965,  took  part 
in  a  protest  demonstration  organized  by  the 
so-called  Assembly  of  Unrepresented  People. 
He  was  arrested  and  charged  with  disorderly 
conduct  while  leading  demonstrators  onto  the 
tpitol  grounds.  "Riot  power  and  rebellion 
poVer,”  he  was  quoted  as  saying  last  week, 
“might  make  people  listen  now.”  Mr.  May- 
field  fk  a  Black  Muslim.  Twenty-one  years  old, 
he  has  gpent  most  of  the  past  eight  years  in 
prison  for  various  offenses,  including  petty 
and  grandlarcency.  This  month  Marion  Barry 
acquired  gainful  employment.  He  was  hired 
as  a  $50-perJday  consultant  by  the  United 
Planning  Organization,  top  anti-poverty 
agency  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  Rufus 
Mayfield,  according  to  Rep.  Joel  P.  Broyhill 
(R.,  Va.) ,  will  serve  fte  Barry’s  “back-up  man.” 

While  perhaps  mors  arresting  than  most, 
these  are  not  isolated  instances.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  files  fairly  bulge  with  equally  radi¬ 
cal  cases  in  point.  Thus.Nfederal  and  state 
investigations  of  New  York’ssMobilization  for 
Youth,  pilot  project  for  the  l^pb  Corps,  dis¬ 
closed  that  its  staff  included  several  members 
of  the  Communist  Party.  LeRoiVJones,  who 
was  taken  into  custody  during  tlye  riots  in 
Newark  and  charged  with  illegal  possession  of 
deadly  weapons,  once  ran  a  hate-thdswhites 
Black  Arts  Theater  which  got  $115,000  na  fed¬ 
eral  funds  from  Haryou-ACT  before  pMice 
discovered  an  arsenal  on  the  premises.  TJje 


10934 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SEN  ATE 


SoirUiwest  Alabama  Farmers  Cooperative  As- 
sociaWm  of  Selma,  which  the  Office  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  ^Opportunity  recently  granted  $700,000, 
numbersvamong  its  principals  John  Zlppert 
and  Shirley  Mesher.  Louisiana’s  Joint  Legis¬ 
lative  Comrhittee  on  Un-American  Activities 
recently  documented  Mr.  Zippert’s  association 
with  radical  crises,  including  the  Kremlin- 
financed  World'Youth  Festival.  According  to 
the  Alabama  Legislative  Commission  to  Pre¬ 
serve  the  Peace,  Miss  Mesher,  a  former  co¬ 
ordinator  for  SNCC^s  ‘‘a  prime  participant 
in  the  Black  Panther  lnovement  designed  to 
overthrow  the  government . . 

Right  after  Watts  (Barron’s,  August  23, 
1965),  we  observed:  “In  ciao  name  of  civil 
rights,  a  small  band  of  ruthless  men  has  not 
hesitated  to  stir  up  violence, Nbreak  the  law 
and  undermine  duly  constituted  authority. 
The  so-called  civil  rights  revolution  .  .  .  has 
begun  to  mean  exactly  what  it  says.”  Since 
then  compelling  evidence,  including  eye¬ 
witness  testimony  and  the  finding^  of  a 
Cleveland  grand  jury,  has  shown  that  the 
riots  are  less  spontaneous  outbreaks  than 
carefully  planned  subversion.  To  judge  T»y 
the  record,  moreover,  civil  unrest  is  not  onl^t 
organized  but  also  subsidized.  Thanks  to  the' 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  the  U.S.  tax¬ 
payer  now  has  a  chance  to  finance  his  own 
destruction.  The  Great  Society,  so  Newark, 
Detroit  and  scores  of  other  smouldering  cities 
suggest,  cannot  coexist  with  the  American 
way  of  life. 

Like  the  poor,  slums  and  rats  have  always 
been  with  us.  Only  the  devastating  riots — 
and  the  professional  agitators  who  prepare 
the  tinder,  await  a  spark  and  fan  the  flames— 
are  significantly  new.  The  1964  outbursts  in 
Harlem  turned  up  William  Epton,  vice- 
chairman  of  the  Red- Chinese-oriented  Pro¬ 
gressive  Labor  Party,  who  taught  people 
how  to  make  Molotov  cocktails.  Mr.  Epton 
was  convicted  of  criminal  anarchy  for  his 
part  in  the  riots.  The  Rev.  Billy  Graham 
called  Watts  a  “dress  rehearsal  for  revolu¬ 
tion,”  a  description  in  which  radical  spokes¬ 
men  ever  since  have  gloried.  Last  year’s  riots 
in  Cleveland,  charged  Sen.  Frank  Lausche 
(Dem.,  O.)  were  the  work  of  a  “national 
conspiracy  executed  by  experts.”  Shortly 
afterward  a  Cleveland  grand  jury,  after 
hearing  the  testimony  of  detectives  who 
penetrated  the  conspirators’  ranks,  found 
that  “the  outbreak  of  lawlessness  and  dis¬ 
order  was  organized,  precipitated  and  ex¬ 
ploited  by  a  relatively  small  group  of  trained 
and  disciplined  professionals.”  In  a  story  on 
the  Newark  riots,  the  current  issue  of  Life 
Magazine  describes  its  reporters’  “clandestine 
meeting  with  members  of  the  sniper  organi¬ 
zation.”  Finally,  SNCC’s  Stokely  Carmichael, 
whose  subversive  interests  range  far  and 
wide,  openly  boasts  of  what’s  afoot.  After  a/ 
quick  trip  to  Prague,  he  landed  last  week  in 
Havana.  There  he  told  newsmen:  "In  Newark 
we  applied  (guerrilla)  war  tactics  .  .  .  We  are 
preparing  groups  of  urban  guerrillas  / .  .  It 
is  going  to  be  a  fight  to  the  deathyf 

So  much  for  subversion,  which  ime  coun¬ 
try  will  ignore  at  its  own  risk.  tyf  to  federal 
subsidy  of  violence,  an  ominou/ pattern  has 
emerged.  From  the  beginning,  as  radicals 
recognized,  the  war  on  poverty,  notably  the 
Community  Action  Programs,  had  impres¬ 
sive  trouble-making  potentials.  Somehow 
CAP  has  expanded  murti  faster  than  OEO 
expenditures  as  a  whojt,  surging  from  $246.5 
million  in  fiscal  ’66/ to  an  estimated  $500 
million  in  the  current  fiscal  year.  As  noted 
above  (much  of  /he  material  comes  from  a 
forthcoming  book,  “Poverty  Is  Where  the 
Money  Is,”  tar  be  published  by  Arlington 
House  and  /Witten  by  Shirley  Scheibla, 
Washington/  correspondent  for  Barron’s) , 
some  of  the  money  funded  dubious  ventures 
and  put  jailbirds  and  subversives  on  the 
federal/  payroll.  Mrs.  Scheibla  cites  other 
horrjble  examples:  John  Ross,  member  of  the. 
Progressive  Labor  Party,  who  served  on  an 
ajitl-poverty  board  in  San  Francisco;  How¬ 


ard  Harawitz,  member  of  a  similar  board  in 
Berkeley  and  former  member  of  the  W.E.B. 
DuBois  Clubs,  which  the  FBI  calls  “Com¬ 
munist-spawned”;  and  a  number  of  U.P.O. 
personnel  in  Washington,  D.C.,  who  tinned 
out  to  be  SNCC  organizers  and  agitators. 

Taxpayer-financed  trouble  has  exploded 
in  one  part  of  the  country  after  another. 
Last  fall  the  mayor  of  Perth  Amboy,  N.J., 
accused  the  local  anti-poverty  leader  of 
seeking  “to  foment  and  incite  unrest,  agita¬ 
tion  and  disorder,”  a  charge  which  the  city 
manager  of  Rochester  echoed  last  week. 
Newark’s  police  chief  weeks  ago  warned  that 
the  city  faced  anarchy  because  of  agitation 
by  federal  anti-poverty  workers,  several  of 
whom  were  arrested  during  the  riots.  In  New 
York  City  five  marauding  young  Negroes, 
collared  while  looting  stores  on  Fifth  Ave¬ 
nue,  worked  for  the  anti-poverty  program; 
one  wore  a  sweater  blazoned,  after  the  OEO- 
funded  agency,  “Harlem  Youth  Opportuni¬ 
ties  Unlimited.” 

To  fight  riots  with  OEO  grants,  in  short,  is 
like  fighting  fire  with  gasoline.  However, 
Sargent  Shriver  alone  is  not  to  blame.  Some 
of  the  fault  lies  with  local  officials  like  New 
York’s  Mayor  Lindsay  (tapped  last  week  to 
'serve  on  the  President’s  special  advisory 
Dtaiy),  who  repeatedly  refused  to  condemn 
the.  appearance  of  his  Human  Rights  Com¬ 
missioner  at  the  Black  Power  conference  in 
Newark,  as  well  as  with  Mayor  Cavanagh  of 
DetroitV first  recipient  of  OEO  aid  and  wely 
fare  state,  showcase ) ,  who  tied  the  hands  on 
the  pollceNfor  the  first  few  strategic  hours. 
On  the  federal  level,  the  country  should/call 
to  account  tlmOffice  of  the  Attorney-General 
and  its  three  recent  occupants:  Robert  Ken¬ 
nedy,  who  once  \rote  a  letter  to  the  head  of 
an  identified  Communist  front,  seeking  ad¬ 
vice  on  a  nationals,  service  corps;  Nicholas 
Katzenbach,  who  shrugged  off  £l\  evidence  of 
conspiracy;  and  theMncuoftbent,  Ramsey 
Clark,  who  testified  agaihst/pending  anti-riot 
legislation.  The  blame  reaches  right  up  to  the 
official  White  House  fanyly/'to  Vice  President 
Humphrey,  who  last  sUmmerssaid  that  if  he 
lived  in  a  rat-inf ested^slum:  “tjmre  is  enough 
of  a  spark  left  in  me  to  lead  aSnretty  good 
revolt.”  /  \ 

Law  and  order/are  the  stuff  of  civilization; 
they  are  also  /he  first  duty  of  goverment. 
On  the  record  “liberals”  of  both  parties,  by 
tolerating  subversion,  have  made  a  modkery 
of  their  oal(hs  of  office  and  forfeited  the  pub¬ 
lic’s  trust.  Appeals  to  prayer  are  all  well  and 
good,  but  what  this  country  needs  is  a  poll* 
tlcal  an id  philosophic  call  to  arms. 


/  ORDER  FOR  RECOGNITION  OF 
SENATOR  ALLOTT  MONDAY 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  morning  business  on  Monday, 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  be  recognized. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New 
Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Utah’s  interests  must  be  protected 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  the 
State  of  Utah  wants  to  take  a  construc¬ 
tive  approach  in  helping  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  water  to  meet  the  needs  of  our 
sister  State,  Arizona.  Throughout  the 
years  our  good  neighbors  to  the  south 
have  been  very  helpful  to  Utah  on  many 
congressional,  business,  regional,  and 
personal  problems.  Many  of  Arizona’s 
problems  down  through  the  years  have 
been  very  similar  to  Utah’s  as  these  two 
States  have  struggled  to  solve  their  vari¬ 
ous  growing  pains. 

That  Arizona  has  a  critical  water  prob¬ 
lem  requiring  early  solution,  there  is  no 
doubt  at  all.  All  of  us  from  Utah,  be  it 
Members  of  the  Senate,  the  House,  water 
officials  in  the  State,  or  what  have  you, 
have  pledged  to  help  where  we  can. 

Arizona’s  right  to  water  in  the  river 
was  covered  in  the  lower  basin  alloca¬ 
tion  in  the  famed  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  which  was  an  interstate  agreement 
providing  the  best  means  to  an  accept¬ 
able  and  equitable  apportionment  of  the 
river.  Arizona  ratified  the  compact  in 
1944. 

The  agreements  were  founded  on  the 
basis  of  mutual  help,  protecting  the 
rights  of  all  involved,  through  this  fine 
cooperative  effort. 

However,  I  regret  to  say  that  this  bill, 
S.  1004,  the  so-called  central  Arizona 
project  or  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
project,  in  the  opinion  of  Utah’s  water 
authorities,  does  not  reflect  the  spirit  of 
the  compact. 

It  seems  to  me  that  basically  the  bill 
before  us  completely  ignores  the  fact 
that  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  is  inadequate  to  meet  the  future 
demands  on  the  river.  Let  me  repeat,  Mr. 
President,  there  simply  is  not  enough 
water  in  the  Colorado  River. 

The  addition  of  a  new  major  project 
to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  with¬ 
out  at  the  same  time  making  a  start  on 
meeting  the  necessity  of  finding  addi¬ 
tional  long-range  solutions  to  the  water 
supply  problems  of  the  entire  basin  will 
only  aggravate  the  problem  and  jeopard¬ 
ize  resource  development  in  the  upper 
basin. 

As  the  committee  and  the  Senate  know, 
Utah  and  its  upper  basin  friends  have 
joined  in  pointing  out  that  we  were  will¬ 
ing  to  support  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect,  asking  in  return  for  provisions  au¬ 
thorizing  studies  of  augmentation  of  the 
supply  of  water  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

Utah’s  water  officials — and  I  have  held 
many  conferences  with  them  and  I  am 
convinced  they  are  correct — feel  that  we 
must  have  this  legislative  safeguard  in 
any  lower  basin  legislation  so  that  Utah 
will  have  the  right  to  proceed  with  the 
development  of  its  entitlement  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water. 

Any  large,  new  project,  such  as  the 
central  Arizona  project,  can  exist  only 
on  presently  unused  compact  appor¬ 
tioned  water  belonging  to  the  upper 
basin — and  can  exist  only  so  long  as 
water  is  not  withdrawn  by  the  upper 
basin  States  beyond  their  present  ca¬ 
pacity  to  use  it. 
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Utah’s  present  depletions  and  com¬ 
mitted  uses  total  only  about  60  percent 
of  our  compact  apportionment.  We  are 
afraid  that  in  the  future  when  we  need 
this  water  for  our  owTn  uses  we  may 
be  standing  alone  when  we  try  to  with¬ 
draw  it  from  a  going  downstream  econ¬ 
omy  for  the  establishment  of  new  up¬ 
stream  developments.  Therefore,  Utah’s 
support  of  any  lower  basin  legislation  is 
dependent  upon  the  inclusion  of  certain 
protective  measures  that  will  give  some 
assurance  that  our  future  water  re¬ 
sources  development  will  not  be  jeopard¬ 
ized. 

Unfortunately,  S.  1004  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee  does  not 
include  such  protective  measures  as  we 
feel  are  necessary.  The  administration 
has  seen  fit  to  abandon  the  regional  ap¬ 
proach  to  Colorado  basin  problems  to 
benefit  Arizona  at  the  expense  of  her 
neighbors.  Utah  is  opposed  to  a  system 
providing  pumping  power  for  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  from  a  thermal  gen¬ 
erating  plant  because,  among  other 
things,  such  a  plan  fails  to  contribute 
to  a  solution  of  a  pressing  regional  prob¬ 
lem. 

As  I  said  earlier,  this  fundamental  re¬ 
gional  problem  revolves  around  an  un¬ 
certain  future  water  supply;  therefore, 
it  is  my  State’s  position  that  it  can  sup¬ 
port  legislation  only  if  there  is  a  “legis¬ 
lative  commitment”  for  a  study  of  an 
importation  of  water  from  sources  out¬ 
side  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  We  feel 
it  is  essential  for  the  protection  of  our 
own  water  rights. 

In  view  of  the  imminent  critical  water 
shortage  in  the  Colorado  River,  Utah  will 
support  any  feasible  means  of  augment¬ 
ing  the  water  supply.  This  protection  can 
and  should  be  realistically  provided  in 
this  legislation  at  least  by  authorizing 
studies  of  all  forms  of  augmentation  of 
water  supplies,  such  as  reductions  in 
water  losses,  water  conservation  prac¬ 
tices,  desalination,  weather  modifica¬ 
tion,  importation  of  water  from  outside 
the  natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River,  and  any  other  means.  Di¬ 
rectly,  or  by  exchange,  the  new  water 
from  any  of  these  sources  could  be  util¬ 
ized  by  States  in  both  the  lower  and 
upper  basins. 

Moving  now  to  the  next  point,  Utah 
feels  that  the  authorization  of  a  high 
Hualapai  Dam  is  vital  to  provide  reve¬ 
nues  for  a  development  fund  for  repay¬ 
ment  of  other  features  of  the  project, 
including  UL.h’s  Dixie  project,  and  for 
providing  a  sound  approach  for  future 
augmentation  of  the  river.  Instead  of  a 
dam,  however,  a  financing  scheme  has 
been,  injected  into  the  bill  which  will 
effectively  stifle  any  chance  that  a  fund 
will  be  created  to  relieve  the  water  crisis 
in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  time  to  be 
useful.  According  to  all  the  water  ex¬ 
perts,  the  basin  will  need  more  water 
before  1990.  But  there  may  not  be  money 
for  anything  other  than  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  costs  in  the  development 
fund  for  at  least  50  years,  which  takes 
us  to  the  year  2017. 

Mr.  President,  on  this  last  point,  I 
make  the  statement  because  Utah’s 
water  officials  and  I  agree  with  the  ex¬ 
cellent  summary  and  analysis  of  the 


costs  in  the  development  fund  which  are 
in  the  committee  report  under  the  mi¬ 
nority  views  signed  by  Senators  Kuchel, 
Allott,  and  Hansen.  They  appear  on 
page  120  of  the  report;  and,  so  that  the 
record  can  be  complete,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  summary  and  analysis 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  committee  report  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

PUFFING  THE  BASIN  FUND 

On  June  26,  1967,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  provided  Senator  Kuchel  with  finan¬ 
cial  tables  reflecting  development  fund  in¬ 
come  and  disbursements  which  will  accrue 
under  S.  1004  as  reported.  A  copy  of  Secre¬ 
tary  Holum’s  letter  and  accompanying  tables 
is  attached  as  appendix  C  to  these  views. 

Secretary  Udall  predicts  gross  development 
fund  revenue  over  the  payout  period  of  $2,- 
261,352,000  and  deductions  of  $1,882,646,000, 
leaving  a  balance  of  $378,706,000  in  the  fund 
by  the  year  2025,  Careful  study  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  table  reveals : 

1.  The  balance  in  the  fund  by  2025  is  over¬ 
stated  by  $173,203,432. 

2.  There  will  be  no  balance  whatsoever  in 
the  fund  until  2018. 

3.  Raising  the  main  aqueduct  size  to  3,000 
cubic  feet  per  second  adds  $177,147,000  to  the 
project  costs.  There  will  be  no  water  to  fill 
the  inflated  aqueduct  unless  it  is  drained 
away  from  the  upper  basin,  diminishing  the 
prospect  of  filling  Lake  Powell. 

4.  The  tables  fail  to  disclose  the  possible 
additional  $100  million  drain  on  the  fund  for 
distribution  and  drainage  systems  in  Arizona. 

GROSS  OVERSTATEMENT 

The  Secretary’s  estimate  of  $2,261,352,000 
of  gross  revenue  to  the  basin  fund  cannot  in¬ 
crease  unless  the  rates  for  the  sale  of  water 
and  power,  or  the  quantities  which  he  esti¬ 
mates  will  be  sold,  change.  But  his  estimate 
of  deductions,  $1,882,646,000,  is  .misleading; 
it  can  and  must  change,  and  change  upward 
only.  The  Department  based  its  estimates  of 
project  costs  on  1963  prices.  There  has  al¬ 
ready  been  a  rise  of  9.2  percent  in  the  cost 
index  (he  ignores  it) ,  which  would  result  in 
increasing  the  deductions  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  by  $173,203,432,  as  of  A.D.  2025, 
even  if  there  is  never  any  further  increase  in 
construction  costs — a  most  unrealistic  as¬ 
sumption.  As  the  cost  index  rises  higher  in 
future  years,  this  incremental  cost,  hence 
these  total  deductions,  will  also  rise.  If  the 
balance  in  the  development  fund  were  cor¬ 
rected  to  reflect  increased  construction  cost, 
by  the  end  of  the  payout  period  it  could  be 
not  over  one-half  of  the  $378,000,706  claimed 
by  the  Secretary.  The  proposed  new  $30  mil¬ 
lion  Dixie  project  drain  on  the  development 
fund  further  reduces  the  balance  in  A.D. 
2025.  ' 

The  Secretary  admitted  that  there  will  be 
no  net  balance  in  the  development  fund  until 
the  year  2010.  When  corrections  for  even 
present  (1967)  costs  and  the  Dixie  project 
deficit  are  incorporated  into  the  calculations, 
the  Secretary’s  table  shows  that  the  fund 
will  be  empty  until  at  least  2018,  or  51  years 
from  now. 

Obviously,  the  financing  scheme  which  has 
been  injected  into  the  bill  kills  off  any  pos¬ 
sibility  that  a  fund  will  be  created  to  mitigate 
the  water  crisis  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
The  basin  needs  more  water  before  1990,  but 
for  half  a  century  (until  at  least  A.D.  2018) 
there  will  not  be  a  single  cent  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  for  use  to  defray  any  costs  other 
than  Central  Arizona  Project  costs. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  and  to  back  up  the  statement  the 
minority  views  include  a  chart  entitled 
“Repayment  Analysis:  Central  Arizona 
Project  With  Development  Fund  and 
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2,500-Cubic-Foot-per-Second  Aqueduct” 
which  begin  on  page  136  of  the  report. 
The  information  was  obtained  from  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  so  I  am  assum¬ 
ing  that  it  is  as  accurate  as  any  infor¬ 
mation  available.  On  page  141  where  the 
chart  continues  we  find  that  the  first 
sign  of  any  net  revenues  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  appears  in  the  year  2009.  How¬ 
ever,  by  the  time  increased  costs  and 
other  payments  are  made  the  money  for 
the  development  fund  probably  will  not 
be  available  until  later,  perhaps  in  2016 — 
some  50  years  from  now. 

When  this  lower  Colorado  River  proj¬ 
ect  proposal  came  before  us  many  of  my 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  urged  me  to  join 
them  in  sponsoring  many  and  varied  ver¬ 
sions  of  proposed  bills.  These  included 
proposals  by  Senator  Kuchel,  Senator 
Allott,  Senator  Moss  and  others.  After 
analyzing  all  of  the  bills,  looking  over  the 
administration’s  bill  and  conferring  with 
interested  Utah  water  officials,  I  told  all 
of  my  colleagues  who  sought  my  support 
that  I  would  be  pleased  to  join  in  any  bill 
that  provided  the  following  legislative 
safeguards  for  Utah : 

First.  The  authorization  of  studies  to 
augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin. 

Second.  Inclusion  of  equitable  criteria 
for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation 
of  the  Colorado  River  storage  reservoirs. 

Third.  Language  making  it  clear  that 
the  lower  basin  projects  shall  in  no  way 
affect  the  division  of  water  between  the 
upper  basin  and  lower  basin  States  as  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  compact. 

Fourth.  Language  establishing  the 
planning  report  on  the  Ute  Indian  unit 
so  that  it  will  be  finished  by  1972. 

Fifth.  Language  providing  that  it  will 
become  a  national  obligation  that  aug- 
mention  of  water  from  outside  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  will  relieve  the  upper 
basin  from  the  burden  of  the  Mexican 
treaty.  This,  of  course,  is  tied  in  with 
any  augmentation  language. 

Sixth.  Language  including  a  compre¬ 
hensive  Dixie  project,  authorizing  it  to 
participate  in  the  development  fund  and 
providing  nonreimbursable  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  sections. 

Seventh.  Language  providing  that  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  be  re¬ 
imbursed  for  all  expenditures  diverted 
from  it  to  meet  so-called  deficiencies  in 
generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the 
filling  period  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir. 

Eighth.  Language  providing  for  the 
Hualapai  Dam. 

Safeguards  2,  3,  and  7  are  in  the  bill 
before  us  today. 

Safeguard  4  regarding  the  Ute  Indian 
unit  is  in  the  bill,  but  there  is  no  dead¬ 
line  giving  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
guidance  or  a  requirement  that  the  plan¬ 
ning  report  must  be  completed  by  1972, 
mainly  because  we  all  know  how  these 
planning  reports  have  a  tendency  toward 
taking  years  upon  years  to  be  completed. 

Safeguard  5  is  really  part  of  No.  1,  the 
augmentation  section,  so  it  is  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill. 

This  brings  us  to  what  I  consider  the 
most  important  safeguards  as  far  as 
Utah  is  concerned. 

No.  1  is  water  augmentation. 

No.  8  is  the  Hualapai  Dam. 

No.  6  is  a  complete  Dixie  project. 
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As  we  know,  there  is  no  augmentation 
and  there  is  no  Hualapai  Dam.  There  is 
some  language  for  the  Dixie  project,  but 
many  questions  still  remain  to  be  settled 
with  respect  to  it. 

Going  back  a  few  years,  I  should  point 
out  that  it  was  my  privilege  to  introduce 
the  first  Dixie  project  bill,  offered^  after 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  had  com¬ 
pleted  its  restudy  of  the  project  in  1961. 
We  authorized  this  project  in  the  88th 
Congress  only  to  discover  technical  dif¬ 
ficulties  which  apparently  the  engineers 
had  overlooked.  After  the  project  was 
authorized,  they  found  that  the  ground 
beneath  the  planned  power  dam  and 
reservoir  was  unsafe  and  would  not  hold 
water.  Alternate  sites  proved  inadequate 
and  from  all  indications  it  appeared  that 
Dixie  had  lost  its  feasibility  because  of 
the  inability  to  sell  enough  power  at  a 
profit  so  that  the  water  users  could  re¬ 
pay  the  construction  costs. 

This  was  a  severe  blow  to  the  people 
of  southern  Utah  who  have  been  wait¬ 
ing  for  the  Dixie  project  since  the  turn 
of  the  century.  The  Dixie  project  in¬ 
volves  a  dam  on  the  Virgin  River,  and 
the  pioneers  who  went  into  Dixie  115 
years  ago  began  to  develop  their  own 
version  by  building  an  aqueduct,  and 
the  small  dam  which  they  built  with 
horse-drawn  equipment  and  hand 
tools — literally  carving  that  aqueduct 
out  of  the  side  of  the  hill — is  still  here 
and  still  operating.  However,  this  is  of 
course  a  very  minor  thing  compared  with 
what  we  are  interested  in  now.  The  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  people  has  not  changed.  As  an 
example  of  their  interest  and  support 
for  the  project,  the  local  citizens  agreed 
to  impose  an  almost  unprecedentedly 
high  tax  to  repay  their  share  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  costs. 

Despite  all  of  this,  however,  Dixie  has 
become  an  authorized  project  that  can¬ 
not  be  built.  The  only  apparent  way  out 
is  to  give  the  project  some  help  from 
the  Hoover  Dam  power  profits.  The  pend¬ 
ing  bill  does  integrate  the  Dixie  project 
into  the  development  fund.  The  commit¬ 
tee  report  estimated  that  the  fund  could 
provide  $25  to  $30  million  in  assistance. 

Admittedly  on  the  surface  this  ap¬ 
pears  good,  but  it  is  not  clear  at  all 
whether  or  when  Dixie  will  get  any  of 
this  money  because  it  is  not  clear 
whether  or  when  any  of  this  money  from 
Hoover  Dam  might  be  available.  One  ac¬ 
count  I  saw  on  the  subject  rightfully 
called  it  “a  mortgage  on  money  that  will 
not  be  available  at  least  until  1991,  when 
Hoover  has  paid  back  its  own  costs — al¬ 
though  Congress  may  draw  on  that  fund 
earlier  in  anticipation  of  Hoover  profits.” 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier  Utah’s  water 
authorities  feel  that  there  is  some  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  when  we  can  expect  any  help 
from  the  development  fund  and  the 
minority  views  covered  the  subject  in 
my  previous  insert  into  the  Record. 

On  another  aspect  of  the  Dixie  project, 
I  should  say  at  this  time  that  I  consider 
it  necessary  that  all  of  the  separable  and 
joint  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  in  the  Dixie  project 
shall  be  made  nonreimbursable.  As  the 
language  in  the  bill  now  stands,  Utah’s 
water  officials  inform  me  that  the  local 
people  in  southern  Utah — the  same  citi¬ 


zens  who  have  agreed  to  the  5 -mill  ad 
valorem  tax  which  was  later  dropped  to 
three — would  be  called  upon  to  pay  even 
more  tax  money  for  the  fish  and  wildlife 
portions  of  the  Dixie  project.  Reclama¬ 
tion  Bureau  officials  in  Utah  have 
told  Dixie  officials  in  the  fields  that 
under  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act — Public  Law  89-72 — which  calls  for 
certain  amounts  of  cost  sharing  of  wild¬ 
life  and  recreation  features  of  reclama¬ 
tion  projects — they,  the  local  citizens, 
probably  will  be  called  upon  to  pay  half 
of  the  fish  and  wildlife  costs. 

That  is  why  in  every  discussion  of  the 
Dixie  project,  be  it  amendment  or  bill, 
we  have  included  the  provision  that  fish 
and  wildlife  features  be  made  nonreim¬ 
bursable.  It  is  regrettable  that  this  lan¬ 
guage  was  not  included  in  the  bill  when 
the  Dixie  section  was  considered  on  the 
last  day  of  the  markup  session  in  the 
Interior  Committee. 

What  we  have  here  is  a  disagreement 
of  interpretation  of  two  words  in  the 
bill.  Those  two  words,  as  I  remember,, 
are  ‘‘previously  authorized,”  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  refer  to  the  Dixie  project’s  right 
to  nonreimbursable  income  for  fish  and 
wildlife  costs  assume  that,  because  the 
Dixie  project  had  previously  been  au¬ 
thorized,  these  words  protect  them  ade¬ 
quately. 

Actually,  the  Dixie  project  was  au¬ 
thorized  before  Public  Law  89-72  was 
passed.  Then,  that  project  as  authorized 
was  declared  infeasible,  and  there  de¬ 
veloped  a  cloud  on  the  meaning  of  this 
phrase  “previously  authorized.” 

I  cannot  understand  why  our  friends, 
to  whom  this  is  not  a  major  problem, 
either  did  not  get  specific  authorizations 
for  this  use  of  fish  and  wildlife  money 
in  the  pending  bill,  or  why  they  would 
resist  language  to  include  it  in  the  bill 
now.  It  has  been  in  virtually  every  other 
bill  that  was  introduced  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  administration  bill. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  bill  on  page  27,  line 
7, states : 

The  Secretary  shall  integrate  the  Dixie 
project,  heretofore  authorized — 

Has  that  not  been  provided  for  pre¬ 
viously? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  All  I  can  say  is  that 
the  water  users  in  Utah,  apparently 
backed  by  the  Governor  and  his  legal 
advisers,  feel  this  is  not  adequate.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  Utah  people  have 
a  deep  interest  and  serious  concern  with 
it. 

Why  not  make  it  doubly  sure  by  add¬ 
ing  specific  language  to  say  that? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Was  it  in  the  previous 
legislation  to  which  the  Senator  re¬ 
ferred? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  was. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  It  says  “heretofore  au¬ 
thorized,”  and  it  is  considered  as  being 
sufficient. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  We,  in  Utah,  believe 
that  that  leaves  us  at  the  mercy  of  a 
future  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  may 
say,  “That  is  not  the  same  project.  We 
authorized  a  project  up  the  river,  and 
now  you  have  had  to  move  it  down  the 
river.” 
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Mr.  ALLOTT.  Or  even,  unfortunately, 
the  present  Secretary. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  referred  to  the  words 
“heretofore  authorized’  because  I  be¬ 
lieved  it  would  help. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Does  the  Senator  not 
realize  that  interpretation  of  two-  and 
three-word  phrases  are  the  basis  of  some 
of  the  most  difficult  lawsuits  in  the 
world? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  If  they  are  not  specific. 
I  believe  that  in  this  instance  it  is  very 
clear.  It  refers  to  legislation  “heretofore 
authorized.”-  Only  one  bill  has  been  au- 
authorized.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  How  firm  does  the 
Senator  feel  about  that?  Does  he  feel  so 
firmly  that  he  would  not  give  Utah  the 
satisfaction  of  language  which  would 
make  it  perfectly  clear? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Only  one  bill  has  been 
authorized  heretofore,  and  I  believe  it  is 
clear. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  must  observe  that  not 
only  do  the  Governor  and  the  water 
people  in  Utah  feel  this  way,  but  many 
other  people  who  have  had  some  experi¬ 
ence  in  water  matters  also  are  of  the 
same  opinion  as  the  able  Senator  from 
Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  is  beyond  my  com¬ 
prehension  why,  when  the  question  is 
raised,  it  would  not  be  handled  immedi¬ 
ately,  because  it  is  of  no  great  concern 
to  anybody  but  the  people  of  Utah. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
carrot  that  was  dangled  in  front  of  us 
in  the  form  of  a  Dixie  project  is  merely 
bait  to  gain  our  support  for  S.  1004. 1  am 
afraid  that  I  cannot  bite,  and  I  can  re¬ 
port  that  the  people  of  southern  Utah 
support  my  reluctance  to  go  along  on  the 
terms  as  outlined  in  the  present  bill.  The 
official  position  of  the  State  of  Utah,  of 
the  Governor,  of  Utah’s  Director  of  Na¬ 
tural  Resources,  Mr.  Jay  R.  Bingham,  of 
the  Central  Utah  Conservancy  District, 
and  of  virtually  everyone  in  the  State 
who  has  an  interest  in  this  bill,  remains 
unchanged,  as  I  have  described  it. 

That  generally  outlines  my  views  on 
this  proposal,  Mr.  President.  I  very  much 
would  like  to  support  it,  and  I  could  sup¬ 
port  it  if  the  so-called  Allott-Bennett- 
Dominick-Kuchel-Moss-Murphy  amend¬ 
ment,  which  I  understand  will  be  offered 
soon,  could  be  adopted. 

In  summary,  the  amendment  to  the  bill 
would  provide  for  construction  of  the 
Hualapai  Dam:  a  reconnaissance  study 
of  importation  of  water;  a  basin  fund  to 
provide  money  for  importation;  the  com¬ 
prehensive  Dixie  project;  nonreimburs¬ 
able  status  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  features 
of  the  Dixie  project;  priority  status  for 
the  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  central  Utah 
project;  establishment  of  equitable  cri¬ 
teria  for  the  coordinated  long-range  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  res¬ 
ervoirs;  as  well  as  a  number  of  Colorado 
participating  projects. 

This  amendment,  if  adopted,  will  pro¬ 
vide  what  I  believe  is  a  constructive  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  problems  of  the  Colorado 
River.  It  also  would  give  Utah  that  long- 
sought  legislative  protection. 

I  had  the  honor  to  represent  Utah 
when  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  was  enacted  and  signed  into  law 
by  President  Eisenhower  in  1956.  I  sin- 
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cerely  hope  that  the  amendments  to  be 
offered  will  be  accepted  by  the  Senate 
to  safeguard  the  interests  of  all  the  Colo¬ 
rado  Basin  States,  so  that  I  will  have  the 
additional  honor  of  representing  Utah 
when  the  central  Arizona  project  is 
signed  into  law. 

Mr.  President,  so  the  record  can  be 
complete  and  so  that  the  Senate  can 
have  an  idea  of  the  feelings  of  Utahans 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  time  editorials  from 
Salt  Lake  City’s  two  daily  newspapers  on 
the  central  Arizona  project  proposal. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorials 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Salt  Lake  Tribune,  July  2,  1967] 
Central  Arizona  Bill  Big  Disappointment 

The  Central  Arizona  Reclamation  Project 
as  reported  out  of  the  Senate  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  is  a  disappoint¬ 
ment  to  Utah  interests.  While  it  contains 
financing  for  the  Dixie  Project,  it  lacks  any 
assurances  that  Utah’s  unused  water  entitle¬ 
ment  from  the  Colorado  River  will  be  pro¬ 
tected.  A  crumb  is  little  consolation  if  the 
whole  cake  is  lost. 

That  Arizona  has  a  critical  water  problem 
requiring  early  solution,  there  is  no  doubt. 
As  a  matter  of  record,  Utah  officials  and  rec¬ 
lamation  leaders  acknowledge  the  situation 
and  have  pledged  help.  Arizona  as  part  of 
the  Colorado  River’s  Lower  Basin  was  allo¬ 
cated  water  from  the  river  by  solemn  agree¬ 
ments  dating  back  to  1922.  But  these  agree¬ 
ments  were  founded  on  the  principle  of  mu¬ 
tual  assistance,  western  state  signatories  be¬ 
lieving  each  would  benefit  from  cooperative 
efforts.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  bill  as 
now  written  does  not  reflect  this  spirit. 

Utah  and  its  Upper  Basin  neighbors  were 
willing  to  support  the  bill,  asking  in  return 
for  provisions  authorizing  studies  of  ways  to 
augment  the  supply  of  water  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin.  One  such  possibility  would 
involve  diversion  from  the  water-rich  North¬ 
west.  Certain  Colorado  River  operation  re¬ 
quirements  on  Glen  Canyon’s  upstream  side 
were  also  requested.  All  these  concessions 
were  stripped  from  the  bill  in  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  headed  by  Senator  Jackson  (D- 
Wash.),  unyielding  opponent  of  diversion  of 
any  Columbia  Basin  water  to  the  Colorado 
Basin. 

Central  Arizona  was  planned  on  the  basis 
of  water  supply  expectations  estimated  more 
than  40  years  ago  when  Upper  and  Lower 
Basin  entitlements  were  divided  by  compact. 
Subsequent  flow  measurements  show  early 
estimates  over-generous  and  if  Arizona  is  to 
receive  its  allocation  as  river  rights  were 
originally  distributed,  the  subtraction  will 
come  from  the  Upper  Basin’s  share. 

Utah,  Colorado,  Wyoming  and  New  Mexico, 
in  the  Upper  Basin,  are  as  vitally  concerned 
with  ultimate  development  of  their  water 
rights  as  are  Arizona,  California  and  Nevada 
in  the  Lower  Basin.  Our  future  prosperity  is 
limited  by  the  amount  of  water  we  can  re¬ 
claim  for  industrial,  agricultural  and  resi¬ 
dential  use.  The  cooperative  approach  to  re¬ 
gion-wide  water  development  must  not  be 
abandoned  now,  but  if  one  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact  states  insists  on  using 
the  leverage  of  private  advantage  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  its  former  partners,  the  other  states 
have  no  alternative  but  to  resist. 

The  Central  Arizona  bill  faces  several  ob¬ 
stacles  before  reaching  a  final  congressional 
vote.  It  must  be  examined  in  the  House  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  chair- 
manned  by  Rep.  Wayne  Aspinall  (D-Colo.). 
On  June  1  as  featured  speaker  at  the  Central 
Utah  Reclamation  Project’s  Bonneville  Unit 
groundbreaking,  Mr.  Aspinall  called  for  the 
highest  degree  of  water  statesmanship  in 
meeting  requirements  of  a  growing,  but 


oftentimes  arid,  West.  He  said  such  diplomacy 
contemplates  the  idea  of  transbasin  diver¬ 
sion.  We  hope  Mr.  Aspinall  remembers  those 
words  when  his  committee  considers  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  bill,  for,  as  currently 
written,  it  should  not  pass. 
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Protect  Utah  Interests  on  the  Colorado 

It’s  hard  to  imagine  that  anyone  in  Con¬ 
gress  wants  to  stunt  Utah’s  growth  and  re¬ 
place  regional  cooperation  with  reclamation 
rivalry.  But  the  Colorado  River  Water  Bill 
reported  out  this  week  by  the  Senate  Inte¬ 
rior  Committee  would,  if  approved,  do  just 
that. 

The  bill  would  give  Arizona  water  not  in 
the  river  if  Utah  and  the  other  states  ever 
are  to  get  their  full  shares. 

It  eliminates  the  Hualapai  Dam  at  Bridge 
Canyon,  which  was  relied  upon  under  pre¬ 
vious  agreements  to  provide  revenue  to 
finance  projects  to  bring  water  from  areas  of 
water  surplus  into  the  arid  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

It  calls  for  a  steam  electric  power  generat¬ 
ing  plant  to  pump  mainstream  Colorado 
River  water  onto  thirsty  Arizona  acres.  This 
plant  is  beyond  the  scope  of  reclamation  in 
previous  western  history.  It  would  meet  Ari¬ 
zona  water  users’  needs  by  burning  Arizona 
coal  in  a  facility  financed  by  taxpayers  of 
all  states. 

How  about  Utah’s  future  needs? 

The  bill  agreed  upon  by  the  seven  states 
last  year  called  for  investigations  looking  to¬ 
ward  augmenting  dwindling  water  supplies 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  possibly  from 
the  Columbia  Basin.  The  new  bill,  however, 
contains  no  provision  for  any  such  investi¬ 
gation. 

Without  imports,  how  is  Utah  to  get  the 
projects  that  have  been  authorized  if  Ari¬ 
zona  and  California  are  allowed  to  use  all 
available  flow  of  the  Colorado  River? 

Moreover,  is  it  Just  by  chance  that  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Interior  Stewart  L.  Udall,  an  Ari¬ 
zonian,  has  permitted  use  of  Colorado  River 
water  for  huge  steam  generating  plants  near 
Farmington,  N.M.  and  for  the  Mohave  Proj¬ 
ect  near  Davis  Dam,  but  has  said  "no”  so  far 
to  water  for  the  Kaiparowits  Project  in  east¬ 
ern  Kane  County? 

The  Mohave  Project  will  pipe  coal  slurry 
from  the  Black  Mesa  coal  fields  in  northeast¬ 
ern  Arizona  to  the  generating  plant  in  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona.  The  Kaiparowits  Project  would 
use  Utah  coal.  But  Secretary  Udall  has  been 
imposing  such  conditions  for  use  of  the 
Utah- owned  water  that  the  Resources  Co. 
has  been  unable  to  firm  up  its  plan  for  a 
$96  million  operation  in  Utah. 

Obviously  a  thorough  repair  job  is  in  or¬ 
der  before  either  House  of  Congress  should 
even  consider  acting  on  the  Colorado  River 
water  bill. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
pliment  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  upon  his  very  valuable 
contribution  to  the  discussion  of  this 
subject. 

It  is  obvious,  not  only  from  the  com¬ 
plexity  of  the  subject  matter  but  also 
from  the  lack  of  understanding  general¬ 
ly  of  what  it  entails,  that  it  will  take  a 
long  time  to  educate  and  inform  the 
Senate  about  this  situation. 

I  say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  that 
I  recall  when  he,  as  the  junior  Senator 
from  Utah,  and  I,  as  the  junior  Senator 
from  Colorado — although  he  was  my 
senior — sat  in  the  long  hearings,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  session  in  Denver,  when 
the  real  future  of  the  Upper  Colorado 


River  Project  Act  was  settled;  and  when, 
through  the  pressure  of  one  minor  lobby 
group,  the  upper  Colorado  River  project 
was  forced  to  yield  to  that  pressure 
group,  and  there  was  not  developed  the 
most  feasible,  the  most  economic,  and 
the  best  revenue  producer  of  all  the  dams 
which  were  originally  in  that  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  has  been  un¬ 
flinching,  and  he  has  kept  a  straight 
course  on  his  reclamation  position 
throughout  all  the  years  of  my  acquaint¬ 
ance  with  him.  I  do  not  know  how 
many  problems  connected  with  reclama¬ 
tion  he  has  discussed  with  me,  particu¬ 
larly  those  relating  to  his  own  State, 
during  the  years.  His  advice  and  his 
sound,  good  judgment  have  been  of  help 
and  of  value,  not  only  to  me  but  also  to 
other  members  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs.  In  this  matter, 
he  has  kept  a  steadfast  position. 

The  representatives  of  his  State,  of 
my  State,  and  of  the  other  seven  States 
in  the  basin  worked  for  years  to  come 
to  a  common  plan  and  a  common  con¬ 
cept  of  development,  only  to  find  their 
efforts  overturned  in  one  night  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  with  a  rather 
peculiar— that  is  the  best  adjective  I 
can  use — concept  to  the  approach  in 
reclamation  which  is  contained  in  the 
pending  bill. 

I  believe  that  the  Senator  has  made  a 
great  contribution  in  keeping  his  eyes  on 
the  road  and  stating  in  such  a  plain 
fashion  that  we  cannot  solve  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  great  Southwest  for  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  one  State,  and  we  cannot  solve 
them  without  looking  down  the  road  to 
the  future,  whether  it  is  5  years,  20  years, 
or  50  years. 

As  I  hope  to  develop  later  in  my  more 
comprehensive  discussion,  I  believe  I  will 
be  able  to  illustrate,  that  if  the  pending 
bill  passes  in  its  present  concept,  there 
simply  will  be  no  future  development  on 
the  Colorado  River  for  anybody  else  for 
a  long  time. 

We  used  to  have  a  saying  on  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River,  along  which  I  was  born, 
where  I  practiced  law,  and  the  waters  of 
which  I  was  very  well  acquainted, 
that  the  Arkansas  River  rose  above 
Leadville  and  emptied  into  the  Fort 
Lions  Canal.  All  I  can  say  is  that  if  the 
pending  bill  is  passed,  we  will  have  to 
paraphrase  that  and  say  that  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  rises  mainly  in  Colorado  and 
empties  into  the  central  Arizona  project. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  his  contribu¬ 
tion,  and  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  for  agreeing  that  this 
is  a  basin  project,  inasmuch  that  he  rec¬ 
ognizes  that  most  of  his  objections  have 
been  answered  in  the  bill.  I  shall  go  down 
the  list.  First,  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission.  I  know  that  is  not  an  acceptable 
answer  to  the  Senator.  On  No.  2,  the  an¬ 
swer  is  in  the  bill.  On  No.  3,  there  is  an 
answer  to  his  satisfaction.  The  only 
question  on  No.  4  is  the  date  of  1972.  I 
feel  that,  too,  is  answered,  but  not  fully. 
No.  5  is  not  answered. 

With  respect  to  No.  6, 1  would  say  that 
since  the  language  is  not  clear  to  the 
Senator,  would  it  not  be  in  order  for  us 
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to  get  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  on  this 
matter?  I  am  sure  the  intent  is  as  the 
Senator  understands  it  should  be,  and, 
therefore,  if  a  letter  were  obtained, 
would  that  satisfy  the  Senator? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  No,  because  we  will 
have  another  Secretary  one  of  these  days 
and  one  man  can  not  bind  another  man. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Does  not  the  Senator 
feel  if  the  intent  is  written  in  the  Record 
it  would  be  upheld? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  We  feel  the  safest 
thing  is  to  have  the  language  in  the  bill 
that  clearly  sets  it  forth.  Anything  less 
than  that  leaves  a  loophole  which  may 
create  future  trouble. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  What  language  would 
meet  that  situation,  I  do  not  know.  How¬ 
ever,  if  the  Secretary  clarifies  it,  I  think 
that  should  be  satisfactory.  I  am  not 
sure  what  the  Senator  would  desire  in 
this  respect. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator  will  be 
glad  to  supply  a  suggested  amendment 
which  we  can  debate  before  we  finish 
with  the  bill. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  In  the  hearings  and  in 
the  markup  session,  this  was  discussed, 
and  “heretofore  authorized”  was  con¬ 
sidered  sufficient. 

Would  the  Senator  like  a  letter  to  be 
obtained,  at  least  in  that  respect? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  keep  saying  to  my 
friend  from  Arizona  that  we  do  not  trust 
a  letter.  A  letter  is  not  a  substitute  for 
the  law. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  But  the  wording  here 
would  be  the  law.  Consequently,  it  is  a 
matter  of  interpretation;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  If  the  language  in  the 
law  needs  interpretation  before  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  law  begins,  I  think 
we  are  in - 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Evidently,  out  of  17 
members  of  the  committee,  there  were 
14  who  voted  for  it,  and  that  is  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  is  the  impression  of 
the  Senator  from  Utah  that  most  of  those 
14  Senators  had  no  direct  interest  in  the 
problem  of  Utah.  This  is  one  of  those 
things  that  went  by  in  the  normal 
process  of  reporting  a  bill  as  being  in¬ 
significant. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
realizes  the  Senator  from  Arizona  has 
an  interest  in  Utah.  We  will  work  closely 
together. 

I  would  like  to  do  that,  and  we  will  do 
so,  if  the  Senator  does  not  object. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
he  will  get  a  letter  from  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes.  The  letter  will  be 
forthcoming. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  do  not  object  to  the 
Senator  getting  the  letter,  but,  as  I  keep 
saying,  a  letter  is  not  a  substitute  for 
the  law. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  But  we  have  the  law,  so  I 
feel  that  this  would  be  helpful.  I  feel  an 
obligation  to  get  the  letter.  With  respect 
to  No.  7,  I  think  we  are  in  agreement 
that  the  language  is  satisfactory. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  We  now  come  down  to 
No.  8,  the  language  providing  for  the 
Hualapai  Dam.  I  think  the  Senator  rec¬ 
ognizes  that  we  had  this  language  in 
previous  bills  in  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives.  They  were  not  accepted.  The  bills 


were  not  passed.  We  had  a  bill  last  year 
and  he  realizes  that  the  dams  have  been 
a  great  problem. 

Consequently,  I  ask  the  Senator  if  he 
has  any  reason  to  feel  the  bill  would  be 
more  acceptable  to  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  this  year  than  it  was  last 
year? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  There  is  no  way  of 
knowing  that  the  bill  in  its  present  form 
is  acceptable. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes,  and  so  this  is  not 
a  determining  factor. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  With  respect  to  the 
people  of  Utah,  for  whom  I  am  attempt¬ 
ing  to  speak,  they  are  concerned. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  That  is,  about  the  dam  in 
Arizona. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  It  is  not  connected  with 
Utah. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  But  it  is  a  source  of 
funds. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  To  the  development 
fund. 

Mr..  BENNETT.  To  the  development 
fund,  which  is  vital  to  Utah,  because  out 
of  that  will  have  to  come  funds  for  the 
Dixie  project,  for  water  augmentation, 
and,  as  the  able  Senator  from  Arizona 
has  often  pointed  out,  Hualapai  Lake  will 
be  a  recreation  haven  of  incomparable 
beauty. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
There  are  funds  in  the  bill  to  take  care 
of  the  Dixie  project. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  This  is  a  matter  of 
disagreement. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  What  is  the  matter  of 
disagreement?  Why  would  funds  fiom 
Hualapai  have  any  more  to  do  with  the 
Dixie  project  than  the  funds  now? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  It  is  a  question  of  the 
volume  of  funds.  The  Hualapai  Dam 
could  add  to  the  volume  and  make  it 
available  sooner.  As  it  says  in  the  minor¬ 
ity  views  of  the  report  on  page  121: 

There  will  he  no  balance  whatsoever  in  the 
fund  until  2018. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Does  the  Senator  agree 
with  the  report? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  agree  with  the  report 
of  the  minority. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  As  far  as  the  develop¬ 
ment  funds  are  concerned? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Yes;  the  report  of  the 
minority. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Does  the  minority  give 
an  amount  that  would  be  involved? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not  think  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  is  feasible. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  is  very 
much  in  a  minority  in  that  view. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  No. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  vote  was  13  to  3. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Seven  of  those  votes 
were  proxy  votes.  They  were  proxy  votes. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  They  have  all  had  a 
chance  to  express  themselves  differently. 
Has  the  Senator  heard  anybody  express 
himself  differently? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Only  a  few  took  part  in 
the  committee’s  deliberations. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  see.  Of  the  13  who 
voted,  has  the  Senator  had  any  Senator 
express  himself  differently? 
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Mr.  ALLOTT.  Not  of  the  13. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  That  answers  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  does  not  answer  the 
question,  because,  of  the  votes  voted, 
seven  were  by  proxy. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  have  asked  the  Sena¬ 
tor  if  he  has  had  anyone  express  him¬ 
self  differently. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  They  were  not  in  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  meeting  or  at  the  mark¬ 
up. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  They  voted,  and  it  was 
legal. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Let  us  lay  it  cold  on 
the  record.  In  amendment  214,  which  is 
the  amendment  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  and  others  will  offer,  page  27,  com¬ 
mencing  on  line  9,  there  is  a  proviso 
which  reads  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  all  of  the  separable  and 
Joint  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement  at  the  Dixie  proj¬ 
ect,  Utah,  and  the  main  stream  reservoir  di¬ 
vision  shall  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  nonreimbursable  purposes  shall  be 
nonreturnable  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  Costs  allocated  to  the  additional  ca¬ 
pacity  of  the  system  of  main  conduits  and 
canals  of  the  central  Arizona  unit,  referred 
to  in  section  304(a),  item  (1),  in  excess  of 
two  thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feet  per 
second  shall  be  recovered  as  directed  in  sec¬ 
tion  304(a). 

This  is  the  language  the  Senator  is 
talking  about,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
1*0  ct/ 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  This  is  not  in  S.  1004, 
the  bill  presently  under  consideration. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  This  language  is  not 
in  this  bill  because,  as  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  explained,  they  are  relying  on 
two  words. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Secretary  of  Inte¬ 
rior. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  They  are  relying  on 
the  good  nature  of  the  Secretary  of 
Interior. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  about  time  that  we 
quit  relying  on  the  good  nature  of  the 
executive  branch  of  Government  and 
start  writing  into  law  what  we  mean  it 
to  be.  The  Senator  is  correct  on  his  posi¬ 
tion  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  I  say  to  my  good  friend 
from  Arizona  that  I  have  had  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  getting  an  amendment  on  a 
bill  which  was  accepted  in  advance  by 
the  administration,  and  then  they  de¬ 
cided  they  did  not  like  it,  so  I  was  noti¬ 
fied  they  would  not  enforce  it  because 
there  was  not  sufficient  debate  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  to  satisfy  it.  There¬ 
fore,  I  say  to  my  good  friend  from  Ari¬ 
zona  that  I  am  gun  shy;  I  am  very 
gun  shy. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  feel  the  wording  is  in 
the  bill.  I  sat  through  what  would  be 
called  debate  in  the  committee.  I  feel 
that  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  would 
be  appropriate. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Did  the  recent  action 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the 
central  Arizona  project — and  I  am  re¬ 
ferring  to  his  flip-flop  of  position — have 
any  influence  on  the  Senator’s  trusting 
nature? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  There  is  an  old  say¬ 
ing:  A  foolish  consistency  is  the  hob- 
globlin  of  little  minds. 
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Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  suggested  by  some  of  those  whose 
sentiments  are  directed  in  favor  of  the 
passage  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
bill  that  opposition  to  the  measure  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Interior  Committee  and, 
indeed,  opposition  here  on  the  Senate 
floor,  tends  to  be  largely  along  partisan 
lines. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth.  In  fact,  from  my  own  point  of 
view,  I  think  the  falsity  of  this  assump¬ 
tion  can  be  illustrated  in  no  better  fash¬ 
ion  than  the  unity  in  opposition  to  the 
committee  bill  that  the  Wyoming  sena¬ 
torial  delegation  has  on  this  matter. 

My  senior  colleague  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee]  has  joined  me  in  sponsor¬ 
ing  those  amendments  to  the  measure 
which  we  feel  imperative  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  Wyoming  and  the  upper  basin 
States.  We  have  conferred  frequently  as 
this  legislation  has  progressed  through 
the  Congress.  We  have  met  with  our  State 
officials  and  others  who  have  such  great 
interest  in  this  bill  and  its  effect.  We  are 
in  agreement.  The  bill  must  not  pass  in 
the  form  reported  by  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  if  Wyoming  is  to  reasonably  ex¬ 
pect  to  play  its  proper  role  in  national 
development  and  make  its  just  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  national  economy  and  welfare. 

Mr.  President,  the  senior  Senator  is  in 
Wyoming  today,  so  I  would  like  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  Senate  a  brief  statement  he 
left  with  me  to  read  for  him  in  the  event 
this  legislation  reached  the  floor  in  his 
absence. 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  M’GEE,  READ  BY 
SENATOR  HANSEN 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
join  with  my  Western  colleagues  today 
in  voicing  my  most  strenuous  opposition 
to  the  pending  central  Arizona  project 
legislation. 

Without  the  safeguards  pertaining  to 
water  importation  into  the  upper  basin., 
as  suggested  by  those  who  disagreed  so 
emphatically  with  the  report  of  the  In¬ 
terior  Committee,  we  in  Wyoming  have 
no  alternative  but  to  assume  that  the 
lower  basin  States  want  to  rob  Peter  to 
pay  Paul. 

Without  the  guarantee  of  water  im¬ 
portation  specifically  written  into  the 
legislation,  Wyoming  cannot  accede  to 
a  bill  that  in  its  present  form  can  be 
characterized  no  other  way  than  special 
purpose  legislation — to  the  sole  benefit 
of  a  single  State — Arizona. 

Wyoming  has  been  willing  to  cooper¬ 
ate,  and  has  cooperated  through  the 
years  in  realistic  basin-wide  programs. 
But  Wyoming  cannot  sit  idly  by  and  see 
its  future  spent  to  quench  the  thirst  of 
others  without  solid  guarantees  to  pro¬ 
tect  her  own  water  resources.  Language 
in  a  committee  report  is  not  enough.  You 
cannot  irrigate  crops  with  language.  A 
feasibility  study  is  not  enough.  You  can¬ 
not  squeeze  water  out  of  a  study.  You 
get  water  only  when  it  is  delivered  to  you. 

Without  provisions  for  augmenting  the 
Colorado  Basin’s  water  supply,  passage 
of  this  bill  and  construction  of  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  would  have  the  effect 
of  foreclosing  future  development  in  the 
upper  basin,  including  Wyoming’s  Green 
River,  because  the  water  would  already 


be  committed  to  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

Mr.  President,  I  can  think  of  no  more 
graphic  illustration  of  the  shortsighted¬ 
ness  of  the  proponents’  position  on  this 
bill  than  that  evidenced  in  a  press  release 
which  arrived  from  the  Department  of 
Interior  in  my  office  just  today.  That 
press  release  quotes  a  just-completed 
study  by  the  Bureau  of  Mines  on  present 
and  future  water  demands  in  Wyoming. 
In  that  report,  the  Bureau  predicts  that  . 
by  the  year  2000  Wyoming  mineral  in¬ 
dustries  will  annually  require  40  billion 
gallons  of  new  water — a  100-percent 
increase. 

Thus,  we  are  being  told  on  the  one 
hand  that  the  downstream  demands  on 
upper  basin  water  are  not  unreasonable, 
nor  penalizing  toward  future  develop¬ 
ment  and  demands,  and  on  the  other 
hand  we  are  being  warned  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior — which  ostensibly 
has  some  expertise  on  these  matters — 
that  Wyoming  is  going  to  be  faced  with 
a  100-percent  increase  in  the  demands 
on  its  water  usage  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  in  Wyoming  were 
to  agree  to  this  legislation  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Interior  Committee,  we  would 
be  guilty  of  not  only  abetting  a  short- 
range  and  temporary  solution  to  the 
problem  of  a  single  State  with  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  a  multistate  resource,  but  we 
would  be  equally  guilty  of  shortchanging 
the  expectations  of  thousands  of  upper 
basin  citizens  who  hope  to  fulfill  the  des¬ 
tinies  and  expectations  of  their  own  areas 
of  this  great  country  by  the  sound  and 
reasoned  development  of  our  God-given 
water  resources. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  -legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  hour 
is  growing  late.  For  obvious  reasons,  due 
to  the  day  of  the  week,  it  will  be  impos¬ 
sible  this  afternoon  to  present  the 
amendment  by  way  of  a  substitute  which 
it  is  contemplated  that  certain  Senators, 
including  the  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado,  will  present  to  the  Senate  next 
week.  Nevertheless,  I  feel  impelled  to  dis¬ 
cuss,  in  a  general  way,  some  of  the  back¬ 
ground  of  the  proposed  legislation  now 
pending,  in  order  that  Senators  who  are 
not  from  the  Western  States,  and  who  are 
not  acquainted  with  the  seriousness  of 
the  water  problem  in  the  Western  States, 
will  perhaps  have  a  little  better  idea  of 
what  the  proposed  legislation  is  all  about. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  to  the  great  bulk 
of  the  people  in  the  United  States,  water 
is  something  that  simply  comes  out  when 
one  turns  on  the  tap.  To  those  pioneers 
who  went  across  the  country  and  settled 
in  the  West  many  years  ago,  this  was  not 
true  and  has  never  been  true.  The 
achievement  of  water  in  the  tap  has  been 


the  result  only — I  say  only — of  many 
years  of  long,  hard  planning,  scraping 
out  long,  tortuous  canals  by  means  of 
mules  and  horses,  digging  reservoirs  and 
damming  rivers  by  the  same  arduous 
efforts,  and  hoping  that  ultimately,  even 
when  hydrological  information  was  not 
available,  that  there  would  be  sufficient 
water  left  for  the  people  to  accomplish 
their  purpose,  so  one  could,  in  fact,  turn 
the  tap  and  get  water. 

Unfortunately,  this  is  something  that 
is  not  understood  by  most  people  of  our 
country,  including  our  great  Midwest, 
who,  as  a  whole,  have  never  had  to  con¬ 
tend  with  this  problem.  I  think  the  people 
of  the  East,  of  the  seashore,  and  of  the 
South  were  brought  closest  to  this  in  the 
last  4  or  5  years  with  the  drought  situ¬ 
ation  which  developed  in  the  East.  They 
started  thinking,  for  the  first  time,  in 
terms  of  reclamation  programs  that  have 
made  water  available  in  the  West.  But 
no  one  can  sympathize  more  with  the 
people  of  Washington,  D.C.,  Maryland, 
Virginia,  Pennsylvania,  New  York  or  the 
New  England  States  than  the  Senators 
who  have  spoken  here  on  the  floor  from 
the  Western  States,  and  who  all  of  their 
lives  have  been  associated,  either  periph¬ 
erally  or  directly,  with  the  supply,  con¬ 
servation,  and  use  of  water. 

I  happen  to  be  one  of  those  who  has 
been  associated  with  it  intimately  for  25 
years,  in  the  practice  of  law,  before  I 
came  to  the  U.S.  Senate  a  little  over  12 
years  ago.  So  what  I  say  this  afternoon 
I  say  from  the  heart,  and  mean  it — the 
problems  that  we  are  talking  about  here 
today  are  going  to  be  the  problems  of 
New  England,  New  York,  Pennsylvania, 
New  Jersey,  Maryland,  Virginia,  and  per¬ 
haps  even  some  of  our  Southern  States, 
unless  they  have  the  foresight  and  the 
willingness,  to  face  the  problems  that  our 
forerunners  in  the  Western  States  faced, 
starting  over  a  century  ago,  and  to  learn 
from  the  problems  what  we  learned  to 
deal  with. 

Another  difficulty  of  understanding 
this  problem  from  the  viewpoint  of  the 
average  Senator — and  I  speak  of  Sen¬ 
ators  because,  although  there  are  very 
few  on  the  floor,  perhaps  they  will  read 
these  words — is  that  the  basic  water  law 
of  the  East  and  the  basic  water  law  of 
the  West  are  entirely  different. 

The  basic  water  law  of  the  East  is  *  de¬ 
rived  from  the  old  common  law,  operat¬ 
ing  under  the  legal  principle  of  what  is 
known  as  riparian  rights.  Stating  this  in 
a  very  rough  way,  it  is  that  one  who 
owned  land  adjacent  to  a  stream  or  a  lake 
was  entitled  to  enjoy  the  use  of  that 
water  undiminished  in  quantity  or  in 
quality. 

When  the  great  development  of  the 
West  started — and  the  States  of  Wyom¬ 
ing  and  Colorado  were  the  first  States  to 
develop  this — the  economic  necessities  of 
the  times  dictated  that  a  different  prin¬ 
ciple  be  adopted.  We  in  the  West — and 
this  is  almost  uniformly  true  in  the  West 
now,  slightly  modified  in  some  States 
such  as  California — have  adopted  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  laws  relative  to  the  use  of  water 
which  is  known  as  the  doctrine  of  prior 
appropriation. 
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The  doctrine  of  prior  appropriation  is 
stated  briefly  by  many  people  as,  “First 
in  time,  first  in  right.”  This  is  not  all 
of  it,  however.  It  is  simply  that  the  first 
man  on  a  stream  to  beneficially  use  water 
acquires  a  legal  right  in  the  use  of  that 
water.  This  is  an  oversimplification  of 
a  complex  principle,  but  I  believe  it  will 
be  helpful  to  Senators.  When  the  various 
States  came  into  the  Union,  they,  either 
by  constitution  or  statute,  or  by  both,  set 
up  certain  priorities  for  the  use  of  that 
water,  and  certain  satutes  providing  for 
the  perfection  of  the  legal  rights  to  the 
title  of  that  water. 

Just  as  a  brief  example,  which  would 
not  be  specifically  applicable  to  every 
other  Western  State,  but  specifically  ap¬ 
plicable  in  my  own  State,  if  a  man  wishes 
to  perfect  title  to  water,  he  makes  a  fil¬ 
ing  with  his  county  and  with  the  State 
engineer,  and  then  subsequently  goes  to 
court  and  proves  the  date  of  his  filing 
and  the  beneficial  use  to  which  he  has 
put  the  water.  He  then  gets  a  decree  for 
the  use  of  that  water  as  of  that  date,  and 
is  entitled  to  the  legal  right  to  the  use 
of  that  water  thereafter. 

This  system  raises  many  complications, 
as  anyone  can  easily  see,  but  this  whole 
system  lies  at  the  basis  of  the  claims  and 
the  counterclaims  of  the  West  for  the 
Colorado  River.  Actually,  the  whole  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  West  was,  to  a  large 
extent,  dependent  upon  this  water  prin¬ 
ciple. 

The  things  of  which  I  have  spoken,  Mr. 
President,  are  very,  very  basic,  and  not 
only  any  lawyer,  but  almost  any  farmer 
or  rancher  in  the  West,  understands 
them. 

But  it  is  important  that  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  understand  them.  Not  hav¬ 
ing  lived  with  the  situation,  as  some  of 
us  have,  all  of  our  lives,  they  perhaps 
do  not  appreciate  the  deep  significance 
that  these  differences  in  the  water  law 
place  on  the  drama  now  being  played 
before  the  U.S.  Senate — because  it  is  a 
drama.  This  is  not  cut-and-dried  tech¬ 
nical  argument.  This  is  a  debate  over 
a  matter  which  affects  the  future  of 
my  State  in  a  very  real  way.  In  fact, 
I  can  say  that  it  affects  the  future  of 
every  one  of  the  seven  States  in  the 
basin — Colorado,  Utah,  Wyoming,  New 
Mexico,  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California. 

I  do  not  take  my  friends  from  Arizona 
to  task,  no  matter  how  wrong  I  think 
they  may  be  in  their  present  position.  I 
do  not  take  them  to  task  for  attempting 
to  protect  and  develop  what  they  believe 
is  theirs ;  because  that  is  exactly  what  the 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado  intends 
to  do,  on  this  floor,  until  he  has  ex¬ 
hausted  every  ounce  of  strength  to  con¬ 
tinue. 

Perhaps  I  can  make  the  point  more 
clearly  by  saying  that  water  is  such  a 
valuable  commodity  in  the  West  that  if 
one  man  would  even  attempt  to  place 
his  hand  on  the  headgate  of  a  lateral  or 
ditch  of  another  man  in  the  West,  he 
would  be  subjecting  himself  to  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  immediate  and  violent  physi¬ 
cal  damage.  In  fact,  the  history  of  the 
West  is  replete  with  killings  and  gun¬ 
fire  just  for  the  protection  of  such  rights. 
Water,  to  us,  is  liquid  gold;  so  much  so, 
I  repeat,  that  anyone  in  the  West  who 


is  knowledgeable  at  all  would  not  think 
of  laying  his  hand  on  the  headgate  of 
another  man,  knowing  that  in  doing  so, 
he  risks  not  only  a  lawsuit — that  would 
be  the  fortunate  part  of  it — but  bodily 
harm,  if  he  were  caught  in  the  act. 

So  this  is  the  background  against 
which  we  speak  about  the  matter.  In 
1922,  45  years  ago  this  year,  the  seven 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin — with 
the  exception  of  Arizona,  which  came  in 
subsequently — entered  into  a  solemn 
compact  dividing  the  waters  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River.  That  instrument  is  com¬ 
monly  known  as  the  Colorado  River 
Compact.  That  compact  was  solemnized 
with  approval  by  an  act  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

Basically,  in  simple  words,  it  did  the 
following ; 

First,  it  divided  the  waters  of  the  river, 
allotting  7.5  million  acre-feet  a  year  to 
the  States  of  the  upper  basin,  which  are 
Colorado,  Utah,  Wyoming,  and  New 
Mexico,  and  7.5  million  acre-feet  to  the 
three  States — Nevada,  Arizona,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia — in  the  lower  basin. 

This  was  further  restricted  by  the  pro¬ 
viso  that  the  upper  States  had  to  deliver, 
at  a  point  on  the  Colorado  River  known 
as  Lee  Ferry,  down  near  the  Utah-Ari- 
zona  border,  75  million  acre-feet  over  a 
10-year  period.  The  10-year  period  being 
rolled  forward  1  year  each  year,  so  that 
each  succeeding  10  years  of  history  the 
upper  basin  States  are  obligated  to  de¬ 
liver  75  million  acre-feet  at  Lee  Ferry. 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  compact  was 
signed  in  1922,  the  upper  basin  States 
were  repeatedly  held  back  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  their  water  and  the  means  with 
which  to  use  it  until  the  passage  of  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  in  1956,  in  which  I  was  happy  to  have 
played  some  small  part,  although  at  that 
time  I  was  a  very  junior  Senator  to  such 
people  as  Senator  Millikin,  Senator  An¬ 
derson  of  New  Mexico — who  had  already 
been  in  the  Senate  for  some  time — Sen¬ 
ator  Watkins  of  Utah,  Senator  O’Ma¬ 
honey  of  Wyoming,  Senator  Bennett  of 
Utah,  Senator  Chavez  of  New  Mexico, 
and  our  former  Senator  and  great  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Colorado,  Edwin  C.  Johnson, 
who  even  today,  12  years  after  his  re¬ 
tirement,  is  one  of  the  great  water  au¬ 
thorities  on  the  river,  and  is  still  most 
active,  physically  and  mentally,  in  the 
protection  of  our  water. 

Mr.  President,  I  expect  on  Monday  to 
call  up  amendment  No.  214.  At  that  time 
I  shall  go  into  many  ramifications  of  that 
amendment,  compared  with  the  present 
bill,  and  discuss  them  in  great  detail. 

But  there  is  one  further  matter — or 
perhaps  two — that  I  shall  discuss  briefly 
today. 

It  has  been  said  repeatedly  on  this 
floor  that  Colorado  is  protected  in  S. 
1004,  now  pending  before  the  Senate, 
because  we  have  five  Colorado  projects 
authorized — not  financed,  only  author¬ 
ized  in  that  bill.  Those  five  Colorado 
projects  have  gone  through  all  of  the 
feasibility  studies  that  a  very  reluctant, 
I  must  say,  Department  of  the  Interior 
can  impose,  and  now,  by  virtue  of  the 
law  of  the  land,  are  ready  for  authoriza¬ 
tion. 
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But  one  thing  which  has  not  been  dis¬ 
cussed — and  I  shall  discuss  the  other 
features  later — is  this :  That  even  though 
the  Colorado  projects  and  the  Utah 
project  are  authorized,  the  history  of 
the  appropriation  process  in  Congress 
does  not  offer  us  much  hope  for  the 
future. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  development  of  our  water  will 
be  a  very  long  deferred  process.  I  must 
state,  however,  Mr.  President  that  even 
when  we  develop  these  five  projects,  we 
still  will  not  have  the  opportunity  to  use 
all  of  the  water  to  which  we  are  entitled 
under  the  Colorado  River  compact  and 
under  the  upper  Colorado  River  compact, 
which  in  turn  again  divides  among  the 
upper  States  the  water  of  the  upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River. 

I  see  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wyoming  on  the  floor  [Mr.  Hansen]  ,  my 
great  and  good  friend.  Among  the  States 
in  the  upper  basin  which  have  barely 
been  permitted  to  get  started — and  I  say 
barely  permitted  to  get  started — Wyo¬ 
ming  stands  in  first  place.  Surely,  after 
45  years,  Wyoming  has  a  right  to  stand 
up,  as  she  has  through  her  great  Senator 
here,  and  express  her  will  that  she  be 
permitted  to  develop  through  the  recla¬ 
mation  process  the  water  of  her  State 
so  that  she,  too,  can  share  in  that  which 
is  lawfully  and  rightfully  hers  and  has 
been  for  45  years.  And,  we  in  Colorado 
feel  the  same  way. 

We  have  been  too  long  denied.  We 
have  been  too  long  starved  for  the  proj¬ 
ects  with  which  to  develop  the  use  of  our 
water. 

When  I  consider  all  the  great  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  my  State,  and  I  do  not  want 
to  engage  in  a  chamber  of  commerce 
speech,  to  develop  the  great  agricultural 
lands  which  will  grow  almost  anything  if 
we  put  water  on  them;  when  I  think  of 
the  recent  tragedy  in  the  Near  East  and 
the  necessity  that  we  develop  oil  shale 
in  Colorado  for  the  protection  of  the 
national  interest,  then  I  think  we  can 
get  concerned  and  even  emotional,  be¬ 
cause  in  the  development  of  oil  shale 
alone,  a  trillion  barrels  of  it  which  is 
many  times  more  than  has  ever  been 
discovered  in  liquid  petroleum  in  the 
world,  we  have  the  greatest  single  na¬ 
tional  resource  that  exists.  And  these 
deposits  extend  over  into  the  State  of 
Wyoming  and  the  State  of  Utah. 

So,  there  is  a  national  interest.  And 
when  we  consider  that  oil  from  oil  shale 
is  short  in  the  element  of  hydrogen,  and 
that  it  will  take  from  1  to  lVz  barrels 
of  water  in  the  cracking  process  to  sup¬ 
ply  the  hydrogen  that  needs  to  go  into 
a  barrel  of  that  oil  in  order  for  it  to  be 
utilized  in  the  commercial  market,  we 
then  see  something  of  the  demand  that 
we  will  have  for  water  in  Colorado, 
coupled  with  the  development  of  our 
agricultural  lands  and  the  demands  of 
our  municipalities. 

We  still  have  a  great  area  east  of  the 
Rockies.  There  will  be  further  demands, 
I  am  sure,  for  further  transmountain 
diversion  down  the  line  to  take  care  of 
the  municipal  supplies  of  our  great  cities 
on  the  east  side  of  the  Rocky  Moun¬ 
tains — Denver,  with  all  of  its  environs, 
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and  Colorado  Springs  and  Pueblo,  plus 
supplemental  water  for  irrigation. 

When  I  can  foresee  down  the  line  the 
need  for  the  development  of  this  water, 
I  say  today  that  the  mere  authorization 
of  these  projects  will  not  solve  the  prob¬ 
lem  for  Colorado. 

So,  I  turn  to  the  first  subject  that  I 
want  to  discuss  here  very  briefly  for  the 
sake  of  the  record.  Everything  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  falls  into 
a  certain  pattern.  And  there  has  been  a 
certain  amount  appropriated  each  year 
for  the  development  of  reclamation  pro¬ 
jects  in  the  West. 

The  appropriations  for  construction  of 
reclamation  projects  for  the  last  10- 
year  period — that  is,  from  1958  through 
1967 — has  averaged  $242  million  per 
year. 

The  anticipated  appropriations  for  the 
next  5  years  for  the  construction  of  rec¬ 
lamation  projects  in  the  West — and  this 
includes  the  Manson  unit,  which  is  a  part 
of  Chief  Joseph  project  in  the  State  of 
Washington,  in  the  home  State  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  our  committee, 
and  the  Tualatin  project  in  Oregon — run 
as  follows: 

In  1968,  the  present  fiscal  year,  it  will 
require  an  appropriation  of  $238,128,000. 
In  1969,  it  will  amount  to  $406,191,000. 
In  1970,  it  will  amount  to  $437,573,000.  In 
1971,  it  will  amount  to  $422,019,000.  And 
in  1972,  it  will  amount  to  $342,714,000. 
These  figures  represent  the  economic 
rate  of  construction  of  presently  author¬ 
ized  projects  and  do  not  reflect  any  new 
authorizations  during  that  period. 

The  picture  is  simply  this:  that,  from 
a  financial  standpoint,  with  the  projects 
now  underway  plus  the  two  which  have 
been  authorized  by  this  Congress — and 
for  which  funds  will  be  demanded  this 
year — instead  of  a  $242  million  average 
for  the  last  10  years,  we  will  be  running, 
except  for  fiscal  year  1968,  more  than 
$100  million  over  the  average  that  has 
been  appropriated  for  the  past  10  years — 
allegedly  the  most  prosperous  10  years 
of  our  economy  in  this  country. 

What  will  happen  if  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  is  authorized,  a  project 
which  is  for  the  benefit  of  only  one 
State? 

In  1969,  it  would  require  $6,886,000. 

In  1970,  it  would  jump  to  $17,538,000. 

In  1971,  it  would  be  $103,381,000. 

In  1972,  it  would  be  $118,543,000. 

In  1973,  it  would  be  $115,023,000,  which 
is  almost  half  of  what  has  been  appro¬ 
priated  for  all  11  States  in  the  last  10 
years  on  the  average. . 

To  continue,  in  1974  it  would  be  $100 
million.  In  1975  it  would  be  $75  million. 
In  1976  it  would  be  $75  million.  In  1977 
it  would  be  $50  million.  In  1978  it  would 
be  $25  million.  Prom  1979  on,  it  would 
drop  down  from  $15  million  to  $1%  mil¬ 
lion  in  1985. 

What  is  the  significance  of  this?  Let 
us  just  take  the  next  4  years  after  the 
present  fiscal  year. 

With  the  projects  which  are  now  au¬ 
thorized,  plus  the  one  in  Washington  and 
the  one  in  Oregon — and  I  am  certain  that 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  In¬ 
terior  Committee  will  be  able  to  see  that 
funds  are  supplied  for  the  Washington 


project — Congress,  just  to  take  care  of 
what  is  now  authorized,  not  what  Colo¬ 
rado  or  Utah  or  anybody  else  has  in  this 
bill,  except  Arizona,  would  have  to  ap¬ 
propriate  in  1969,  $413,077,000;  in  1970, 
$455,111,000,  in  1971,  $535,400,000 — over 
twice  the  average  of  the  last  10  years: 
and  in  1972,  $461,257,000.  At  that  point, 
of  course,  most  of  the  projects  under 
construction  will  be  pretty  well  finished. 
It  is  not  possible  to  project  what  will 
happen  in  the  future,  but  I  anticipate 
that  other  projects  will  be  authorized 
and  that  there  will  be  requests  for  ap¬ 
propriations  for  those  projects. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  wish  to  inter¬ 
rupt  the  flow  of  the  Senator’s  speech,  but 
I  am  certain  he  understands  that  to 
Members  of  the  Senate  who  do  not  live  in 
his  great  section  of  the  country,  this  is 
a  difficult  subject.  I  had  the  opportunity 
of  reading  the  speech  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona,  and  I  have  heard  almost 
all  of  the  other  speeches.  My  questions 
may  seem  simple,  but  answers  to  them 
may  help  me  in  arriving  at  a  decision. 

Do  I  correctly  understand  that  the 
Colorado  Basin  is  divided  into  two  sec¬ 
tions — the  upper  and  the  lower  basin? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Is  my  understanding 
correct  that  in  the  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cision — was  it  in  1964? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  In  1963. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Is  my  understanding 
correct  that  the  Supreme  Court  held  that 
the  flow  of  water  to  the  lower  basin  could 
not  be  reduced  to  a  point  where  it  would 
be  less  than  75  million  acre- feet  over  a 
10-year  period?  In  other  words,  that  is 
assuming  an  average  of  about  7.5  million 
acre-feet  a  year. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  May  I  interrupt  the 
Senator  at  this  point? 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  knows 
much  more  about  this  subject  than  I  do. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not  believe  the 
matter  of  which  the  Senator  is  speaking 
came  from  the  Supreme  Court  decision. 
It  came  from  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact,  which  was  entered  into  in  1922, 
which  provided — for  the  purpose  of  the 
Senator’s  discussion  of  the  moment — 
two  things:  First,  that  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  was  allotted  to  the  States  of  the 
upper  basin  and  7.5  million  acre-feet  to 
the  States  of  the  lower  basin;  and,  sec¬ 
ond,  that  the  upper  basin  would  deliver, 
at  a  point  called  Lee7  Ferry,  75  million 
acre-feet  over  a  rolling  10-year  period. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  correct.  I  did 
know  that  it  was  based  on  the  compact, 
but  the  Supreme  Court  referred  to  the 
compact. 

It  is  provided  now  that"  the  supply 
water  in  the  upper  basin  cannot  be  re¬ 
duced  so  that  it  would  not  have  available 
75  million  acre-feet? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Seven  and  five-tenths 
million. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Seven  and  five-tenths 
million  acre-feet  per  year  over  a  rolling 
period  of  10  years.  Does  the  pending  bill 
change  that  in  any  way?  Could  it  de¬ 
plete  the  upper  basin  below  7.5  million 
acre-feet? 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  will  have  to  answer 
that  question  in  two  ways,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  will  disagree. 

It  would  not  deplete  the  waters  of  the 
upper  basin,  but  the  waters  of  the  upper 
basin  can  be  used  only  as  reclamation 
projects  are  developed  to  permit  them 
to  withhold  the  water  for  use.  It  is  the 
lack  of  this  development,  for  example, 
that  has  permitted,  over  these  45  years, 
the  great  majority  of  the  water  from  the 
States  of  Wyoming,  Colorado,  Utah,  and 
New  Mexico  to  go  down  the  river,  where 
it  has  been  utilized. 

I  must  say  this  frankly,  that  Arizona 
has  never  been  able  to  utilize  all  the 
water  to  which  it  has  been  entitled,  and 
the  water  has  been  utilized  to  a  great 
extent  by  the  State  of  California.  For 
example,  when  the  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cision  was  announced  in  1963,  California 
was  put  in  the  position  of  cutting  back 
its  use  of  water — and  this  is  complicated 
by  previous  agreements  also — from  5.2 
million  acre-feet  a  year  to  4.4,  provided 
there  was  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  water 
in  the  lower  river. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  will  hear  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  speech  on  Monday.  But  am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  my  understanding  that  the  thrust 
of  the  argument  that  the  Senator  has 
been  making — at  least  one  point  of  it — 
and  which  I  assume  he  will  make  on 
Monday,  is  that  these  projects  in  his 
State  and  in  the  State  of  Wyoming 
should  be  developed  so  that  those  States 
could  have  a  use  of  this  water  which 
they  do  not  now  have? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  part  of  the  mat¬ 
ter.  The  other  part  which  has  great 
significance  and  is  contained  in  the 
amendment  by  way  of  a  substitute  which 
will  be  offered  by  several  Senators,  in¬ 
cluding  myself — is  that  a  study  of  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  water  supply  in  the 
river  must  be  undertaken.  As  the  situa¬ 
tion  now  exists  if  the  central  Arizona 
project  were  in  operation  today,  we 
would  still  be  adjusting  shortages  of 
water  in  the  river. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
that  as  of  today  we  would  be  adjusting 
shortages  of  water  in  the  river? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Not  as  of  this  minute. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  is  talking 
about  30,  40,  or  50  years  from  now? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  talking  about  the 
situation  as  of  today,  if  we  had  the  river 
developed. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  But  the  river  is  not 
developed. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Water  is  going  down  the 
river  now,  yes. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  was  merely  seeking  to 
be  helpful. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Perhaps  I  should  have 
put  it  in  the  context  of  the  developed 
river,  As  I  see  the  river  developed,  there 
is  no  escaping  the  fact  that  if  the  central 
Arizona  project  is  developed,  and  if  we 
develop  just  the  five  Colorado  projects 
which  are  authorized  in  the  bill,  which 
do  not  utilize  all  of  Colorado’s  share  of 
water — and  Wyoming  is  still  sitting  out¬ 
side  in  the  cold,  for  the  most  part — there 
would  be  q  shortage  of  water  in  the  en¬ 
tire  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Does  the  Senator  not 
agree  that  the  upper  basin  States  have 
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the  obligation  to  release  the  amount  of 
water  that  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
has  referred  to,  and  that  this  will  not 
be  changed  by  the  proposed  legislation? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  asked  that 
question. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  believe  he  did. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes,  I  did  ask  the  ques¬ 
tion  whether  the  bill,  if  adopted,  would 
in  any  way  change  the  present  require¬ 
ment  that  7.5  million  acre-feet  a  year 
must  be  preserved  for  the  upper  basin. 

(At  this  point,  Mr.  Spong  assumed  the 
chair.) 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  does  not  change  that 
requirement.  I  thought  the  Senator  was 
going  to  ask  a  simpler  question  which  is 
whether  we  would  have  to  provide  7.5 
million  acre-feet  or  a  rolling  average  of 
7.5  million  acre-feet  to  the  lower  basin. 
The  answer  is  “Yes.”  The  bill,  however, 
does  not  change  the  fact  that  the  upper 
basin  is  still  entitled  to  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  of  consumptive  use. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Assume  there  was  not 
15  million  acre-feet  available  in  1  year. 
Would  there  be  an  equal  division  or 
would  the  lower  basin  or  upper  basin 
have  priority  to  use  or  consume  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  purpose  of  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Glen  Canyon  Dam, 
which  impounds  Lake  Powell,  was  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  us  to  regulate 
the  river  in  order  to  accomplish  these 
deliveries  on  a  year-by-year  basis.  Be¬ 
fore  that  time,  without  the  development 
of  the  upper  basin,  there  was  no  choice. 
The  water  came  down  and  that  part 
which  could  be  used  was  diverted  by  irri¬ 
gation  ditches.  The  remainder  went  down 
the  river,  and  anybody  who  had  use  for 
the  water  and  could  justify  its  use  under 
State  laws,  grabbed  it.  In  that  respect  it 
does  not  change  the  fact  that  we  are 
still  entitled  to  7.5  million  acres  of  water 
in  the  upper  basin. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Is  there  a  priority  of  one 
basin  over  another  basin,  assuming  the 
river  could  not  supply  15  million  acre- 
feet?  Who  would  lose? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  river  cannot  and 
will  not  supply  15  million  acre-feet.  I  do 
not  have  those  hydrological  tables  with 
me.  But,  because  of  the  delivery  require¬ 
ment,  the  upper  basin  loses. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment,  but  first  I  wish  to  complete  my 
answer. 

In  the  minority  views,  page  87,  we 
pointed  out: 

The  experts  agreed  that,  while  the  project 
could  not  be  Justified  on  the  water  supply 
actually  available  during  the  past  45  years, 
which  averaged  only  13.7  million  acre-feet 
for  all  uses  in  both  basins,  there  was  a  50-50 
probability  that  14.9  million  acre-feet  might 
be  available. 

This  was  based  on  conjecture.  That  is 
all  it  could  be  based  on.  I  do  not  agree 
with  that  conjecture. 

To  answer  the  question,  there  is  no  way 
I  can  see  that  the  upper  basin  States 
can  avoid  their  obligation  to  the  lower 
basin  States  under  the  Colorado  River 
compact  of  delivering  75  million  acre- 
feet  of  water,  regardless  of  what  is  in  the 
river,  over  a  10-year  period. 


Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  I  had  from  reading  the  statement. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  was  a  most  unfortui- 
tous  compact  for  the  upper  basin  States. 
We  had  some  of  the  most  brilliant  water 
minds,  representing  Colorado  and  the 
upper  basin  States  at  that  time,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  entire  river.  Now  it  is 
very  easy  for  us  to  look  back  and  see 
that  they  made  a  mistake.  However, 
with  the  hydrological  information  they 
had  available  at  that  time  they  guaran¬ 
teed  delivery  of  7.5  million  acre-feet. 
They  may  have  thought  they  were  gain¬ 
ing  some  advantage  on  the  river  to  the 
upper  basin  States.  But,  it  must  be  re¬ 
membered,  they  thought  there  was  18  to 
20  million  acre-feet  in  the  Colorado 
River.  However,  as  history  developed, 
and  taking  the  last  20  to  30  years,  the 
water  simply  is  not  there. 

Mr.  COOPER.  For  industry  and  agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  would  like  to  answer 
the  question  further,  if  the  Senator  will 
yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  First,  I  would  like  to 
ask  this  question,  and  perhaps  the  Sen¬ 
ator  can  answer  it. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Surely. 

Mr.  COOPER.  There  is  1.5  million 
acre-feet,  which  I  understand  has,  by 
treaty,  been  contracted  for  delivery  to 
Mexico.  Is  that  a  part  of  the  7.5  million 
acre-feet  which  must  be  delivered  into 
the  lower  basin  or  an  additional  amount 
of  water  which  is  to  be  delivered? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  One  of  the  great  quar¬ 
relsome  points  we  have  is  the  extent  to 
which  the  upper  basin  is  obligated  to 
share  Mexican  Water  Treaty  burden. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  If  the  Senator  will  yield, 
I  shall  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  There  is  an  obligation 
to  deliver  1.5  million  acre-feet.  It  was 
considered  that  water  would  be  deliv¬ 
ered  on  surplus.  If  the  time  came  that 
it  could  not  be  delivered  because  of  a 
shortage,  we  would  all  share  the  short¬ 
age.  If  there  were  a  shortage  of  100,000 
acre-feet  the  upper  basin  and  the  lower 
basin  would  each  share  by  delivering 
50,000  acre-feet. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  shall  clarify  the  last 
answer.  If  there  is  a  deficiency  in  the 
lower  basin  we  would  be  obligated  to 
that  extent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  put 
his  finger  on  one  of  the  most  sensitive 
aspects  of  this  controversy.  If  the  river 
could  free  itself  today  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  obligation  of  1.5  million  acre- 
feet  a  year  I  think  it  would  be  possible 
for  us  to  resolve  many  of  our  differences. 
But  we  cannot  free  ourselves  of  that 
obligation  at  the  moment.  We  have  had 
many  disputes  with  Mexico.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  participated  in  those 
discussions.  I  heard  him  talking  about 
the  matter  the  other  day  where  the 
Mexicans  are  complaining  about  the 
quality  of  water  they  receive  there.  But, 
Mr.  President,  there  is  no  point  in  talk¬ 
ing  about  this  because  we  have  no  way 
to  rid  ourselves  of  the  problem.  This  is 
why  we  think  that  a  water  augmenta¬ 
tion  study  is  a  necessary  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Does  the  Senator  fear. 
If  this  bill  is  passed,  that  it  will  reduce 
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or,  if  not,  prohibit  for  some  time  possible 
legislation  dealing  with  the  augmenta¬ 
tion  of  water  in  the  Colorado  Basin? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  this  bill  is  passed  in 
its  present  form  there  will  be  no  study 
for  the  augmentation  of  water.  We  will 
have  to  wait  on  the  decision  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Water  Commission  which  hope¬ 
fully  will  be  appointed.  At  the  time  that 
bill  went  through  the  Senate  the  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  to  place  the  study 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  at  the  top 
of  the  list.  This  amendment  was  unac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  chairman  of  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  even 
though  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
said  that  this  was  the  most  critical  and 
crucial  water  problem  in  the  United 
States.  Now  we  must  wait  for  a  willy- 
nilly  commission  report  which  is  off  in 
the  future  some  5  years  or  more. 

I  would  say  that  there  is  no  augmenta¬ 
tion  in  this  bill.  I  must  state  quite  frank¬ 
ly  that  I  think  that  one  of  the  chief 
purposes,  of  the  present  bill  is  to  defer 
a  study  of  augmentation. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  in  an 
effort  to  be  helpful  to  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  I  would  like  to  call  attention 
to  some  official  records  that  I  think  may 
be  interesting  and  informative.  I  refer 
to  page  408  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
hearings  and  I  call  attention  to  reports 
made  by  the  Colorado  River  Board  of 
California,  the  annual  report  of  1964- 
65  and  the  USDI  Pacific  Southwest 
Water  Plan  Report. 

These  figures  show  the  average  annual 
consumptive  use  from  the  mainstream 
in  lower  basin,  for  the  years  1961 
through  1965.  This  is  for  a  5-year  period. 
During  that  5 -year  period,  the  State  of 
Arizona  used  an  average  each  year  of 
976,400  acre-feet;  California  used  4,989,- 
400  acre-feet;  Nevada  used  24,000  acre- 
feet;  Mexico  used  1,850,400  acre-feet. 
There  was  evaporated  from  Lake  Mead 
800,000  acre-feet.  The  computed  net 
losses — Hoover  Dam  to  Mexico  amounted 
to  938.2  acre-feet. 

These  uses  and  losses  total  9,628,600 
acre-feet. 

I  point  this  out  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kentucky,  because  it  dem¬ 
onstrates  quite  graphically  that  the 
lower  basin  area  of  the  Colorado  River 
and  the  nation  of  Mexico  presently  used 
far  in  excess  of  the  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  plus  the  1.5  million  acre-feet  that 
are  to  go  down  to  Mexico  according  to 
the  treaty  ratified  in  1944,  that  when  we 
consider  these  uses  alongside  the  fact 
that  for  a  period  of  years  there  has 
been  measured  at  Lee  Ferry,  taking  into 
account  what  is  used  above  and  is  used 
below,  between  13.7  and  14  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  in  the  river  annually,  we 
begin  to  realize  what  the  situation  in 
the  upper  basin  States  is  and  what  the 
situation  is  in  the  lower  basin  States. 

Were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  the  States 
of  Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Utah  are 
not  using  their  present  entitlements, 
there  would  not  be  any  water  at  all  for 
the  central  Arizona  project,  because 
they  are  already  using  far  in  excess  of 
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what  their  legal  commitments  are  under 
the  terms  of  the  compact. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Not  Arizona.  It  is  not 
even  close  to  what  the  Senator  is  re¬ 
ferring  to.  I  want  to  cover  that  in  a 
moment,  because  I  think  it  is  very  im¬ 
portant. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  If  I  may,  I  simply  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  this  area  down 
here  in  California  is  in  excess  of  the  use 
recognized  by  the  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cision. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  And  Mexico. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  There  are  4.4  million 
acre-feet  under  the  terms  of  the  Court 
decision  available  for  California,  except 
when  there  is  a  surplus  in  the  river. 
According  to  the  terms  of  the  Court 
decision,  when  there  is  a  surplus,  that 
surplus  is  to  be  divided  equally  between 
the  States  of  Arizona  and  California. 

It  is  also  true  that  the  Mexican  Treaty 
calls  for  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water. 
They  used  1,850,000  acre-feet.  There  are 
other  uses,  not  authorized  uses,  yet  they 
are  real  uses.  We  cannot  stop  evapora¬ 
tion.  Maybe  they  will  be  able  to  stop  it 
by  squatters  along  that  stretch  of  the 
river. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  yield? 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  in  just  a  moment,  but  I 
should  like  to  make  this  point,  that  we 
are  talking  about  the  situation  existing 
there  now,  with  the  exception  of  the  ad¬ 
ditional  use  of  water  made  by  California 
and  what  little  extra  of  the  350,000  acre- 
feet  that  go  to  Mexico.  That  is  the  situa¬ 
tion.  Before  that  can  be  changed,  some¬ 
thing  else  must  be  done  down  there, 
which  must  be  made  available  for  the 
lower  basin  if  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  is  going  to  have  water  down  there. 
It  means  some  of  these  uses  will  have  to 
be  cut  back,  and  even  if  they  are  cut 
back,  we  cannot  hope  to  save  enough 
water,  I  think,  to  make  the  central  Ari- 
zone  project  feasible  without  using  water 
which  is  presently  credited  and  author¬ 
ized  for  the  upper  basin  States. 

I  invite  attention  to  this,  because  I 
think  it  is  important  to  understand  what 
our  position  is. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  have  the  floor.  I  will 
yield  in  just  a  moment. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kentucky,  as  always,  has  asked 
some  very  cogent  questions,  particularly 
with  respect  to  the  water  supply.  I  invite 
his  attention,  particularly  for  his  own 
reading,  to  my  individual  views  toward 
the  end  of  the  report,  and  particularly  to 
pages  150  and  151. 1  discuss  the  question 
of  water  supply  and  the  three  chief  engi¬ 
neering  studies  which  have  been  made 
most  recently  upon  this  question :  one  by 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  one  by  the 
engineering  firm  of  Tipton  and  Kalm- 
bach,  for  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
mission,  and  another  study  made  by  en¬ 
gineers  of  lower  basin  States. 

Because  of  the  Senator’s  interest,  and 
from  his  questions  about  the  water  sup¬ 
ply,  I  think  he  would  be  interested  in 
reading  this. 

Now  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona. 


Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Colorado.  I  would  say  that  if  we 
look  back  we  might  say,  “Why  do  we 
have  a  compact?”  We  have  a  compact 
because  California  was  developing  much 
more  rapidly  than  any  other  State.  They 
were  diverting  water  which  could  have 
posed  a  serious  problem  for  the  other 
States,  especially  the  upper  basin  States. 
Thus,  the  compact  was  devised  as  pro¬ 
tective  matter. 

Arizona  did  not  agree  to  that  compact 
for  almost  15  years  because  we  did  not 
think — since  700  miles  of  the  river  runs 
through  and  along  the  borders  of 
Arizona  and  California  with  less  than 
250  miles  of  river  border — that  we  had 
a  fair  arrangement — an  allocation  of  2.8 
million  acre-feet  and  California  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet.  But,  nevertheless,  we  were 
forced  to  agree  to  it,  by  1944,  because 
we  did  want  to  go  forward  with  our  own 
development. 

S.  1004  does  provide  for  the  conserva¬ 
tion  of  water.  If  we  will  notice,  the  com¬ 
puted  net  losses  on  the  river  from  Hoover 
Dam  to  Mexico  are  almost  1  million  acre- 
feet. 

Senate  bill  1004  contains  a  provision 
to  enable  going  forward  with  practices  to 
save  water,  such  as  channelization,  by 
methods  of  free  enterprise.  So  we  are 
hopeful  that  with  that  and  other  con¬ 
servation  practices  on  the  river  it  will 
be  possible  to  save  around  680,000  more 
acre-feet  of  water. 

We  have  tried  to  get  our  project  for  20 
years.  If  we  had  been  successful,  we 
would  not  be  in  the  dire  need  that  we  are 
today.  That  was  no  fault  of  the  upper 
basin  States,  but  California  insisted  that 
we  did  not  have  the  rights  we  contended 
we  did  have.  Consequently,  we  were 
forced  to  go  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
and  were  delayed  by  that  law  suit  11 
years  in  our  attempt  to  get  legislation. 
We  are  still  trying  to  get  that  legislation 
for  a  survival  project  for  Arizona. 

Colorado  has  not  developed  its  projects 
so  as  to  use  even  one  half  its  water.  We 
wish  Colorado  well.  We  hope  to  assist 
Colorado  in  doing  so.  But  why  should  our 
State  that  has  the  greatest  need  continue 
to  suffer  the  most,  when  the  other  States 
have  water.  For  instance,  although  Cali¬ 
fornia  contends  it  may  be  short  of  water, 
it  is  in  a  position  to  obtain  water  from 
other  sources  within  its  own  borders.  I 
have  before  me  a  report  or  a  statement 
of  the  executive  committee  of  the  Eel 
Flood  Control  and  Water  Conservation 
Commission  of  California  in  connection 
with  bills  considered  in  the  House  of 
'Representatives. 

I  also  have  a  table  which  illustrates 
the  amount  of  water  used  in  California. 
According  to  this  particular  statement, 
the  counties  of  northern  California,  be¬ 
cause  of  their  over  abundant  supply,  were 
desirous  of  having  water  diverted  from 
their  area  to  the  south,  so  that  it  could 
be  used  to  alleviate  problems  in  the  south, 
specifically  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

I  shall  at  a  later  time  place  the  entire 
statement  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Would  the  Senator  agree 
that  the  bill  before  us  would  not  even 
allow  us  to  make  such  a  study  for  impor¬ 
tation  of  water,  even  though  Mr.  Ely,  in 
testifying  for  the  State  of  California  in 


the  hearings,  said  that  California  would 
ask  for  such  a  study? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  bill  would  not  pre¬ 
vent  a  study.  The  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission  will  obviously  study  it.  Arizona 
does  not  have  any  other  source  of  water, 
such  as  California,  Colorado,  and  Wyo¬ 
ming  have.  We  are  dependent  on  the 
water  from  the  Colorado  River. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  telb  me  what  other  sources  of 
water  Colorado  has? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Colorado  is  fortunate  in 
having  other  sources  of  water. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Colorado  has  only  the 
streams  that  flow  in  that  State.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  asked  a  while  ago: 
While  should  not  Arizona  have  the 
water?  I  ask:  Why  should  not  the  State 
that  furnishes  70  percent  of  the  water 
that  flows  into  the  Colorado  River  have 
a  chance  to  develop  its  resources? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Colorado  made  a  com¬ 
pact  several  years  ago.  In  that  compact, 
Colorado  was  protecting  its  rights  on  the 
Colorado  River  but  by  that  compact 
clarified  the  rights  of  the  other  lower 
and  upper  basin  States.  Arizona  merely 
wants  Colorado  to  live  by  that  compact. 
We  want  to  live  by  that  compact.  That 
compact  entitles  us  to  have  2,800,000 
acre-feet  of  water. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Colorado  will  be  so  pro¬ 
tected  when  and  if  Congress  authorizes 
and  provides  funds  for.  the  development 
of  every  single  drop  of  water  to  which 
she  is  entitled,  and  not  until  then.  It  is 
not  worth  a  hoot  to  us  as  long  as  it  keeps 
flowing  down  the  river  for  anybody  in 
the  lower  basin  to  grab.  The  Senator 
knows  that. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Every  month  and  year 
we  are  suffering  more  and  more. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Arizona  is  not  the  only 
one. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  We  are  the  only  one 
suffering  to  this  extent. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  My  position  on  S.  1004 
is  premised  upon  the  relief  of  suffering 
of  all  our  sister  States,  not  just  one. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  this  dis¬ 
cussion  has  been  very  interesting.  If  the 
Senator  will  permit  me,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Arizona  a  question. 
Under  the  compact,  how  many  acre-feet 
of  water  are  appropriated  annually? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  It  is  2,800,000.  We  recog¬ 
nize  that  if  there  is  a  shortage,  it  is  up 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  decide 
the  allocation  of  that  shortage.  All  we 
are  asking  is  our  rights  to  the  percentage 
of  water  allocated.  We  want  the  water 
that  would  be  so  utilized. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  have  enjoyed  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  debate  the  past  fdw  days.  I 
want  to  compliment  all  of  you.  I  have 
never  heard  a  group  talk  about  a  prob¬ 
lem  which  is  of  vast  importance  to  all 
of  you4with  your  knowledge  and  under¬ 
standing  of  it  as  it  affects  your  States 
in  that  whole  area.  I  have  enjoyed  hear¬ 
ing  the  statements,  and  I  have  learned 
something,  due  to  your  clarity  and  your 
belief  in  your  positions.  I  also  think  it  is 
very  important  from  the  country’s 
standpoint  that  the  Senators  have 
pointed  out  the  absolute  necessity  of 
water. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Some  of  the  Eastern 
States  may  be  facing  this  problem.  The 
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Senator  has  been  helpful  with  his  ques¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  wish  to  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  want  to  say  one  thing 
to  the  Senator  from  Arizona.  I  know  he 
misspoke  a  moment  ago.  Actually,  the 
compact  did  not  give  Arizona  any  water. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Supreme  Court  did. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Supreme  Court’s 
decision  perfected  Arizona’s  right  to  the 
specific  amount  of  water  contained  in 
the  compact. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  That  is  a  technicality. 
Arizona  was  given  water  included  in  the 
amount  coming  down  to  the  lower  basin. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  But  not  any  specific 
amount. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  But  it  was  given  water. 
The  amount  was  settled  by  the  Supreme 
Court. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Is  that  not  exactly  what 
I  just  said? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  said  we  did 
not  have  specific  water  in  the  compact. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Arizona  did  not  have 
a  specific  amount  of  water  until  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  decision. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  We  thank  the  Senator 
for  clarifying  that. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  knows 
that. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Supreme  Court  did 
clarify  it.  We  do  have  2,800,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  allotted  to  us  in  the  lower 
basin.  According  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
we  are  just  as  entitled  to  those  rights  as 
California  is. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  the  2,800,000  acre- 
feet  are  available. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  concluded  my 
preliminary  remarks  for  the  day  and 
will  continue  Monday,  when  we  take  up 
this  matter  again. 

Therefore,  I  yield  the  floor,  because  I 
told  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Prouty]  some  time  ago  that 
I  would. 


/ 


INCOME  TAX  TREATMENT  OF  CER¬ 
TAIN  DISTRIBUTIONS — DEDUC¬ 

TION  OF  MEDICAL  EXPENSES  BY 
TAXPAYERS  AGED  65  AND  OVER 

AMENDMENT  NO.  24  2 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  today, 
have  had  printed  an  amendment  to 
4765,  which  was  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance  yesterday.  Whevf  H.R. 
4765  is  called  up  I  intend  to  o£Ser  that 
amendment  to  it. 

The  amendment  would  essentially  do 
two  things: 

First.  Restore  the  righLOf  a  taxpayer 
age  65  or  over  to  deducVall  medical  ex¬ 
penses  he  incurs  forynimself  and  his 
spouse:  and 
Second.  Restore  /he  right  of  taxpay¬ 
ers  in  this  age  Jdracket  to  deduct  all 
amounts  spent  tor  medicine  and  drugs 
for  themselves/and  their  spouses. 

Both  provisions  were  applicable  to 
taxable  ye^rs  prior  to  1967.  Beginning 
for  the  taxable  year  1967,  under  present 
law,  thj/medical  expenses  deduction  for 
persons  65  or  over  will  be  reduced  to  that 
portion  which  exceeds  3  percent  of  ad¬ 
justed  gross  income.  My  amendment  will 
continue  the  present  deduction  for  these 
.older  people. 


Last  year,  the  Committee  on  Finance 
amended  the  Foreign  Investors  Tax  Act 
of  1966  to  include  these  provisions  and 
the  amendment  was  approved  by  the 
Senate.  However,  the  Senate  conferees 
found  it  necessary  to  recede.  The  Senate 
had,  also,  passed  this  same  amendment 
in  1965. 

Despite  medicare,  55  to  60  percent  of 
the  medical  costs  of  elderly  citizens  have 
to  be  paid  by  them,  and  this  constitutes 
a  terrific  and  frequently  unsurmount- 
able  burden  for  a  great  majority  of 
older  people. 

Common  humanitarianism  suggests 
that  those  now  trying  to  exist  on  grossly 
inadequate  social  security  benefits  and 
small  pensions  should  not  be  forced  to 
assume  an  obligation  which  was  not 
theirs  prior  to  January  of  this  year. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  all  Senators  will 
recognize  the  importance  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  and  will  support  it  when  it  is  called 
up  on  the  floor. 


.FAR-REACHING  FEDERAL  CON¬ 
TROLS  OVER  MUTUAL  FUNDS  NOT 
PUBLIC  INTEREST 

BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  tlp^s 
week, Nth e  Banking  and  Currency  Cj 
mittee  began  hearings  on  legislatiour  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Securities  ana  Ex¬ 
change  Conamission  which  wouhr change 
the  philosophy  and  purpose  /or  which 
that  Commission  was  established.  From 
its  beginning  tnWfundamenrcil  purpose  of 
the  Securities  anoUHxchange  Commission 
has  been  to  provid\full/Qisclosure  of  in¬ 
formation  regardiiV/  securities.  How 
often,  we  have  heani  it  emphatically 
stated  by  spokesmen  orSthe  Commission 
that  its  purpose /fs  not  in  pass  on  the 
quality  of  securi/les  or  to  determine  what 
is  or  is  not  appropriate  witl^  respect  to 
price  or  proms. 

DISCLOSURE  IS  DESIRABLE  AND  EFFECTIVE 

It  is  with  this  long  background  and 
Tnstorwthat  one  cannot  help  but  bessur- 
prised/at  the  recommendations  presently 
being  discussed  in  the  Banking  and  Cin 
reprcy  Committee.  I  believe  that  most  ol 
;,  including  myself,  are  in  sympathy 
nth  the  responsibilities  granted  the  SEC, 
to  provide  for  full  disclosure.  Securities 
are  a  special  type  of  commodity,  the  value 
of  which  depends  on  many  factors  not 
readily  apparent.  When  one  considers  the 
purchase  of  a  home  or  an  automobile,  or 
household  appliance,  he  may  not  know 
very  much  about  the  construction,  or 
operation  of  the  product,  but  at  least  he 
can  see  what  he  is  purchasing.  Not  so 
with  a  security.  He  receives  only  a  cer¬ 
tificate  representing  part  ownership  in 
something  that  he  probably  has  not  seen 
and  will  never  see.  Thus,  it  is  important 
that  he  be  provided  with  facts  regarding 
the  enterprise  in  which  he  is  purchasing 
a  part. 

Disclosure  requirements  have  been  very 
helpful  to  investors  who  do  not  have  the 
time  or  knowledge  to  delve  into  those  in¬ 
tricate  facets  of  an  enterprise  which  de¬ 
termine  its  value.  Once  the  disclosure  is 
available,  it  has  been  the  general  philos¬ 
ophy  that  the  prospective  investor  should 
be  free  to  determine  whether  or  not  he 
desires  to  invest,  without  any  additional 
protection  by  Government,  except,  of 


course,  from  fraudulent  or  dishonest 
operations. 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS  ARE  TOO  BROAD 

In  the  present  proposals  for  supervi¬ 
sion  of  open-end  investment  funds  we 
have  a  request  for  powers  suggested  for 
the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
which  are  not  limited  to  disclosure  or 
regulations  regarding  disclosure  but  are 
concerned  with  the  decisions  that  have 
always  been  reserved  to  shareholders,  in¬ 
vestors,  market  forces  aim  management. 

It  is  unfortunate  tlyft  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government  Sometimes  lose  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  operation  of  the  free  enter¬ 
prise  system  to  tiWextent  that  they  seem 
to  feel  the  only  >way  to  protect  the  pub¬ 
lic  is  to  regulator prices,  profits,  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  operation  of  private  nonmonop- 
olistic  and /monutility  enterprises.  This 
is  exactly/what  the  legislation  pending 
before  our  Banking  and  Currency  Com¬ 
mittee/would  do. 

IUTUAL  FUNDS  ARE  WELL  MANAGED 

oe  mutual  fund  industry  has  been 
^veloped  to  give  the  person  who  has  a 
Relatively  small  amount  of  capital  to  in¬ 
vest  an  opportunity  to  acquire  expert 
management  and  a  diversity  in  his  in¬ 
vestment;’  it  has  been  operated  in  a  rea¬ 
sonable  manner.  It  has  provided  inves¬ 
tors  who  have  little  capital  to  invest  and 
sometimes  must  build  that  capital  by  sav¬ 
ing  a  small  monthly  amount  the  advan¬ 
tages  of  excellent  management  of  their 
funds  at  a  fee  far  lower  than  would  have 
otherwise  been  possible.  The  record  indi¬ 
cates  that  those  who  have  purchased 
mutual  fund  shares  have  profited  hand¬ 
somely  over  the  past  three  decades. 

If  mutual  fund  shareholders  generally 
were  dissatisfied  with  their  investments, 
or  if  even  a  significant  number  had  begun 
to  complain  to  Congress  there  would  be 
some  reason  to  be  sympathetic  with  the 
idea  that  there  should  be  certain  restric¬ 
tions  on  the  industry,  but  the  share¬ 
holder  reaction  is  all  to  the  contrary.  Of 
the  thousands  of  letters  I  have  received 
from  shareholders  and  industry  since 
this  legislation  was  introduced,  not  one 
correspondent  has  expressed  support  for 
£he  legislation.  And,  I  would  wager  that 
le  correspondence  of  all  other  Members 
orsthis  body  has  not  been  far  different 
fronfc  my  own.  The  general  comment  from 
shareholders  is  that  when  they  purchased 
their  scares  they  knew  what  the  sales 
charge  whs,  and  considering  the  doubling 
or  triplinK  of  the  value  of  their  invest¬ 
ment,  they\onsider  the  sales  cost  to  be 
insignifiiant.\ncidentally,  the  sales  cost 
is  disclosed  on \he  face  of  every  prospec¬ 
tus,  and  from  theunformation  supplied  at 
the  hearings  it  isSobvious  that  it  is  dis¬ 
cussed  with  every  prospective  buyer.  No 
one  would  suggest  ttiat  all  investors  in 
mutual  funds  are  completely  aware  of  all 
facets  of  their  investment,  since  many 
are  unsophisticated  in  matters  of  invest¬ 
ment.  This  does  not  mean,  i\owever,  that 
because  of  their  lack  of  knowledge  or 
sophistication  the  mutual  fumlindustry 
is  taking  advantage  of  them.  T&ie  very 
fact  that  some  very  sophisticatecrunves- 
tors  with'  many  jnillions  to  invest\pur- 
chase  mutual  funds  in  order  to  makmnse 
of  the  same  management  and  get  file 
same  results  as  the  person  with  only 
few  dollars  and  no  investment  know-how' 
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IGHLIGHTS:  House  coirmitte®' reported  peanut  acreage  allotment  bill.  House  agreed 
to  World  Farm  Center  resolution.  Houae  subcommittee  approved  bill  to  permit  advance 
payments  to  wheat  producers. 


SENATE 

1.  MEAT  INSPECTION.  Sen.  Brewster  added  his  name  as  a  cosponsor  and  spo^e  in  favor 

of  ,  the  proposed  Wholesome  Meat  Act  of  1967,  and  inserted  an  editorial 

supporting  his  position,  p.  S11000 

2.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Forest  Service  which  conceits 
"’the  status  of  comparative  studies  of  allowable  cutting  rates  and  management 

planning  methods  used  by  the  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,"  pp.  S11055-6 


3.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  1004,  authorizing  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Central  Arizona  project,  pp.  S11018-50,  S11056-69 


4.  AIR^OLLUTION,  Sen.  Boggs  inserted  an  article,  "Crisis  in  the  Air  from  Cleveland 
to  L<xs  Angeles."  pp.  S 10980-1 


5.  POVERTY .\  Sen.  Nelson  inserted  an  article  describing  the  work  of  an  Oj 
"Upward  Blunders  Study  Conservation. "  pp,  S10987-8 


project. 


6.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Sen.  Jackson  commended  the  loan  program  of  the  Small  Business 
AdministratiorKand  cited  an  example  of  "how  businessmen  in  the/state  of  Wash¬ 
ington  are  usin\  sound  business  practices  and  innovative  genyis  to  promote  both 
agriculture  and  industry  in  building  a  strong  economy  for  oyr  State."  pp, 

S 10988-9 


7.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Proxmire inserted  an  article  which  criticises  the  estimates  in  the 
budget  deficit,  "Treasury  Missed  Tax  Yield  Guess — Fiso4l  Mystery  is  Blamed  for 
Enlarging  of  Deficit  in  Federal  Budget."  pp.  Sl098^/90 


8.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  a  Tex.  farm  association  resolution  urging 
more  State  and  Federal  funds  njr  agricultural  research  in  Tex.  p.  S10992 


< 


9.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Percy  inserted  an  article,  "Hoj/sing  and  Urban  Development,  1967," 
and  stated  that  the  article  is  "an^xcellenc  short  summary  of  the  present 
status  and  prospects  for  Federal  housing  ynd  urban  development  programs." 
pp.  S11004-8  A  ' 


10.  MINK  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Bennett  spoke  in 
free  imports  of  mink,  and  inserted 
S11051-2 


ivor\of  his  bill  S.  1897,  to  limit  duty- 
lette\  supporting  this  measure,  pp. 


11.  WILD  RIVERS.  Began  consideratic 
a  national  wild  rivers  system^ 


of  S.  119,  to 
pp.  S11069-72 


reserve  certain  public  lands  for 


12.  FEDERAL  SPENDING.  Sen.  MiLZer  inserted  an  article,  '^Taxes  and  Problem  of 

Financing  A  War,"  and  stated  this  article,  "well  points  out  the  deep  need  for 
drastic  reduction  in  ncnruiefense  spending  and  the  establishment  of  priorities 
for  our  Federal  Government's  spending  budget."  pp.  S11076-7 


( 


13.  GEOTHERMAL  STEAM.  A/ subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  InsulaiyAf fairs  Committee 
approved  for  fuiyxommittee  consideration  with  amendment  S.  Z'SL  authorizing 
issuance  of  leases  for  development  of  geothermal  steam  on  the  public  lands, 
p.  D689 


14.  WHEAT  ACREAGff.  Sen.  Jackson  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  S.  1722,  to\amend  the 
wheat  acreage  allotment  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Accyof  1938. 
p.  S1097; 


HOUSE 


15.  PEANUTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  H.  R.  11565,  to  amend  section  351 

or  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  authorize  the  trans* 
fer  of  peanut  acreage  allotments  (II,  Rept.  539).  p.  H10048 
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The  antirioting  bill  or  “Stokely  Car¬ 
michael”  legislation  as  passed  in  the 
SHouse  of  Representatives  and  in  the 
farm  being  considered  in  the  Senate 
CoHamittee  on  Judiciary  is  clearly  un- 
consWtutional.  Let  us  not  surrender  to 
angerNand  hysteria.  Rather,  let  us  be 
vigilanCSand  insistent  that  city,  county, 
and  Stark  prosecuting  or  district  attor¬ 
neys  enforce  the  many  and  entirely  ade¬ 
quate  criminal  laws  of  their  States  and 
the  adequate  ^ordinances  of  their  cities 
and  villages  agKlnst  disorderly  conduct, 
rioting,  looting,  assault,  and  a  multiplic¬ 
ity  of  offenses,  ancrthat  State  Governors 
call  out  the  entire  ^National  Guard  of 
such  States  if  and  whe\  violence  and  law¬ 
breaking  attains  the  magnitude  of  the 
recent  violence  in  Detroit.  If  Congress 
has  nothing  better  to  do  Iht  us  adjourn 
instead  of  passing  bad,  unconstitutional, 
and  unneeded  criminal  laws  such  as  was 
recently  passed  in  the  other  body. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor\ 


ORDER  OP  BUSINESS  \ 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  for 
such  time  as  he  desires  without  losing 
my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  immediately 
thereafter  I  may  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Fannin]  for  an  insertion  and  cor¬ 
rection  of  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  be  delighted  to  yield  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin]  for 
that  purpose  now,  and  then  be  recog¬ 
nized  for  a  period  of  time  not  to  exceed 
10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  during' 
the  debate  Friday,  I  inserted  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  certain  energy  rates  summarized' in 
the  Stetson  study  of  the  original  Pacific 
Southwest  water  plan,  prepared  for  the 
Califomia-Colorado  River  Contractors. 
Upon  reading  Friday’s  Record>1  see  that 
some  clerical  errors  were  made  in  the 
designation  of  those  energy  tates.  At  this 
time,  for  the  Record,  I  wmud  like  to  cor¬ 
rect  those  figures.  The  correct  figures  are 
as  follows:  / 

Energy  rates  per/cilowatt-hours 
[Mhls] 

Marble-Bridge:  / 

On-peak _ 7/_ _ 6.  0 

Off-peak _ A-- _ 3.  0 

Hoover _ .Y. _ 4.  0 

Parker-Davie  _ 4.  7 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  cor¬ 
rection  will  be  made. 


/  VIETNAM 

iMr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
^nission  of  Gen.  Maxwell  Taylor  and 
Clark  Clifford  has  been  completed.  They 


have  stated  that  there  was  unanimous 
agreement  among  our  allies  that  now  is 
the  time  for  a  maximum  effort  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  They  both  have  indicated  that  our 
allies  are  in  full  accord  on  a  continua¬ 
tion — if  not  a  further  step-up — of  the 
bombing  of  North  Vietnam.  Whether  or 
not  they  sought  additional  allied  troops 
is  not  known,  but  on  this  point,  it  ap¬ 
pears  the  reaction  of  our  allies  was  nega¬ 
tive.  There  was  also  some  vague  refer¬ 
ence  to  a  possible  summit,  meeting  but 
there  again,  nothing  positive  was  forth¬ 
coming. 

It  is  of  relevance  to  note  that  during 
this  past  week  the  President  stated  in  his 
tax  message  that  in  addition  to  recom¬ 
mending  a  10-percent  surcharge  tax  on 
individuals  and  corporations  he  would 
also  send  45,000  men  to  Vietnam  to  in¬ 
crease  our  strength  there  to  approxi¬ 
mately  525,000.  It  was  also  announced 
that  the  battleship  New  Jersey  would  be 
taken  out  of  mothballs  and  prepared  for 
duty  in  the  Far  East  at  a  cost  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $30  million. 

All  these  factors  indicate  a  further 
escalation  with  the  costs  in  lives  arm 
.money  being  borne  preponderantly/by 
qs.  They  also  indicate  that  a  linger 
duration  of  the  war  is  in  the  offi/g  and 
that  the  prospects  for  peace  may  well 
haveMiminished  accordingly,  yvhile  this 
would \e  a  valid  assumption  /n  the  sur¬ 
face,  I  wsmld  hope  that  in  tjne  meantime, 
instead  ok  continued  intensification  of 
the  war,  we'would  followThrough  on  the 
Cooper  formula  to  interdict  the  supply 
lines  of  North  Vietnam  at  the  17th  paral¬ 
lel — which  inciawitaly  would  be  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  a  statement  attributed  to  Gen¬ 
eral  Taylor  to  t/e\ffect  that  the  sup¬ 
ply  lines  from  tne  north  into  South  Viet¬ 
nam  “should l  Joe  interdMed  to  the  best  of 
our  ability//  \ 

Furthermore,  I  believe  lhat  construc¬ 
tion  of  Ahe  defensive  barrier  at  the 
southern  end  of  the  DMZ  should  be  step¬ 
ped  up  as  much  as  possible  tk  the  end 
that/ the  thinned-out  marines,  imdhe  1st 
Corps  area  would  be  given  this  ftroe  of 
assistance  at  the  earliest  practical Xate. 
'  Finally,  I  believe  that  the  U.S.  resdim- 
tion  which  has  been  sitting  “on  its  bofcr 
tom”  in  the  United  Nations  Security 
Council  since  late  January  1966,  should 
be  resurrected  by  the  United  States  on 
its  own  initiative — I  wish  to  repeat: 
The  U.S.  resolution  should  be  resur¬ 
rected  by  the  United  States  on  its 
own  initiative — and  taken  up  by  that 
body  as  expeditiously  as  possible  now 
that  the  most  intensive  part  of  the  crisis 
in  the  Middle  East — which  the  Security 
Council  faced  up  to — has  now  passed. 

The  accentuation  should  not  be  on 
further  escalation  in  which  the  enemy 
can  match  and  outmatch  us  but  on  con¬ 
centration  and  consolidation  in  South 
Vietnam  through  the  first  two  of  the 
three  point  formula  listed  above  and  by 
taking  the  third  part  of  that  formula  to 
the  United  Nations  immediately. 

In  a  more  general  vein,  I  would  point 
out  that  the  United  Nations  was  estab¬ 
lished  “to  save  succeeding  generations 
from  the  scourage  of  war.”  Its  primary 
purpose  is  to  maintain  international 
peace  and  security.  Yet  in  Vietnam, 
where  events  are  pushing  the  conflict  to¬ 


wards  another  world  war,  the  United 
Nations  is  conspicuously  absent.  The 
Secretary-General  has  made  vigorous 
personal  diplomatic  efforts  to  bringKabout 
negotiations  for  peace.  The  Security 
Council  at  one  point  was  ask/l  by  the 
United  States  to  look  at  the  ^natter  but, 
for  various  reasons,  apparently  did  not 
look  at  the  time.  The  potential  of  the 
United  Nations  to  contribute  to  peace  in 
Vietnam,  in  short,  has  not  even  been 
explored,  much  less  utilized. 

To  bring  the  United  Nations  into  Viet¬ 
nam,  by  taking  up  Vietnam  in  the  Se¬ 
curity  Council,/;  as  essential  for  the 
future  of  the  United  Nations  as  it  is  for 
us,  the  Viet/amese  people  and  world 
world  peace/ A  realistic  appraisal  of  the 
U.N.  presents  us  from  expecting  the 
Security/Council  to  produce  some  mirac¬ 
ulous  solution  overnight.  It  ought  not 
prevent  us,  however,  from  expecting  the 
Council  at  least  to  confront  the  issue  of 
Vietnam  squarely  and  to  make  a  real  ef¬ 
fort  to  contribute  to  its  solution. 

/  In  22  years  of  existence  the  United 
Nations  has  expanded  from  51  to  122 
members  and  its  regular  budget  has  gone 
from  $19.3  to  $116.7  million.  The  success 
of  the  United  Nations,  however,  will  not 
be  measured  by  the  number  of  members, 
much  less  by  the  amount  of  money  that 
is  spent.  As  with  the  League  of  Nations, 
it  will  stand  or  fall  by  the  contribution 
it  makes  to  world  peace.  As  with  the 
League,  the  U.N.  will  fall  if  peace  falls. 

Even  a  continued  reticence  to  attempt 
to  cope  with  the  Vietnamese  conflict 
through  the  organization  can  only  lead  to 
a  decline  in  its  real  strength  and  sig¬ 
nificance.  In  that  respect,  the  U.N.  will 
grow  weaker  and  weaker  even  if  it  grows 
larger  and  larger. 

So  I  would  urge  again  that,  as  a  mini¬ 
mum,  the  procedural  machinery  of  the 
Security  Council  be  utilized  to  its  fullest. 
Under  this  machinery,  the  Security 
Council  could  invite  all  belligerents,  di¬ 
rect  and  indirect,  including  China  and 
North  Vietnam  as  well  as  South  Vietnam 
and  the  National  Liberation  Front,  to 
participate  in  an  open  discussion  of  the 
conflict  and  ways  and  means  of  ending 
it.  If  negotiations  for  peace  could  come 
under  the  direct  auspices  of  the  United 
^Nations,  or,  more  probably,  at  its  instiga¬ 
tion,  they  could  be  conducted  in  the  Gen¬ 
eva.  Conferences  or  in  some  other  suitable 
forum.  An  initiative  of  this  kind  might 
helpX?e  United  Nations  regain  the  con- 
fidencXwhich  tends  to  drain  away  with 
every  daV  that  the  organization  remains 
aloof  froln  the  Vietnamese  conflict. 
There  is  nothing  to  lose  and  much  to 
gain  if  the  United  Nations  moves  now 
on  Vietnam.  \ 

Mr.  COOPErNmi-.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  M's,  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  for  3  minutes,  winoout  losing  my 
right  to  the  floor.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  \ 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President\the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader,  and  \  great 
leader  of  our  country,  has  spokeh  to¬ 
day,  as  he  has  spoken  many  times  in  past 
years,  asking  that  our  Government  fol- 
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lofa  a  rational  course  in  dealing  with 
theNyar  in  Vietnam.  The  Senator  from 
Montana  speaks  sensibly.  I  hope  very 
much  t>hat  our  Government  will  listen 
to  him. 

As  I  havyin  the  past,  I  support  his  call 
that  the  question  of  Vietnam  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  tnh  Security  Council  of  the 
United  Nation^  and  submitted  by  our 
country  without\.ny  reservations  what¬ 
soever. 

We  have  witnessed  a  decline  in  the 
strength  and  influence  of  the  United 
Nations  in  past  years,  sut  its  recent  ac¬ 
tion  in  dealing  with  tne  Middle  East 
crisis  gave  some  hope  oryits  ability  to 
deal  with  war.  The  Secmdty  Council 
finally  did  come  to  an  agreement  for  a 
cease-fire  and  it  is  again  considering 
means  by  which  the  basic  problems  of 
that  region  my  be  solved. 

I  do  not  see  why  our  country  i^ould 
not  take  the  course  of  submission  to  the 
United  Nations,  take  it  fully  and  withor 
reservations,  as  the  majority  leader  hasN 
asked  that  it  be  done. 

I,  too,  have  noted  with  concern  im¬ 
plications  of  the  report  of  General  Tay¬ 
lor  and  Mr.  Clark  Clifford  and  the  an¬ 
nouncement  that  additional  troops  will 
be  needed  in  South  Vietnam  immedi¬ 
ately.  It  may  be  militarily  necessary,  in 
order  to  protect  the  security  of  our 
troops,  to  deploy  additional  troops. 
What  gives  concern  is  that  this  pro¬ 
cedure  may  be  repeated  again  and  again 
with  more  troops,  increased  bombing,  and 
ever  mounting  escalation;  and,  of  course, 
that  means  it  is  believed  the  war  will  go 
on  and  on. 

As  I  have  in  the  past,  I  urge  again  that 
before  this  process  commences  again,  be¬ 
fore  it  is  accepted  by  our  Government 
and  expansion  of  the  war  is  re¬ 
quired,  that  it  take  the  step  I  have  pro¬ 
posed;  namely,  that  it  stop  uncondi¬ 
tionally  the  bombing  of  North  Vietnam, 
and  bomb  at  those  points  where  infiltra¬ 
tion  routes  enter  South  Vietnam,  to  de¬ 
termine  if  negotiations  are  possible.  I 
support  also  the  step  which  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader  has  urged,  to 
strengthen  by  cleaning  the  DMZ  to  give 
greater  protection  to  our  troops. 

I  believe  that  an  unconditional  end  to 
the  bombing  would  be  an  incentive  for 
the  United  Nations  to  take  the  subject  o$ 
Vietnam  under  consideration.  It  woi 
demonstrate  that  the  United  Stafes 
means  what  it  says  about  seeking  honor¬ 
able  and  just  settlement  of  the  wa 

The  distinguished  majority/  leader 
never  speaks  as  an  obstructionist.  He  al¬ 
ways  speaks  constructively/ He  offers 
again  to  our  Government,  zo  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  to  the  Congres/ a  way  which 
can  be  tested  to  see  if  inis  war  can  be 
ended,  and  ended  honorably. 

The  consequences  yof  its  continuation 
are  known  to  all  oj/us,  in  relation  to  all 
the  problems  we  are  facing  in  this  coun¬ 
try  and  in  the  world. 

I  hope  with jt\\  my  heart  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  offerecyby  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  will  be  accepted  by  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. . 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  S/iator  from  Kentucky  yield? 

,  COOPER.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
th/Senator  from  Montana. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  want  to  thank  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kentucky  for 
his  comments.  I  know  of  no  one  In  this 
body  who  is  more  constructive  In  out¬ 
look,  in  desiring  to  achieve  an  honorable 
solution  to  this  war,  and  no  one  more 
worried  and  frustrated  about  its  con¬ 
tinuance  than  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  who,  I  believe,  represents  the  views 
of  the  great  majority  of  the  Members  of 
this  body,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  as 
well  as  a  great  majority  of  the  American 
people. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  and  I 
have  served  together  for  a  long  time, 
not  only  in  the  Senate  but  also  as  fellow 
delegates  to  the  United  Nations. 

I  want  to  express  to  him  once  again  my 
personal  appreciation  for  the  statesman¬ 
ship  which  he  has  shown  not  only  re¬ 
cently  but  also  down  through  the  years, 
and  for  his  understanding  and  his  cour¬ 
age  in  making  known  the  views  which  he 
feels,  not  only  in  his  mind  but  in  his 
heart  as  well. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

ffie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
atorNfrom  Colorado  will  state  it. 

MrXALLOTT.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  me  parliamentary  situation  tha 
the  pending  business  is  S.  1004  and  that, 
under  the  eu’der  previously  entered,  after 
a  call  of  the\quorum,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Coloracfls.  will  then  be  recognized? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER. /he  Sen-, 
ator  from  Colorado  is  correct 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Ms\  Presid/t,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum  and  it  will  be  a 
live  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OPJffCER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  leg/lativX  clerk  called 
the  roll,  and  the  /flowing  Senators  an¬ 
swered  to  their  names: 

[/>.  205  Leg.] 


Aiken 

/Tannin 

Mortork 

Allott 

/Gruening 

Moss  \ 

Anderson  / 

Hansen 

Murphy  \ 

Bartlett  / 

Hayden 

Prouty  \ 

Boggs  / 

Hill 

Rlblcoff  \ 

Byrd,  Vf \/ 

Jackson 

Russell  \ 

Byrd,  W  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Smith 

Cann/li 

Kuchel 

Talmadge 

Case/ 

Lausche 

Williams,  Del. 

Ch/rch 

Magnuson 

Yarborough 

Gooper 

Mansfield 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

/urtis 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

rDominick 

Montoya 

Ellender 

Morse 

and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Griffin]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr-V 
Cotton]  is  detained  on  official  busines 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quor 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  MryPres- 
ident,  I  move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms 
be  directed  to  request  the  attei/fance  of 
absent  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICE/.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  /notion  of  the 
Senator  from  West  Virgir 

The  motion  was  agree/  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order  of 
the  Senate. 

After  a  little  defay,  the  following  Sen- 


ators  entered  the  Chamber 
to  their  names/ 

and  answered 

Bennett  / 

Hollings 

Mundt 

Bible  / 

Hruska 

Muskie 

Brewster  / 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Brooke  / 

Javits 

Pearson 

Burdick/ 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Percy 

Carlsoi / 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Proxmire 

Clarl/ 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Dirkeen 

Long,  La. 

Scott 

Erwin 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Dong 

McClellan 

Spong 

/arris 

McGovern 

Symington 

Hart 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Hatfield 

Miller 

Tower 

Hickenlooper 

Holland 

Mondale 

Monroney 

Williams,  N.J. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Connect¬ 
icut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke],  and  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  McGee], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pell],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  is 
absent  because  of  a  death  in  the  family. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker] 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 

is  present. 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New 
Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that,  without  a  doubt  that  the  Colorado 
River  is  the  most  controversial  body  of 
water  in  the  western  hemisphere,  if  not 
in  the  world.  Those  of  us  who  have  been 
close  to  its  problems  have  come  to  realize 
that  the  Colorado  River  may  soon  be  the 
first  major  river  in  the  world  to  have  its 
entire  water  supply  controlled  by  man 
and  put  to  use  in  such  a  way  that  not  one 
drop  will  ever  again  be  discharged  to  the 
ocean.  On  any  river  system,  water  re¬ 
source  problems,  as  any  other  commodity 
in  limited  supply,  tend  to  become  increas¬ 
ingly  complicated  as  the  water  resource 
becomes  more  scarce.  Increasingly  com¬ 
plex  decisions  are  required.  The  Colorado 
River  is  no  exception. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  segment  of  this  great  Nation.  Its 
area,  which  embraces  parts  of  seven 
States,  is  rich  in  mineral  and  land  re¬ 
sources — and  in  space.  Its  area  is  about 
one-twelfth  that  of  the  48  contiguous 
United  States.  Due  to  the  great  imbal¬ 
ance  that  exists  between  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  and  other  natural  resources,  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  region  have  always  had  to  face 
greater  difficulties  than  in  other  sections 
of  the  country  in  bringing  their  resources 
together  for  the  creation  of  wealth, 
homes,  and  the  means  to  making  a  living. 
Those  who  are  familiar  with  the  great 
Southwest  can  attest  to  the  fact  that  the 
results  of  their  efforts  are  staggering. 
But  the  surface  has  only  been  scratched; 
if  we  can  continue  to  make  water  avail¬ 
able  in  the  region  at  the  time  and  in  the 
places  where  it  will  be  needed  for  further 
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constructive  development  of  the  other 
vast  resources,  past  accomplishments  will 
seem  pale  by  comparison. 

Last  week  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
in  a  brilliant  speech  outlined  the  salient 
problem  of  the  Colorado  River.  During 
the  course  of  that  speech  he  discussed 
the  steps  which  had  led  up  to  the  present 
situation  and  the  reporting  of  S.  1004,  a 
bill  for  the  benefit  of  Arizona.  He  dis¬ 
cussed  also  the  efforts  that  have  been 
made  over  a  period  of  years,  even  while 
our  good  friend,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  was  Governor  of 
Arizona,  and  when  our  good  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hansen], 
was  the  Governor  of  Wyoming,  efforts 
that  had  gone  on  over  a  number  of  years, 
the  estimated  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars  that  had  been  spent,  the  innu¬ 
merable  meetings  by  members  of  State 
water  boards,  water  authorities,  water 
engineers,  the  Governors,  and  the  at¬ 
torneys  general  of  seven  States,  in  order 
to  come  to  agreement  upon  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Mr.  President,  those  States  did  come 
to  an  agreement  and  an  understanding 
which  was  agreed  to  by  all  of  the  seven 
Governors  and,  as  far  as  I  know,  the 
corresponding  water  authorities  in  each 
of  those  States.  Then,  last  fall,  thereto¬ 
fore  unknown  to  many  of  us,  we  learned 
for  the  first  time  that  there  was  a 
change.  I  shall  read  a  few  remarks  from 
page  147  of  the  hearings  which  explain 
exactly  what  happened  in  the  language 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior : 

Secretary  Udall.  I  don’t  want  to  misstate 
Senator  Hayden’s  position  because  lie  has 
consistently  been  not  for  what  I  would  call 
the  full-fledged  4.4  priority.  He  has  favored 
limitations,  and  I  should  probably  let  him 
speak  for  himself  on  that,  but  at  one  point 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  there  was  com¬ 
plete  agreement  that  there  should  be  some 
kind  of  4.4  priority. 

Senator  Kuchel.  In  which  you  partici¬ 
pated. 

Secretary  Udall.  I  participated  in  that; 
yes. 

Senator  Kuchel.  I  will  supply  my  version 
of  that  for  the  record  a  little  later  on.  You 
have  suggested  in  your  proposal,  Mr.  Secre¬ 
tary,  a  so-called  prepurchase  of  electricity  in 
the  amount  of  some  $92  million,  and  stated 
to  the  committee  that  there  is  ample  prece¬ 
dent  I  think  for  this.  Actually  is  this  not  a 
new  concept  that  you  bring  to  this  commit¬ 
tee,  in  an  attempt  to  justify  the  removal  of 
the  dam  controversy  on  the  river? 

Secretary  Udall.  There  is  nothing  exactly 
like  this  that  has  been  proposed,  and,  quite 
frankly,  I  think  it  is  a  very  creative  approach 
to  the  problem.  It  is  one  of  the  alternatives 
we  developed  last  fall  working  with  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget,  and  I  was  glad  they  went 
along  with  it.  Senator. 

I  hate  to  see  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
with  the  work  I  see  ahead  of  it,  get  tied  to 
one  formula  or  locked  into  one  set  way  of 
doing  business.  In  many  areas  of  the  West 
we  do  not  have  major  hydroelectric  sites  re¬ 
maining.  I  think  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
ought  not  to  be  tied  to  one  way  of  doing 
business.  This  is  the  reason  I  think  we  are 
setting  a  new  policy,  a  new  pattern. 

Mr.  President,  apparently  Secretary 
Udall,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and 
perhaps  others  interested  in  the  project 
as  it  now  stands,  got  together  last  fall 
at  a  time  when  the  seven  States  thought 
they  were  locked  in  agreement  upon  the 


type  of  bill  that  all  seven  States  could 
support;  but  it  is  significant  that  it  was 
not  until  February  of  this  year  that  the 
Secretary  made  his  announcement  about 
the  new-fangled  type  of  reclamation 
which  will  surely  wreck  reclamation. 

So,  we  heard  about  it  for  the  first 
time  and  shortly  after  that  a  bill  was 
introduced  by  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
for  the  administration,  and  also  the 
present  bill  introduced  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Arizona, 
S.  1004. 

Mr.  President,  the  other  day,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  offered  for  printing  a  bill  which  es¬ 
sentially  sets  out  the  seven-State  under¬ 
standing  and  agreement.  The  seven 
States  have  been  substantially  in  agree¬ 
ment  on  this  matter  for  a  period  of  ap¬ 
proximately  2  years,  prior  to  this  year — 
at  least  that  long  a  period  of  time — and 
the  bill  that  he  offered  for  printing  the 
other  day  was  sponsored  by  the  brother 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Repre¬ 
sentative  Morris  Udall,  of  Arizona. 

During  the  course  of  this  summer,  on 
June  23,  to  be  exact,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Colorado,  together  with  Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett,  Mr.  Dominick,  Mr.  Kuchel,  Mr. 
Moss,  and  Mr.  Murphy,  offered  an 
amendment  to  S.  1004,  which  is  the  Hay¬ 
den  bill,  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  time  I  call  up  my 
amendment,  which  is  an  amendment  by 
way  of  a  substitute  for  the  entire  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Montoya  in  the  chair) .  The  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  will  be 
stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  (No.  214)  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  substitute  is  as  follows: 

•  Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert: 

“TITLE  I— COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 
PROJECT:  OBJECTIVES 

“Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  ‘Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act’. 

“Sec.  102.  The  Congress  recognizes  that 
the  present  and  growing  water  shortages  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  constitute  urgent 
problems  of  national  concern,  and  accord¬ 
ingly  authorizes  and  directs  the  National 
Water  Commission  and  the  Water  Resources 
Council,  established  by  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act  (Public  Law  89-80),  to  give 
highest  priority  to  the  preparation  of  a  plan 
and  program  for  the  relief  of  such  shortages, 
in  consultation  with  the  States  and  Federal 
entities  affected,  as  provided  in  this  Act. 
This  program  is  declared  to  be  for  the  pur¬ 
poses,  among  others,  of  regulating  the  flow 
of  the  Colorado  River;  controlling  floods; 
improving  navigation;  providing  for  the 
storage  and  delivery  of  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  reclamation  of  lands,  in¬ 
cluding  supplemental  water  supplies,  for 
municipal,  industrial,  and  other  beneficial 
purposes;  improving  water  quality;  provid¬ 
ing  for  basic  public  outdoor  recreation  facil¬ 
ities;  improving  conditions  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life;  and  the  generation  and  sale  of  hydro- 
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electric  power  as  an  incident  of  the  fore¬ 
going  purposes. 

“TITLE  II — SOUTHWEST  INVESTIGATIONS 
AND  PLANNING 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Council,  in  consulta¬ 
tion  with  the  Commission,  acting  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  procedure  prescribed  in  section 
103  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act, 
shall  within  one  hundred  and  twenty  days 
following  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  estab¬ 
lish  principles,  standards,  and  procedures 
for  the  program  of  investigations  and  submit¬ 
tal  of  plans  and  reports  authorized  by  this 
section  and  section  203.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
‘Secretary’) ,  under  the  direction  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  in  conformity  with  the  principles, 
standards,  and  procedures  so  established,  is 
authorized  and  directed  to — 

“(1)  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range 
water  supply  available  for  consumptive  use 
in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  current  water 
requirements  therein,  and  of  the  rate  of 
growth  of  water  requirements  therein  to  at 
least  the  year  2030; 

“(2)  investigate  sources  and  means  of 
supplying  water  to  meet  the  current  and 
anticipated  water  requirements  of  the  Colo- 
radio  River  Basin,  including  reductions  in 
losses,  importations  from  sources  outside 
the  natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado 
River  system,  desalination,  weather  modifi¬ 
cation,  and  other  means; 

“(3)  investigate  projects  within  the  lower 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River,  including  proj¬ 
ects  on  tributaries  of  the  Colorado  River, 
where  undeveloped  water  supplies  are  avail¬ 
able  or  can  be  made  available  by  replace¬ 
ment  or  exchange; 

“(4)  undertake  investigations,  in  coop¬ 
eration  with  other  concerned  agencies,  of  the 
feasibility  of  proposed  development  plans  in 
maintaining  an  adequate  water  quality 
throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin; 

“(5)  investigate  means  of  providing  for 
prudent  water  conservation  practices  to  per¬ 
mit  maximum  beneficial  utilization  of  avail¬ 
able  water  supplies  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin; 

“(6)  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of 
the  long-range  water  supply  in  States  and 
areas  from  which  water  may  be  imported  into 
the  Colorado  River  system,  together  with  es¬ 
timates  of  the  probable  ultimate  require¬ 
ments  for  water  within  those  States  and 
areas  of  origin,  for  all  purposes,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  consumptive  use,  navi¬ 
gation,  river  regulation,  power,  enhancement 
of  fishery  resources,  pollution  control,  and 
disposal  of  wastes  to  the  ocean,  and  estimates 
of  the  quantities  of  water,  if  any,  that  will 
be  available  in  excess  of  such  requirements 
in  the  States  and  areas  of  origin  for  ex¬ 
portation  to  the  Colorado  River  system;  and 

“(7)  investigate  current  and  anticipated 
water  requirements  of  areas  outside  the  na¬ 
tural  drainage  areas  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  which  feasibly  can  be  served  from 
importation  facilities  en  route  to  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  prepare  reconnaissance  reports  of 
a  staged  plan  or  plans  for  projects  adequate, 
in  his  judgment,  to  meet  the  requirements 
reported  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
in  conformity  with  section  202. 

“(c)  The  plan  for  the  first  stage  of  works 
to  meet  the  future  requirements  of  the  areas 
of  deficiency  and  surplus  as  determined 
from  studies  performed  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
import  works  necessary  to  provide  two  mil¬ 
lion  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  annual¬ 
ly  for  use  from  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry,  including 
satisfaction  of  the  obligations  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  and  losses  of  water  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  performance  of  that  treaty. 
Plans  for  import  works  for  the  first  stage 
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may  also  Include  facilities  to  provide  water 
in  the  following  additional  quantities: 

“(1)  Up  to  two  million  acre-feet  annually 
in  the  Colorado  River  for  use  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin; 

“(2)  Up  to  two  million  acre-feet  annually 
in  the  Colorado  River  system  for  use  in  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin,  directly  or  by 
exchange; 

“(3)  Such  additional  quantities,  not  to 
exceed  two  million  acre-feet  annually,  as  the 
Secretary  finds  may  be  required  and  market¬ 
able  in  areas  which  can  be  served  by  said  im¬ 
portation  facilities  en  route  to  the  Colorado 
River  system. 

“(d)  The  Congres  declares  that  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  constitutes  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  upper  di¬ 
vision  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming)  and  States  of  the  lower  division 
(Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada)  shall  be 
relieved  from  all  obligations  which  may 
have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact  when 
the  President  issues  the  proclamation  speci¬ 
fied  in  section  305(b)  of  this  Act. 

“(e)  The  Secretary  shall  submit  annually 
to  to  Commission,  the  President,  and  the 
Congress  reports  covering  progress  on  the  in¬ 
vestigations  and  reports  authorized  by  this 
section. 

“Sec.  202.  (a)  In  planning  works  to  im¬ 
port  water  into  the  Colorado  River  system 
from  sources  outside  the  natural  drainage 
areas  of  the  system,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
provision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  interests  of  the  States  and  areas 
of  origin,  including  (in  the  case  of  works  to 
import  water  for  use  in  the  lower  basin  of  the 
Colorado  River)  assistance  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  title  IV  of  this 
Act,  to  the  end  that  water  supplies  may  be 
available  for  use  therein  adequate  to  satisfy 
their  ultimate  requirements  at  prices  to  users 
not  adversely  affected  by  the  exportation  of 
water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

“(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future, 
for  water  within  any  State  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river 
basin  and  from  which  water  is  exported  by 
works  planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall 
have  a  priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the 
use  of  the  waters  of  that  river  basin,  for  all 
purposes,  as  against  the*  uses  of  the  water 
delivered  by  means  of  such  exportation 
works,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  inter¬ 
state  agreement. 

“Sec.  203.  (a)  On  or  before  December  31, 
1970,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  a  proposed 
reconnaissance  rep>ort  on  the  first  stage  of 
the  staged  plan  of  development  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  affected  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  for  their  comments  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  which  shall  be  submitted  within  six 
months  after  receipt  of  the  report. 

“(b)  After  receipt  of  the  comments  of  the 
Commission,  affected  States,  and  Federal 
agencies  on  such  reconnaissance  report,  but 
not  later  than  January  1,  1972,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  transmit  the  report  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and,  through  the  President,  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  All  comments  received  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  under  the  procedure  specified  in  this 
section  shall  be  included  therein.  The  letter 
of  transmittal  and  its  attachments  shall  be 
printed  as  a  House  or  Senate  document. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  proceed  promptly 
thereafter  with  preparation  of  a  feasibility 
report  on  the  first  stage  of  said  plan  of  de¬ 
velopment  if  he  finds,  on  the  basis  of  recon¬ 
naissance  investigations  pursuant  to  section 
201,  that  a  water  supply  surplus  to  the  needs 
of  the  area  of  origin  exists,  benefits  of  the 
proposed  first  stage  exceed  costs,  and  repay¬ 
ment  can  be  made  in  accordance  w^th  titles 
III  and  IV  of  this  Act.  Such  feasibility  re.- 
port  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Commission 
and  to  the  affected  States  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  not  later  than  January  1,  1973. 


“(d)  After  receipt  of  the  comments  of  the 
Commission  and  affected  States  and  Federal 
agencies  on  such  feasibility  report,  but  not 
later  than  June  30,  1973,  the  Secretary  shall 
transmit  his  final  report  to  the  President 
and,  through  the  President,  to  the  Congress. 
All  comments  received  by  the  Secretary  un¬ 
der  the  procedure  specified  in  this  section 
shall  be  included  therein.  The  letter  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  its  attachments  shall  be  printed 
as  a  House  or  Senate  document. 

“Sec.  204.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  as  are  required 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 
“TITLE  III — AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PRO¬ 
TECTION  OF  EXISTING  USES 

“Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  shall  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  lower  basin  units 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project  (herein 
referred  to  as  the  ‘project’) ,  described  in 
sections  302,  303,  304,  305,  and  306. 

“Sec.  302.  The  main  stream  reservoir  di¬ 
vision  shall  consist  of  the  Hualapai  (for¬ 
merly  known  as  Bridge  Canyon)  unit,  in¬ 
cluding  a  dam,  reservoir,  powerplant,  trans¬ 
mission  facilities,  and  appurtenant  works, 
and  the  Coconino  and  Paria  River  silt-deten¬ 
tion  reservoirs:  Provided,  That  (1)  Hualapai 
Dam  shall  be  constructed  so  as  to  impound 
water  at  a  normal  surface  elevation  of  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-six  feet 
above  mean  sea  level,  (2)  fluctuations  in  the 
reservoir  level  shall  be  restricted,  so  far  as 
practicable,  to  a  regimen  of  ten  feet,  (3)  this 
Act  shall  not  be  construed  to  authorize  any 
diversion  of  water  from  Hualapai  Reservoir 
except  for  incidental  uses  in  the  immediate 
vicinity,  (4)  before  initiating  construction 
of  the  Hualapai  Dam  and  appurtenant  hy¬ 
droelectric  generating  facilities  and  trans¬ 
mission  lines  the  Secretary  shall  certify  to 
the  United  States  Congress  that,  in  his 
judgment,  contracts  or  letters  declaring  an 
intent  to  contract  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  are  in  existence  to  pro¬ 
vide  revenues  adequate  to  pay  all  expenses 
of  operation  and  maintenance  of  said  works 
incurred  by  the  United  States  and  to  repay 
all  reimbursable  costs,  including  applicable 
interest  costs,  of  said  dam  and  hydroelectric 
generating  facilities,  within  fifty  years  from 
the  date  of  completion  of  said  works,  and 
(5)  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  continue  to  a  conclusion  the  engineering 
and  economic  studies  and  negotiations  with 
any  non -Federal  entities  with  respect  to 
constructing  and  operating  the  hydroelectric 
generating  and  transmission  facilities  to  be 
installed  at  or  in  connection  with  Hualapai 
Dam  and  Reservoir  as  a  combined  hydro¬ 
pump  storage  peaking  plant  and,  not  later 
than  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act,  report  the  results-  of 
such  negotiations,  including  the  terms  of 
proposed  agreements,  if  any,  that  may  be 
reached,  together  with  his  recommendations 
thereon,  which  agreements,  if  any,  shall  not 
become  effective  until  approved  by  Congress. 
The  Congress  hereby  declares  that  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  herein 
authorized  is  consistent  with  the  Act  of 
February  26,  1919  (40  Stat.  1175) . 

“Sec.  303.  (a)  As  fair  and  reasonable  pay¬ 
ment  for  the  permanent  use  by  the  United 
States  of  not  more  than  twenty-five  thou¬ 
sand  acres  of  land  designated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  necessary  for  the  construction,  oper¬ 
ation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Hualapai  unit, 
said  land  being  a  part  of  the  tract  set  aside 
and  reserved  by  the  Executive  order  of  Jan¬ 
uary  4,  1883,  for  the  use  and  occupancy  of 
the  Hualapai  Tribe  of  Arizona  (1  Kappler, 
Indian  Laws  and  Treaties,  804),  $16,398,000 
shall  be  transferred  in  the  Treasury,  during 
construction  of  the  unit,  to  the  credit  of  the 
Hualapai  Tribe  from  funds  oppropriated 
from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation,  for  constructon  of  the  project  and, 
when  so  transferred,  shall  draw  interest  at 
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the  rate  of  4  per  centum  per  annum  until 
expended.  The  funds  so  transferred  may  be 
expended,  invested,  or  reinvested  pursuant 
to  plans,  programs,  and  agreements  duly 
adopted  or  entered  into  by  the  Hualapai 
Tribe,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  in  accordance  with  the  tribal  consti¬ 
tution  and  charter. 

“(b)  As  part  of  the  construction  and  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Hualapai  unit,  the  Secretary 
shall  (1)  construct  a  paved  road,  having  a 
minmum  width  of  twenty-eight  feet,  from 
Peach  Springs,  Arizona,  through  and  along 
Peach  Springs  Canyon  within  the  Hualapai 
Indian  Reservation,  to  provide  all-weather 
access  to  the  Hualapai  Reservoir;  and  (2) 
make  available  to  the  Hualapai  Tribe  up  to 
twenty-five  thousand  kilowatts  and  up  to 
one  hundred  millon  kilowatt-hours  annually 
of  power  from  the  Hualapai  unit  at  the 
lowest  rate  established  by  the  Secretary  for 
the  sale  of  firm  power  from  said  unit  for  the 
use  of  preferential  customers :  Provided,  That 
the  tribe  may  resell  such  power  only  to  users 
within  the  Hualapai  Reservation:  Provided 
further.  That  the  Hualapai  Tribal  Council 
shall  notfy  the  Secretary  in  writing  of  the 
reasonable  power  requirements  of  the  tribe 
up  to  the  maximum  herein  specified,  for  each 
three-year  period  in  advance  beginning  with 
the  date  upon  which  power  from  the  Huala¬ 
pai  unit  becomes  available  for  sale.  Power 
not  so  reserved  may  be  disposed  of  by  the 
Secretary  for  the  benefit  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund. 

“(c)  Except  as  to  such  lands  which  the 
Secretary  determines  are  required  for  the 
Hualapai  Dam  and  Reservoir  site  and  the 
construction  of  the  operating  campsite  and 
townsite,  all  minerals  of  any  kind  whatso¬ 
ever,  including  oil  and  gas  but  excluding  sand 
and  gravel  and  other  building  and  construc¬ 
tion  materials,  within  the  areas  used  by  the 
United  States  pursuant  to  this  section  are 
hereby  reserved  to  the  Hualapai  Tribe:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  permit,  license,  lease,  or  other 
document  covering  the  exploration  for  or 
the  extraction  of  such  minerals  shall  be 
granted  by  the  tribe  nor  shall  the  tribe  con¬ 
duct  such  operations  for  its  own  account, 
except  under  such  conditions  and  with  such 
stipulations  as  are  necessary  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  United  States  in  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Hualapai  unit. 

“(d)  The  Hualapai  Tribe  shall  have  the 
exclusive  right,  if  requested  in  writing  by 
the  tribe,  to  develop  the  recreation  potential 
of,  and  shall  have  the  exclusive  right  to  con¬ 
trol  access  to,  the  reservoir  shoreline  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  reservation,  subject  to  conditions 
established  by  the  Secretary  for  use  of  the 
reservoir  to  protect  the  operation  of  the 
project.  Any  recreation  development  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  tribe  shall  be  consistent  with 
the  Secretary’s  rules  and  regulations  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  overall  recreation  development  of 
the  project.  The  tribe  and  the  members  there¬ 
of  shall  have  nonexclusive  personal  rights  to 
hunt  and  fish  on  the  reservoir  without 
charge,  but  shall  have  no  right  to  exclude 
others  from  the  reservoir  except  as  to  those 
who  seek  to  gain  access  through  the  Hualapai 
Reservation,  nor  the  right  to  require  pay¬ 
ments  to  the  tribe  except  for  the  use  of  tribal 
lands  or  facilities:  Provided,  That  under  no 
circumstances  will  the  Hualapai  Tribe  make 
any  charge,  or  extract  any  compensation,  or 
in  any  other  manner  restrict  the  access  or 
use  of  the  paved  road  to  be  constructed  with¬ 
in  the  Hualapai  Indian  Reservation  pursuant 
to  this  Act.  The  use  by  the  public  of  the 
water  areas  of  the  project  shall  be  pursuant 
to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  prescribe. 

“(e)  Except  as  limited  by  the  foregoing, 
the  Hualapai  Tribe  shall  have  the  right  to 
use  and  occupy  the  area  of  the  Hualapai  unit 
within  the  Hualapai  Reservation  for  all  pur¬ 
poses  not  inconsistent  with  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
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project  and  townsite,  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  the  right  to  lease  such  lands  for 
farming,  grazing,  and  business  purposes  to 
members  or  nonmembers  of  the  tribe  and 
the  power  to  dispose  of  all  minerals  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  paragraph  (c)  hereof. 

“(f)  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  that  all  or  any  part  of  the  lands  utilized 
by  the  United  States  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(a)  of  this  section  is  no  longer  necessary  for 
purposes  of  the  project,  such  lands  shall  be 
restored  to  the  Hualapai  Tribe  for  its  full 
use  and  occupancy. 

“(g)  No  part  of  any  expenditures  made 
by  the  United  States,  and  no  reservation  by 
or  restoration  to  the  Hualapai  Tribe  of  the 
use  of  land  under  any  of  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  be  charged  by  the  United 
States  as  an  offset  or  counterclaim  against 
any  claim  of  the  Hualapai  Tribe  against  the 
United  States  other  than  claims  arising  out 
of  the  utilization  of  lands  for  the  project: 
Provided,  however.  That  the  payment  of 
moneys  and  other  benefits  as  set  forth  herein 
shall  constitute  full,  fair,  and  reasonable  pay¬ 
ment  for  the  permanent  use  of  the  lands  by 
the  United  States. 

"(h)  All  funds  authorized  by  this  section 
to  be  paid  or  transferred  to  the  Hualapai 
Tribe,  and  any  per  capita  distribution  de¬ 
rived  therefrom,  shall  be  exempt  from  all 
forms  of  State  and  Federal  income  taxes. 

"(i)  No  payment  Shall  be  made  or  benefits 
conferred  as  set  forth  in  this  section  until 
the  provisions  hereof  have  been  accepted  by 
the  Hualapai  Tribe  through  a  resolution 
duly  adopted  by  its  tribal  council.  In  the 
event  such  resolution  is  not  adopted  within 
six  months  from  the  effective  date  of  this 
Act,  and  litigation  thereafter  is  instituted 
regarding  the  use  by  the  United  States  of 
lands  within  the  Hualapai  Reservation  or 
payment  therefor,  the  amounts  of  the  pay¬ 
ments  provided  herein  and  the  other  bene¬ 
fits  set  out  shall  not  be  regarded  as  evi¬ 
dencing  value  or  as  recognizing  any  right  of 
the  tribe  to  compensation. 

“Sec.  304.  (a)  The  central  Arizona  unit 
shall  consist  of  the  following  principal 
works:  (1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and 
canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pump- 
ing  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and 
pumping  plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying 
water  from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or 
suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall  have 
a  capacity  of  two  thousand  five  hundred 
cubic  feet  per  second  (A)  unless  the  definite 
plan  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
shows  that  additional  capacity  (i)  will  pro¬ 
vide  an  improved  benefit-to-cost  ratio  and 
(ii)  will  enhance  the  ability  of  the  central 
Arizona  unit  to  divert  water  from  the  main 
stream  to  which  Arizona  is  entitled  and  (B) 
unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  additional 
cost  resulting  from  such  additional  capacity 
can  be  financed  by  funds  from  sources  other 
than  the  funds  credited  to  the  development 
fund  pursuant  to  section  403  of  this  Act  and 
without  charge,  directly  or  indirectly,  to 
water  users  or  power  customers  in  the  States 
of  California  and  Nevada;  (2)  Orme  Dam 
and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or 
suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated  as  to 
not  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and 
to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those  rights 
are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District 
of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States 
against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Number  59);  (4) 

Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be 
constructed  to  an  initial  capacity  of  ninety- 
eight  thousand  acre-feet  and  in  such  a  man¬ 
ner  as  to  permit  subsequent  enlargement  of 
the  structure  (to  give  effect  to  the  provisions 
of  section  304(c)  and  (d));  (5)  Charleston 
Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts 
and  pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila  aque¬ 
duct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities,  power- 
plants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities; 


(9)  related  water  distribution  and  drainage 
work;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

“(b)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided 
by  Congress,  water  from  the  natural  drain¬ 
age  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system  di¬ 
verted  from  the  main  stream  below  Lee  Ferry 
for  the  central  Arizona  unit  shall  not  be 
made  available  directly  or  indirectly  for  the 
irrigation  of  lands  not  having  a  recent  irri¬ 
gation  history  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands, 
national  wildlife  refuges,  and,  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Secretary,  State-administered 
wildlife  management  areas.  It  shall  be  a  con¬ 
dition  of  each  contract  under  which  such 
water  is  provided  under  the  central  Arizona 
unit  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  measures, 
adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary, 
to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from  aqui¬ 
fers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract 
service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and  distribution 
systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed 
affer  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the 
contractors  shall  be  provided  and  main¬ 
tained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judg¬ 
ment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses; 
(3)  neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary 
shall  pump  or  permit  others  to  pump  ground 
water  from  lands  located  within  the  exte¬ 
rior  boundaries  of  any  Federal  reclamation 
project  or  irrigation  district  receiving  water 
from  the  central  Aizona  unit  for  any  use 
outside  such  Federal  reclamation  project  or 
irrigation  district,  unless  the  Secretary  and 
the  agency  or  organization  operating  and 
maintaining  such  Federal  reclamation  proj¬ 
ect  or  irrigation  district  shall  agree  or  shall 
have  previously  agreed  that  a  surplus  of 
ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is 
or  was  required;  and  (4)  all  agricultural, 
municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  re¬ 
turn  flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent  and 
ground  water  located  in  or  flowing  from  con¬ 
tractor’s  service  area  originating  or  result¬ 
ing  from  (i)  waters  contracted  for  from  the 
central  Arizona  unit  or  (ii)  waters  stored 
or  developed  by  any  Federal  reclamation 
project  are  reserved  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  the  United  States  as  a  source  of  supply 
for  the  service  areas  of  the  central  Arizona 
unit  or  for  the  service  area  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  project,  as  the  case  may  be: 
Provided,  That  notwithstanding  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  clause  (3)  of  this  sentence,  the 
agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste 
water,  return  flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent 
and  ground  water  in  or  from  any  such  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  project,  may  also  be 
pumped  or  diverted  for  use  and  delivery  by 
the  United  States  elsewhere  in  the  service 
area  of  the  central  Arizona  unit,  if  not 
needed  for  use  or  reuse  in  such  Federal 
reclamation  project. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  may  require  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  in  any  contract  under  which  water  is 
provided  from  the  central  Arizona  unit  that 
the  contractor  agree  to  accept  main  stream 
water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of 
existing  supplies  from  sources  other  than  the 
main  stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require 
in  contracts  with  such  contractors  in  Arizona 
who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila  River  sys¬ 
tem,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  avail¬ 
able  to  users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River 
system  in  New  Mexico  additional  quantities 
of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the  con¬ 
ditions  specified  in  subsections  (e)  and  (f) 
of  this  section:  Provided,  That  such  ex¬ 
changes  and  replacements  shall  be  accom¬ 
plished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to 
such  Arizona  contractors. 

“(d)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of 
main  stream  water  for  the  central  Arizona 
unit  (if  such  shortages  or  reductions  should 
occur),  contractors  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main 
stream  water  supplied  by  that  unit  shall  have 
a  first  priority  to  receive  main  stream  water, 
as  against  other  contractors  supplied  by  that 
unit  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from 
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other  sources,  but  only  in  quantities  adequate 
to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

“(e)  In  the  operation  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  unit,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  con¬ 
tract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources,  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New 
Mexico  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in 
any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eight¬ 
een  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir 
evaporatiqn,  over  and  above  the  consumptive 
uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340). 
Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not 
begin  until  and  shall  continue  only  so  long 
as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  down¬ 
stream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being 
accomplished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  in 
quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  diminu¬ 
tion  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  di¬ 
versions  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources.  In  determin¬ 
ing  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full 
consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differ¬ 
ences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

“(f)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to 
contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico 
for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts 
that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water 
in  New  Mexico  not  to  exceed  an  annual 
average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre- 
feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation.  Such 
further  increases  in  consumptive  use  shall 
not  begin  until  and  shall  continue  only  so 
long  as  works  capable  of  importing  water 
into  the  Colorado  River  system  have  been 
completed  and  water  sufficiently  in  excess  of 
two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  per  annum  is  available  from  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  consump¬ 
tive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water  for  the 
exchanges  herein  authorized  and  provided. 
In  determining  the  amount  required  for  this 
purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to 
any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters 
involved. 

“(g)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  subsection  (e)  and  (f)  of  this 
section  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New 
Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the 
decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June 
29,  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley 
Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity 
Number  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  existing 
on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New 
Mexico  and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila 
River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water 
sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and 
shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible 
without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  hold¬ 
ers  of  such  rights. 

“Sec.  305.  (a)  Article  11(B)(3)  of  the  de¬ 
cree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376 
U.S.  340)  shall  be  so  administered  that  in 
any  year  in  which,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  there  is  insufficient  main  stream 
Colorado  River  water  available  for  release  to 
satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  mil¬ 
lion  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  diversions 
from  the  main  stream  for  the  central  Arizona 
unit  shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the 
availability  of  water  in  quantities  sufficient 
to  provide  for  the  aggregate  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  by  holders  of  present  perfected 
rights,  by  other  users  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  served  under  existing  contracts  with 
the  United  States  by  diversion  works  here¬ 
tofore  constructed  and  by  other  existing 
Federal  reservations  in  that  State,  of  four 
million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  of 
main  stream  water,  and  by  users  of  the  same 
character  in  Arizona  and  Nevada.  Water  users 
in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall  not  be  required 
to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion  greater 
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than  would  have  been  imposed  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  this  section  305(a).  Nothing  herein 
shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal, 
modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  agreement 
required  by  section  4(a)  of  the  Boulder  Can¬ 
yon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057)  and  made 
by  the  State  of  California  by  act  of  its  leg¬ 
islature  (ch.  16,  Calif.  Stats.  1929,  p.  38)  so 
far  as  the  benefits  of  said  agreement  are 
conferred  upon  the  States  of  Colorado,  Ne¬ 
vada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming.  This 
section  shall  not  affect  the  relative  priorities, 
among  themselves,  of  water  users  in  Arizona, 
Nevada,  and  California  which  are  senior  to 
diversions  for  the  central  Arizona  unit,  or 
amend  any  provisions  of  said  decree. 

“(b)  The  limitation  stated  in  paragraph 
(a)  shall  cease  whenever  the  President  shall 
proclaim  that  works  have  been  completed 
and  are  in  operation,  capable  in  his  judg¬ 
ment  of  delivering  annually  not  less  than 
two  million  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet 
of  water  into  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  from  sources  out¬ 
side  the  natural  drainage  area  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system;  and  that  such  sources 
are  adequate,  in  the  President’s  judgment, 
to  supply  such  quantities  without  adverse 
effect  upon  the  satisfaction  of  the  foreseeable 
water  requirements  of  any  State  from  which 
such  water  is  imported  into  the  Colorado 
River  system.  Such  imported  water  shall  be 
made  available  for  use  in  accordance  with 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section. 

“(c)  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  is  aug¬ 
mented  by  such  importation  in  order  to  make 
sufficient  water  available  for  release,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  ar¬ 
ticle  11(B)  (1)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California  (376  U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual 
consumptive  use  of  two  million  eight  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  four  mil¬ 
lion  four  hundred  thousand  acre- feet  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  three  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  in  Nevada,  respectively,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  such  additional  water  available 
to  users  of  main  stream  water  in  those  States 
at  the  same  costs  and  on  the  same  terms  as 
would  be  applicable  if  main  stream  water 
were  available  for  release  in  the  quantities 
required  to  supply  such  consumptive  use, 
taking  into  account,  among  other  things, 
(1)  the  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the 
replenishment  of  the  deficiencies  occasioned 
by  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden 
provided  for  in  section  401,  and  (2)  such  as¬ 
sistance  as  may  be  available  from  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  established  by  title  IV  of 
this  Act. 

“(d)  Imported  water  made  available  for 
use  in  the  lower  basin  to  supply  aggregate 
annual  consumptive  uses  from  the  main 
stream  in  excess  of  seven  million  five  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  acre-feet  shall  be  offered  by 
the  Secretary  for  use  in  the  States  of  Ari¬ 
zona,  California,  and  Nevada  in  the  propor¬ 
tions  provided  in  article  11(B)  (2)  of  said 
decree.  The  Secretary  shall  establish  prices 
therefor  which  take  into  account  such  as¬ 
sistance  as  may  be  available  from  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  established  by  title  IV  of 
this  Act  in  excess  of  the  demands  upon 
that  fund  occasioned  by  the  requirements 
stated  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section. 
Within  each  State,  opportunity  to  take  such 
water  shall  first  be  offered  to  persons  or 
entities  who  are  water  users  as  of  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  Act,  and  in  quantities 
equal  to  the  deficiencies  which  would  result 
in  the  total  quantity  available  for  consump¬ 
tive  use  from  the  main  stream  in  such  State 
were  only  the  quantity  apportioned  to  that 
State  by  article  11(B)  (1)  of  said  decree. 

“(e)  Imported  water  made  available  for 
use  in  the  upper  basin  of  the  Colorado  River, 
directly  or  by  exchange,  shall  be  offered  by 
tv!6  Secretary  for  contract  by  water  users  in 
the  States  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and 
yoming  in  the  proportions,  as  among  those 
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States  stated  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  compact,  and  at  prices  which  take  into 
account  such  assistance  as  may  be  available 
from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund, 
in  excess  of  the  demands  upon  that  fund 
occasioned  by  the  requirements  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act. 

“(f)  Imported  water  not  delivered  into  the 
Colorado  River  system  but  diverted  from  the 
works  constructed  to  import  water  into  that 
system  shall  be  made  available  to  water  users 
in  accordance  with  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws. 

“Sec.  306.  The  main  stream  salvage  unit 
shall  include  programs  for  water  salvage 
along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  River  and  for  ground  water  re¬ 
covery.  Such  programs  shall  be  consistent 
with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable  degree  of 
undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  in 
the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“Sec.  307.  The  Secretary  shall  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  such  additional  works 
as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  authorized  by 
the  Congress  as  units  of  the  project. 

“Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportuni¬ 
ties  in  connection  with  the  project  works  au¬ 
thorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213). 

“Sec.  309.  The  Secretary  shall  integrate 
the  Dixie  project  and  southern  Nevada  water 
supply  project  heretofore  authorized  into  the 
project  herein  authorized  as  units  thereof 
under  repayment  arrangements  and  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  development  fund  established 
by  title  IV  of  this  Act  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  310.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  title  the  sum  of  $1,167,000,000  based 
on  estimated  costs  as  of  October  1963,  plus 
or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be 
justified  by  reason  of  ordinary  fluctuations 
in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engi¬ 
neering  cost  indexes  applicable  to  the  types 
of  construction  involved. 

“TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND:  ALLOCA¬ 
TION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS: 

CONTRACTS 

“Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower 
basin  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter 
authorized,  or  separate  features  thereof,  the 
Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  con¬ 
structing  said  unit  or  features  to  (1)  com¬ 
mercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply,  (4)  flood  con¬ 
trol,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  con¬ 
trol,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9) 
the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  flows  available  for  use  in  the 
United  States  occasioned  by  performance  of 
the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (treaty  series  994),  (10)  the 
additional  capacity  of  the  system  of  main 
conduits  and  canals  of  the  central  Arizona 
unit  referred  to  in  section  304(a),  item  (1), 
in  excess  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  cubic 
feet  per  second,  and  (11)  any  other  purposes 
authorized  under  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws.  Costs  of  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  allocated  to  the  replenishment 
of  the  depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows 
available  for  use  in  the  United  States  occa¬ 
sioned  by  compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  (including  losses  in  transit,  evapora¬ 
tion  from  regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regula¬ 
tory  losses  at  the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred 
in  the  transportation,  storage,  and  delivery 
of  water  in  discharge  of  the  obligations  of 
that  treaty)  shall  be  nonreimbursable.  All 
funds  paid  or  transferred  to  Indian  tribes 
pursuant  to  this  Act,  including  interest  on 
such  funds  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  and  costs  of  construction  of  the  paved 
road,  authorized  in  section  303(b)  hereof, 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.  The  repayment  of 


costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213) : 
Provided,  That  all  of  the  separable  and  joint 
costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  at  the  Dixie  project, 
Utah,  and  the  main  stream  reservoir  division 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated  to 
nonreimbursable  purposes  shall  be  nonre- 
turnable  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
Costs  allocated  to  the  additional  capacity  of 
the  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals  of 
the  central  Arizona  unit,  referred  to  in  sec¬ 
tion  304(a),  item  (1),  in  excess  of  two  thou¬ 
sand  five  hundred  cubic  feet  per  second  shall 
be  recovered  as  directed  in  section  304(a). 

“Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
the  repayment  capability  of  Indian  lands 
within,  under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the 
project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  irri¬ 
gation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision 
of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock 
water  uses)  and  within  the  repayment  capa¬ 
bility  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such 
costs  as  are  beyond  repayment  capability  of 
such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable.  . 

“Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
a  separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  to  be  known  as  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund 
(hereinafter  called  the  ‘development  fund’), 
which  shall  remain  available  until  expended 
as  hereafter  provided  for  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  title  III. 

“(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  aforesaid  provisions 
of  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  credited  to 
the  development  fund  as  advances  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be 
available  for  such  purpose. 

“(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund — 

“(1)  all  revenues  collected  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  facilities  herein  and 
hereafter  authorized  in  furtherance  of  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  (except  entrance,  ad¬ 
mission,  and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges 
and  proceeds  received  from  recreation  con¬ 
cessionaires)  ;  and 

“  (2)  all  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder 
Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects  which, 
after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis 
projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  those  proj¬ 
ects:  Provided,  however.  That  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue  the 
in-lieu-of -taxes  payments  to  the  States  of 
Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section 
2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  so  long  as  revenues  accrue  from 
the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project. 

“(d)  All  revenues  collected  and  credited  to 
the  development  fund  pursuant  to  this  Act 
shall  be  available,  without  further  appro¬ 
priation,  for — 

“(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacements  of,  and 
emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of 
the  project,  within  such  separate  limitations 
as  may  be  included  in  annual  appropriation 
Acts; 

“(2)  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  sec¬ 
tion  502  of  this  Act; 

“(3)  payments  as  required  by  subsection 
(f)  of  this  section;  and 

“(4)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users 
in  the  State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained 
as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production 
of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam, 
Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water 
between  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  304  of  this 
Act. 

“(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  shall  not  be  available  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  works  comprised  within 
any  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter 
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authorized  except  upon  appropriation  by  the 
Congress. 

“(f)  Revenues  in  the  development  fund 
in  excess  of  the  amount  necessary  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  clauses  (1),  (2),  and 
(4)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be 
paid  annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  return — - 

“(1)  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  project 
or  separable  feature  thereof,  authorized  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  III  of  this  Act  which  are  allo¬ 
cated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  Act,  within  a  period  not  exceed¬ 
ing  fifty  years  from  the  date  of  completion 
of  each  such  unit  or  separable  feature,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  any  development  period  authorized 
by  law; 

“(2)  the  costs  which  are  allocated  to  rec¬ 
reation  or  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat. 
213) ;  and 

“(3)  interest  (including  interest  during 
construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance 
of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (h) 
of  this  section,  and  interest  due  shall  be  a 
first  charge. 

“(g)  To  the  extent  that  revenues  remain 
in  the  development  fund  after  making  the 
payments  required  by  subsections  (d)  and 
(f)  of  this  section,  they  shall  be  available, 
upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress,  to  repay 
the  costs  incurred  in  connection  with  units 
hereafter  authorized  in  providing  (i)  for 
the  importation  of  water  into  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  use  below 
Lee  Ferry  as  provided  in  section  206(c)  to 
the  extent  that  such  costs  are  in  excess  of 
the  costs  allocated  to  the  replenishment  of 
the  depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  avail¬ 
able  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned 
by  performance  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
as  provided  in  section  401,  and  (ii)  protection 
of  States  and  areas  of  origin  of  such  im¬ 
ported  water  as  provided  in  section  207(a) . 

“(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those 
portions  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  each 
unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  allo¬ 
cated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating 
construction  of  such  unit,  on  the  basis  of  the 
computed  average  interest  rate  payable  by 
the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding  market¬ 
able  public  obligations  which  are  neither  due 
nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years 
from  the  date  of  issue. 

"(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  annually  for  all 
operations  financed  by  the  development 
fund. 

“Sec.  404.  (a)  Irrigation  repayment  con¬ 
tracts  shall  provide  for  repayment  of  the  ob¬ 
ligation  assumed  under  any  irrigation  repay¬ 
ment  contract  with  respect  to  any  project 
contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  over  a  basic 
period  of  not  more  than  fifty  years  exclusive 
of  any  development  periods  authorized  by 
law;  contracts  authorized  by  section  9(e)  of 
the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat. 
1196;  43  U.S.C.  485h(e) )  may  provide  for  de¬ 
livery  of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and 
for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identi¬ 
cal  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  and  conduits  and  from  such 
other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may 
designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating 
to  irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that 
water  made  available  thereunder  may  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  munici¬ 
pal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  such  water  is  not  required  by  the 
contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 


“(b)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  from  the  project 
may  be  made  without  regard  to  the  limita¬ 
tions  of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of 
the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (53  Stat. 
1194);  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such 
water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for 
water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points 
of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  con¬ 
duits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over 
a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to 
clause  (1)  of  said  section  and  for  the  delivery 
of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

“Sec.  405.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the 
Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Congress,  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1968,  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from 
and  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  project  and  each  unit  there¬ 
of  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The  report  of 
the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to  reflect  ac¬ 
curately  the  Federal  investment  allocated  at 
that  time  to  power,  to  irrigation,  and  to 
other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return  and 
repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated  rate 
of  progress,  year  by  year,  in  accomplishing 
full  repayment. 

“TITLE  V— UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  AUTHORIZATIONS  AND  REIM¬ 
BURSEMENTS 

“Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel 
Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado,  as 
participating  projects  under  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43 
U.S.C.  620),  and  to  provide  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  planning  reports  on  other  partici¬ 
pating  projects,  subsection  (2)  of  section  1 
of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by 
deleting  the  words  ‘Pine  River  extension’, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
‘Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  San  Miguel’.  Section  2  of  said  Act  is 
hereby  further  amended  by  deleting  the 
words  ‘Parshall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear, 
San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek, 
East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores, 
Fruit  Growers  extension,  Animas-La  Plata’, 
and  inserting  after  the  words  ’Yellow  Jacket’ 
the  words  ‘Basalt,  Middle  Park  (including 
the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure 
units),  Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East 
River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units) , 
Lower  Yampa  (including  the  Juniper  and 
Great  Northern  units) ,  Upper  Yampa  (in¬ 
cluding  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Topo- 
nas  units)  ’,  and  by  inserting  after  the  word 
‘Sublette’  the  words  ‘(including  the  Kendall 
Reservoir  on  Green  River  and  a  diversion 
of  water  from  the  Green  River  to  the  North 
Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming),  Uintah 
unit  and  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  central 
Utah,  San  Juan  County  (Utah),  Price  River, 
Grand  County  (Utah),  Ute  Indian  unit  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  central  Utah,  Gray  Canyon, 
and  Juniper  (Utah)’:  Provided,  That  the 
planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of 
the  central  Utah  participating  project  shall 
be  completed  on  or  before  December  31,  1971. 
The  amount  which  section  12  of  said  Act 
authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  fur¬ 
ther  increased  by  the  sum  of  $360,000,000 
plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may 
be  required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  con¬ 
struction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering 
cost  indexes  applicable  to  the  type  of  con¬ 
struction  involved.  This  additional  sum  shall 
be  available  solely  for  the  construction  of 
the  projects  herein  authorized. 

"(b)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project  shall  be  constructed  and 
operated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the 
engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  May 
4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Document  436, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Provided,  That  the 
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project  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Federal  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  un¬ 
dertaken  until  and  unless  the  States  of 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified 
the  following  compact  to  which  the  consent 
of  Congress  is  hereby  given: 

“  'ANIMALS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT  COMPACT 

“  ‘The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  in  order  to  implement  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
Reclamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a 
proposed  participating  project  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105),  and  being  moved  by  considerations  of 
interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude 
a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed 
upon  the  following  articles: 

"  'article  I 

‘A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water 
in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  from  the  La 
Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including 
return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas 
River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico 
under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclama¬ 
tion  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of  equal  pri¬ 
ority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of 
the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of 
water  in  Colorado  for  that  project,  providing 
such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within  the  al¬ 
location  of  water  made  to  that  state  by  arti¬ 
cles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“  ‘B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence 
of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be 
construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this 
article. 

“  ‘article  ii 

“  ‘This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and 
obligatory  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory 
States.’  ’’ 

“  ‘(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel, 
West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating 
projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  proj¬ 
ect,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acreage 
for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive 
project  water  at  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land 
classes. 

“(d)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water 
for  any  project  or  any  parts  thereof  con¬ 
structed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  with¬ 
in  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  only,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  constitution  and  statutes  of  the 
State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  ap¬ 
propriation;  with  State  and  Federal  court 
decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto;  and  with 
operating  principles,  if  any,-  adopted  by  the 
Secretary  and  approved  by  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado. 

“(e)  The  words  ‘any  western  slope  appro¬ 
priation’  contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled 
‘Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities  and 
Auxiliary  Features,’  shall  mean  and  refer  to 
the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain  Res¬ 
ervoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and 
the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accordance 
with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is  the 
sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines 
and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph 
(i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or  alter 
any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under  said 
Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

“Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
fund  established  under  section  5  of  the  Act 
of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107),  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  section  2  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  755),  for  all  expenditures  heretofore  or 
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hereafter  made  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  gen¬ 
eration  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling  pe¬ 
riod  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the 
criteria  for  the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reser¬ 
voir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962).  For 
this  purpose  $500,000  for  each  year  of  opera¬ 
tion  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  com¬ 
mencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  Act, 
shall  be  transferred  from  the  Colorado  River 
development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of 
said  amounts  to  the  purposes  stated  in  sec¬ 
tion  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is 
accomplished.  To  the  extent  that  any  de¬ 
ficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as 
of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of  the  remaining 
deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development 
fund,  as  provided  in  paragraph  (d)  of  sec¬ 
tion  403. 

“TITLE  VI — GENERAL  PROVISIONS:  DEF¬ 
INITIONS:  CONDITIONS 

“Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
be  construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modi¬ 
fy,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Colorado  River  compact  (45  Stat.  1057), 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact 
(63  Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with 
the  United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series 
994) ,  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  ex¬ 
cept  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057) ,  the 
Boulder  Canyon/ Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  774),  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105) . 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

“(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  anual  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year 
period  starting  on  October  1,  1965.  Such  re¬ 
ports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with 
the  States  of  the  lower  basin  individually 
and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
mission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Goverr 
nors  of  each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado 
River  compact. 

“(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  de¬ 
livery  of  water  originating  in  the  drainage 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon 
the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado 
River  compact. 

“(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are 
directed  to  comply  with  the  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty, 
compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage 
and  release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and 
in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  fa¬ 
cilities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  all  works  which  may  be  authorized  here¬ 
after  for  construction  for  the  importation  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the 
event  of  failure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency 
to  so  comply,  any  affected  State  may  main¬ 
tain  an  action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of 
this  section  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  and  consent  is  given  to  the 
joinder  of  the  United  States  as  a  party  in 
such  suit  or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or  other¬ 
wise. 

“(d)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  expand  or  diminish  either  Federal 
or  State  jurisdiction,  responsibility,  or  rights 
in  the  field  of  water  resources  planning,  de¬ 
velopment,  or  control;  nor  to  displace,  super¬ 
sede,  limit,  or  modify  any  interstate  compact 
or  the  jurisdiction  or  responsibility  of  any 
legally  established  joint  or  common  agency 
of  two  or  more  States,  or  of  two  or  more 
States  and  the  Federal  Government;  nor  to 


limit  the  authority  of  Congress  to  authorize 
and  fund  projects. 

“Sec.  602.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose 
criteria  for  the  coordinated  long-range  op¬ 
eration  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and 
operated  under  the  authority  of  this  Act, 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  and  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act.  To  effect  in 
part  the  purposes  expressed  in  this  para¬ 
graph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for 
the  storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  and  releases 
of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following 
listed  order  of  priority: 

“(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  defi¬ 
ciency  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact,  if  any  such  defi¬ 
ciency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States 
of  the  upper  division,  but  in  any  event  such 
releases,  if  any,  shall  terminate  when  the 
President  issues  the  proclamation  specified 
in  section  305(b)  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article 
111(d)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  less 
such  quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the 
Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit 
of  the  States  of  the  upper  division  from 
sources  outside  the  natural  drainage  area 
of  the  Colorado  River  system. 

“(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for 
the  releases  specified  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2) 
of  this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the 
Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission  and  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  three  lower  division  States  and 
taking  into  consideration  all  relevant  fac¬ 
tors  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic 
stream-flows,  the  most  critical  period  of 
record,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply) , 
shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  as¬ 
sure  deliveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2) 
without  impairment  of  annual  consump¬ 
tive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to 
the  Colorado  River  compact:  Provided,  That 
water  not  so  required  to  be  stored  shall  be 
released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent 
it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States 
of  the  lower  division  to  the  uses  specified 
in  article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made 
when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is 
less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead., 
(ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as  practicable, 
active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the 
active  storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to 
avoid  anticipated  spills  from  Lake  Powell. 

“(b)  Not  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  criteria 
proposed  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other 
parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  for  their  review  and  com¬ 
ment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  January  1, 
1969,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate 
criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and 
publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Beginning  January  1,  1970,  and  yearly  there¬ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the 
Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing 
the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted 
criteria  for  the  preceding  compact  water  year 
and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current' 
year.  As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experi¬ 
ence  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to 
better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after 
correspondence  with  the  Governors  of  the 
seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  ap¬ 
propriate  consultation  with  such  State  rep¬ 
resentatives  as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

“(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  shall  be  administered  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

“Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin 
to  the  consumptive  use  of  water  apportioned 
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to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
by  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  not  be 
reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such 
water  in  the  lower  basin. 

“(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  so  as  to  impair,  conflict  with,  or  other¬ 
wise  change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

“Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act,  in  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  units  of  the  project  herein 
and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretary  shall 
be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed 
a  supplement. 

“Sec.  605.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act 
which  are  defined  in  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  shall  have  the  meanings  there  defined. 

“(b)  ‘Main  stream’  means  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  downstream  from  Lee 
Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including  the 
reservoirs  thereon. 

“(c)  ‘User’  or  ‘water  user’  in  relation  to 
main  stream  water  in  the  lower  basin  means 
the  United  States,  or  any  person  or  legal  en¬ 
tity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California,  and  others  (375  U.S.  340),  to  use 
main  stream  water  when  available  there¬ 
under. 

“(d)  ‘Active  storage’  means  that  amount 
of  water  in  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of 
bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through 
the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

“(e)  ‘Colorado  River  Basin  States’  means 
the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to 
authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  this  meas¬ 
ure  is  offered  instead  of  the  Morris  Udall 
bill,  which  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  California  introduced  the  other 
day,  for  the  simple  reason  that  this  bill 
contains  certain  technical  amendments 
and  the  Senators  who  have  sponsored  it 
deem  it  to  be  a  better  overall  bill  than 
the  other  measure,  although  in  essential 
points  both  the  bill  offered  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  this  proposal  contain  all  of 
the  essential  elements  of  the  agreement 
that  seven  States  made,  agreed  upon, 
and  worked  their  hearts  out  to  accom¬ 
plish.  Mr.  President,  the  amendment 
which  I  have  offered  would  simply  refine 
certain  of  the  points. 

It  is  because  of  my  abiding  faith  in 
the  future  of  the  West,  providing  that 
sufficient  water  can  be  made  available, 
that  I  have  consistently  supported  water 
resources  development.  It  is  for  this  rea¬ 
son  that  I  find  my  present  position  of 
having  to  resist  S.  1004  somewhat  dis¬ 
tasteful.  Those  who  are  familiar  with 
my  record  with  regard  to  reclamation 
and  water  resource  development  know 
that  I  would  only  oppose  reclamation 
legislation  when  great  and  overriding 
considerations  demand  it.  Such  great 
and  overriding  considerations  are  pre¬ 
sent  in  the  proposed  S.  1004,  as  reported 
by  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee,  and  these  considera¬ 
tions  demand  my  active  opposition. 

Anyone  who  attended  the  hearings 
on  Colorado  River  Basin  legislation  could 
ascertain  that,  although  I  hold  great 
sympathy  for  the  plight  of  my  good 
neighbors  in  Arizona  and  would  like  very 
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much  to  aid  them  to  obtain  a  needed 
supplemental  water  supply  project,  the 
certainty  of  the  adverse  effects  of  such 
a  project  on  my  own  State  of  Colorado 
and  the  upper  basin  States  of  the 
Colorado  River,  if  simultaneously  there 
is  not  authorized  and  immediately  ac¬ 
tivated  a  suitable  water  importation 
plan. 

This  is  one  of  the  points  which  keeps 
me  from  supporting  S.  1004. 

I  am  firmly  convinced  that  the  pres¬ 
ently  deficient  Colorado  River  water 
supply  is  soon  going  to  be  utilized  to  the 
extent  that  the  rate  of  development  of 
Colorado — in  fact,  of  the  entire  seven 
States  of  the  Basin — is  going  to  be  dras¬ 
tically  retarded.  For  this  fundamental 
reason  I  cannot  support  the  committee 
version  of  S.  1004,  which  eliminates  any 
study  of  an  importation  of  water  from 
outside  sources  and  does  not  authorize 
the  construction  of  Hualapai  Dam  as  a 
revenue  producer  to  aid  in  paying  for 
water  supply  augmentation. 

On  behalf  of  Colorado’s  future  welfare, 
I  am  particularly  concerned  about  the 
water  supply  problems  that  will  be 
-created  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  if 
S.  1004  is  enacted  into  law,  since  it  does 
not  contain  the  basic  principles  of  a  true 
regional  water  resource  solution  as  does 
my  bill,  S.  1242,  and  also  amendment 
214.  While  it  is  true  that  the  existing 
water  supply  would  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  five  Colorado  projects  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  committee  bill,  I  cannot 
ignore  the  facts  developed  by  recent 
water  supply  studies  and  the  testimony 
of  expert  witnesses  before  congressional 
committees,  which  I  will  discuss  in 
greater  detail  later. 

Mr.  President,  in  an  effort  to  place  a 
few  of  the  problems  pertaining  to  the 
proposed  legislation  before  us  in  their 
proper  perspective,  I  wish  to  review 
briefly  a  few  pertinent  informational  de¬ 
tails.  The  Colorado  River  has  probably 
been  the  subject  of  more  interstate  com¬ 
pacts,  interstate  litigation,  and  interstate 
and  intrastate  disputes  than  any  other 
river  in  history.  For  many  years  the  wa¬ 
ters  of  this  river  have  been  the  subject 
of  innumerable  court  battles  within  my 
own  State  of  Colorado.  Most  of  the  flow 
of  the  Colorado  River  originates  in  Colo¬ 
rado.  In  fact,  according  to  the  records 
of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commis¬ 
sion,  over  70  percent  of  the  virgin  flow 
as  measured  at  Lee  Ferry,  Ariz.,  the  point 
of  delivery  to  the  lower  basin,  is  produced 
on  the  high  mountains  of  Colorado.  In 
spite  of  this  apparent  picture  of  abun¬ 
dance,  Colorado  through  the  medium  of 
interstate  compacts  has  shared  large 
portions  of  her  water  resources  with  her 
neighbors  and  is  now — this  very  min¬ 
ute — attempting  to  put  to  beneficial  use 
some  of  the  last  components  of  water 
available  to  her  under  compact  appor¬ 
tionments.  This  situation  has  been 
brought  about  by  the  vagaries  of  nature 
that  deceived  the  negotiators  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  into  believing, 
when  they  negotiated  it  in  1922,  that 
there  were  18  to  20  million  acre-feet  of 
water  annually  available  from  the  river 
instead  of  less  than  15  million  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  later  more  accurate  and  reli¬ 
able  studies. 


When  we  objectively  analyze  these 
conditions  in  the  light  of  past  river  his¬ 
tory  and  the  increasing  demands  for 
water  by  our  downstream  sister  States, 
Colorado  finds  it  most  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  support  any  further  down¬ 
stream  water  development  unless  cer¬ 
tain  other  measures  are  included  in  the 
same  or  concurrent  legislation. 

The  1922  Colorado  River  compact  ap¬ 
portioned  the  consumptive  use  of  water 
of  the  Colorado  River  on  a  basis  of  7.5 
million  acre-feet  per  year  to  the  upper 
basin  and  7.5  million  acre-feet  to  the 
lower  basin,  with  an  additional  provi¬ 
sion  of  one  million  acre-feet  of  consum- 
tive  use  to  the  lower  basin.  Legally,  the 
upper  basin  is  required  to  deliver  75  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  to  the  lower  basin 
as  a  rolling  10-year  average.  While  it  is 
not  technically  accurate  to  say  that  the 
upper  basin  must  deliver  to  the  lower 
basin  at  Lee  Ferry  7.5  million  acre-feet 
annually,  it  is  frequently  and  commonly 
discussed  in  this  manner.  Adding  to  that 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  obligation  of 
1.5  million  acre-feet,  the  result  is  a  total 
draft  upon  the  river  of  17.5  million  acre- 
feet  annually.  Reliable  hydrologic  studies 
clearly  show  that  that  much  water  is 
simply  not  available. 

The  Tipton  report,  which  I  will  dis¬ 
cuss  in  more  detail  later,  estimates  the 
quantity  of  water  available  for  the  upper 
basin  at  6.3  million  acre-feet  annually, 
taking  into  consideration  the  7.5  million 
\  acre-feet  annual  delivery  at  Lee  Ferry. 
Of  that  6.3  million  acre-feet,  700,000 
acre-feet  is  chargeable  to  reservoir  losses 
in  the  upper  basin,  leaving  5.6  million 
acre-feet  for  utilization.  Upper  basin 
water  uses  now  total  approximately  3 
million  acre-feet,  leaving  an  unutilized 
balance  in  the  upper  basin  of  approxi¬ 
mately  2.6  million  acre-feet. 

Arizona  is  reminded  that  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  places  a  heavy  burden 
upon  the  upper  basin  States  by  requiring 
the  delivery  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  per 
year  at  Lee  Ferry.  Despite  the  fact  that 
the  upper  basin  was  apportioned  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  consumptive  use  by  the 
compact,  the  facts  are  that  there  is  not 
enough  water  in  the  river  to  satisfy  the 
delivery  requirement  to  the  lower  basin 
and  leave  the  upper  basin  with  its  full 
apportionment.  With  the  virgin  flow  of 
the  river,  as  calculated  at  Lee  Ferry 
more  in  the  neighborhood  of  13.7  to  14 
million  acre-feet  annually,  the  upper 
basin  then  starts  off  by  absorbing  a 
shortage  of  from  1.2  to  2  million  acre- 
feet  annually,  depending  upon  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  obligation. 

I  am  citing  these  facts  to  show  that 
Colorado  and  the  other  States  of  the 
basin  have  water  problems  as  well  as 
does  Arizona.  We  in  Colorado  have  the 
strongest  sympathy  for  our  neighbors  in 
Arizona — else  we  would  not  have  nego¬ 
tiated  with  them  over  the  years  in  an 
attempt  to  arrive  at  a  seven-State  agree¬ 
ment — but  the  problems  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  are  not  the  problems  of  Ari¬ 
zona  alone.  They  are  the  problems  of 
seven  States.  Therefore,  a  single  State 
approach — a  single-shot  approach  to 
their  resolution  is  out  of  the  question. 
The  approach  must  be  regional  in  con¬ 
cept  and  physical  scope.  A  single  nail  is 
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not  sufficient  to  hold  a  house  together. 
Single-phase  legislation,  although  it  may 
be  a  step  forward  in  a  long  journey,  will 
not  suffice  to  meet  the  national  respon¬ 
sibility  to  provide  a  regionwide  solution 
to  the  water  problems  of  the  Pacific 
Southwest. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  met  the 
issue  head  on  in  his  1963  report  entitled 
“Future  Water  Resource  Development  in 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,”  when 
he  said : 

The  inadequacy  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  to  meet  this  region’s  continuing  and 
rapidly  growing  water  needs  is  already  evi¬ 
dent. 

From  personal  observation  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin,  I  can  tell  you  that  the 
Secretary  at  that  time  knew  what  he 
was  talking  about.  The  Secretary’s  fur¬ 
ther  conclusion  that  the  availability  of 
additional  Colorado  River  water  to 
Arizona,  “is  no  solution  at  all  to  the 
regional  water  problems  because  it  mere¬ 
ly  temporarily  moves  the  shortage  from 
one  place  to  another”  is  also  valid. 

In  light  of  his  earlier  statements  and 
the  fact  that  he  is  a  Cabinet  officer 
charged  with  national  responsibilities  in 
the  field  of  water  resource  development, 
it  is  beyond  comprehension,  it  is  beyond 
imagination,  why  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  suddenly  suffered  a  blackout  of 
foresight  and  reverted  to  a  one-State  ap¬ 
proach.  With  a  clear  conscience,  I  could 
not  join  this  about-face  maneuver.  The 
Secretary’s  proposal  will  not  even  cure 
the  water  problems  of  his  own  State  of 
Arizona,  because  it  will  not  supply 
enough  additional  water  to  replace  all 
that  is  being  “mined”  from  the  ground. 
In  fact,  the  Secretary’s  about-face  on  the 
question  of  a  basinwide  approach  is  best 
exemplified  by  his  statement  to  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  on  August  23,  1965,  just  about  2 
years  ago,  on  pages  168  and  169  of  the 
House  hearings  on  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  project.  In  answer  to  Mr. 
Reinecke’s  question,  “Is  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  an  end  in  itself  or  is  it  the 
long-range  plan  of  the  Department  to 
incorporate  other  feautres  of  the  original 
Southwest  water  plan  in  the  future?”  the 
Secretary  said: 

I  think  the  important  answer  to  that  is 
that  the  main  feature  of  the  bill,  to  me  the 
heart  of  the  bill,  is  not  the  central  Arizona 
project.  The  heart  of  the  bill  is  the  basin  ac¬ 
count  and  the  basinwide  approach  which 
opens  the  door  to  whatever  the  region  needs 
in  the  future.  I  think  that  this  is  a  first 
phase  and  an  import  program  of  some  kind  is 
the  obvious  second  phase.  We  now  propose 
a  vehicle  with  the  major  hydroelectric  dams 
on  the  river  committed  to  produce  revenues 
for  whatever  the  region  needs  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  .  .  . 

In  testimony  before  the  Senate  Inte¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  on 
May  2,  1967,  in  support  of  legislation 
which  completely  abandons  the  basin¬ 
wide  approach,  the  Secretary  said : 

Senator  Hayden’s  bill  .  .  .  proposes  to  elim¬ 
inate  controversy  .  .  .  (page  164  of  Senate 
hearings) . 

What  has  been  the  effect  of  this  turn¬ 
around  in  policy  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior?  Has  it  eliminated  controversy? 
In  my  opinion,  it  has  not;  if  anything,  it 
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has  intensified  controversy.  The  only 
practical  effect  of  this  sudden  change  in 
policy  has  been  to  change  the  partic¬ 
ipants  to  the  controversy. 

In  addition,  a  new  issue  has  been  in¬ 
jected  into  reclamation  law  by  the  bill, 
S.  1004.  The  bill  permits  the  Secretary 
to  prepay  $103  million  as  a  capital  in¬ 
vestment  in  the  construction  of  a  large 
steam  powerplant. 

Not  a  dam;  a  steam  powerplant.  So 
we  are  now  putting  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  directly  into  tre  busi¬ 
ness  of  building,  supporting,  and  paying 
the  expense  of  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  a  steam  powerplant. 

In  effect,  the  Department  would  be¬ 
come  a  part  owner  of  the  steam  power- 
plant,  although  naked  title  would  reside 
in  a  group  of  private  and  public  power 
entities.  Senators  should  know  that  this 
is  a  departure  from  the  traditional  con¬ 
cepts  of  the  multipurpose  reclamation 
project.  Power  sales  from  federally  owned 
generated  capacity  are  anticipated  al¬ 
most  immediately  upon  completion  of 
construction.  For  a  table  showing  the  an¬ 
ticipated  commercial  sales  of  steam  gen¬ 
erated  power  under  S.  1004,  see  footnote 
28  on  page  110  of  the  Senate  report. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  that  table  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

FEDERAL  COMMERCIAL  SALES  OF  STEAM  GENERATED 
POWER  UNDER  S.  1004 


Year 


Power  sold  Revenue  at 

(1,000,000  5  mills  per 

kw.-hr.)  kilowatt-hour 
(thousands) 


1973. 

1974. 

1975. 

1976. 

1977. 

1979. 

1980. 

1981. 

1982. 

1983. 

1984. 

1985. 

1986. 

1987. 

1988. 

1989. 

1990. 

1991. 

1992. 

1993. 

1994. 

1995. 

1996. 

1997. 

1998. 

1999. 

2000. 
2001. 
2002. 

2003. 

2004. 

2005. 

2006. 

2007. 

2008. 

2009. 

2010. 
2011. 
2012. 
2013. 
2014_ 

2015. 

2016. 

2017. 

2018. 

2019. 

2020. 
2021. 
2022. 

2023 

2024 

2025 


Total 


175 

$875 

175 

875 

224 

1,120 

228 

1,140 

274 

1,370 

320 

1,600 

365 

1,825 

410 

2, 050 

458 

2,290 

504 

2,520 

549 

2,745 

597 

1,985 

641 

3,205 

687 

3, 435 

734 

3, 670 

778 

3,890 

824 

4,120 

855 

4, 275 

886 

4, 430 

915 

4,575 

946 

4, 730 

976 

4,880 

1,006 

5, 030 

1,037 

5,185 

1,066 

5,330 

1,097 

5, 485 

1,124 

5,620 

1,139 

5, 695 

1,156 

5, 780 

1,171 

5, 855 

1,185 

5,925 

1,201 

6, 005 

1,217 

6,085 

1,232 

6,160 

1,247 

6,235 

1,264 

6, 320 

1,279 

6,395 

1,294 

6,470 

1,310 

6, 550 

1,325 

6,625 

1,340 

6,700 

1,356 

6,780 

1,372 

6,860 

1,387 

6,935 

1,402 

7,010 

1,418 

7,090 

1,433 

7,165 

1,448 

7,240 

1,464 

7,320 

1,480 

7,400 

1,495 

7,475 

1,510 

7,550 

50,976 

254,880 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  believe  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  colloquy  between  Senator  Kuchel 
and  Secretary  Udall  during  the  May  2, 
1967,  Senate  hearings,  will  help  to  illumi¬ 
nate  this  question: 

Senator  Kuchel.  Actually  is  this  not  a  new 
concept  that  you  bring  to  this  committee; 
in  an  attempt  to  justify  the  removal  of  the 
dam  controversy  on  the  river? 

Secretary  Udall,  There  is  nothing  exactly 
like  this  that  has  been  proposed  and,  quite 
frankly,  I  think  it  is  a  very  creative  approach 
to  the  problem.  It  is  one  of  the  alternatives 
we  developed  last  fall  working  with  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget,  and  I  was  glad  they  went 
along  with  it.  Senator. 

I  hate  to  see  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
with  the  work  I  see  ahead  of  it,  get  tied  to 
one  formula  or  locked  into  one  set  way  of 
doing  business.  In  many  areas  of  the  West 
we  do  not  have  major  hydroelectric  sites  re¬ 
maining.  I  think  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
ought  not  to  be  tied  to  one  way  of  doing 
business.  This  is  the  reason  I  think  we  are 
setting  a  new  policy,  a  new  pattern.  .  .  .  (page 
147  of  Senate  hearings) . 

I  must  interpolate  here  to  say  that  the 
statement  he  makes  about  not  many 
hydroelectric  sites  remaining  in  the  West 
is  perfectly  true.  It  is  all  too  true.  But 
by  his  action  in  that  conference — a  secret 
conference,  I  suppose — with  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  last  fall,  which  certainly 
none  of  the  other  States  of  the  basin 
knew  about — I  do  not  know  whether  Ari¬ 
zona  knew  about  it;  none  of  the  other 
States  knew  about  it — he  abandoned  one 
of  the  last  great  hydroelectric  sites  on 
the  Colorado  River,  and  that  is  the 
Hualapai  Dam  site. 

So  we  find  that  a  “new  policy”  or  a 
“new  pattern”  is  being  set  by  this  legisla¬ 
tion  that  has  not  been  considered  or 
passed  upon  by  the  Congress.  The  Con¬ 
gress  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
plore  the  ramifications  of  this  “new  pol¬ 
icy”  and  where  it  will  lead  us.  However, 
I  can  report  to  the  Senate  that  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Public  Power  Association  has  taken 
a  position  in  opposition  to  the  Secretary’s 
prepayment  proposal  with  regard  to  the 
coal-fired  steam  plant.  In  a  letter  to  me, 
dated  June  5,  1967,  the  American  Public 
Power  Association’s  position  on  the  pre¬ 
payment  plan  of  the  Secretary’s  was  set 
forth  as  follows: 

He  has  termed  this  plan  “non-controver- 
sial”;  however,  a  pre-payment  plan  consti¬ 
tuting  a  purchase  of  power  represents  a  major 
step  away  from  Federal  multiple-purpose 
water  resource  development  policies  and  pro¬ 
grams  approved  by  Congress  in  the  past  and 
eliminates  entirely  the  concept  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  as  a  “paying  partner”  for  recla¬ 
mation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  complete  text  of  the  letter 
and  memorandum  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  memorandum  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
American  Public  Power  Association, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  5,  1967. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  The  American  Pub¬ 
lic  Power  Association  is  a  national  trade 
organization  representing  more  than  1,400 
local  publicly  owned  electric  utilities,  mainly 
municipal  systems,  in  45  States,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

On  May  11,  1967,  at  the  APPA  24th  annual 
conference  held  in  Denver,  the  Association’s 


membership  adopted  the  attached  resolution 
endorsing  Federal  construction  of  Hualapai 
Dam  on  the  Colorado  River  and  investigation 
of  a  proposed  5  million  kilowatt  pumped 
storage  project  at  this  site.  The  resolution 
opposes  the  principle  proposed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  in  S.  1013  which  would 
substitute  a  plan  calling  for  pre-payment  to 
utilities  for  steam  power  in  place  of  Fed¬ 
eral  construction  of  the  hydroelectric  plant 
at  the  Hualapai  Dam  site.  In  addition,  the 
resolution  reaffirms  the  Association’s  support 
of  a  National  Water  Commission. 

Because  our  resolution  was  adopted  after 
the  close  of  hearings  conducted  by  your 
Committee  on  S.  1013,  it  was  of  course  not 
possible  for  us  to  submit  our  views  at  the 
hearings.  We  are  therefore  taking  this  means 
of  transmitting  our  resolution  to  you  and 
the  other  members  of  your  committee,  and 
would  also  like  to  elaborate  somewhat  on 
the  position  taken  in  our  resolution. 

In  February,  1967,  Secretary  Udall  an¬ 
nounced  his  proposal  by  which  the  Federal 
government  would  re-pay  for  400  megawatts 
of  power  from  a  non-federal  thermal  plant 
to  obtain  pumping  power  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  [He  has  termed  this  plan 
“non-controversial”;  however,  a  re-payment 
plan  constituting  a  purchase  of  power  rep¬ 
resents  a  major  step  away  from  Federal 
multiple-purpose  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment  policies  and  programs  approved  by 
Congress  in  the  past  and  eliminates  entirely 
the  concept  of  hydroelectric  power  as  a  “pay¬ 
ing  partner”  for  reclamation.] 

The  Colorado  River  is  the  life-blood  of 
many  thousands  of  people  throughout  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  Taken  together,  exist¬ 
ing  and  planned  dams  on  the  Colorado  con¬ 
stitute  a  system  for  conserving  and  utilizing 
water  resources  for  the  entire  Pacific  South¬ 
west.  They  provide  power,  flood  control, 
water  storage,  stream  flow  control  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  water  for  irrigation,  municipal 
and  industrial  uses,  silt  control,  recreation, 
and  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  The 
components  of  the  basin  system  do  not  all 
provide  the  same  services  or  to  the  same 
degree;  indeed,  they  are  not  designed  to  do 
so.  On  the  contrary,  they  supplement  and 
complement  each  other. 

Hualapai  Dam  would  constitute  a  new  part 
of  the  system.  It  would  provide  power,  water 
storage,  and  silt  control.  Its  power  plant 
would  be  integrated  with  other  regional 
generating  plants,  both  hydraulically  and 
electrically. 

An  essential  component  of  Hualapai  Dam 
is  the  power  generating  capability  of  this 
project  which  could  provide  substantial  rev¬ 
enues — not  only  for  repaying  the  reimbursa¬ 
ble  costs  of  the  dam,  but  also  for  a  develop¬ 
ment  fund  financing  facilities  to  make  maxi¬ 
mum  use  of  existing  water  in  the  region. 
Under  the  Administration  proposal,  how¬ 
ever,  the  Government  would  share  in  the 
cost  of  the  power  plant  without  benefit  of 
ownership  or  the  revenues  that  would  ac¬ 
crue  from  Government  construction  of  the 
dam. 

An  innovating  approach  to  Hualapai  Dam, 
made  possible  by  technological  advances,  was 
proposed  by  Floyd  Goss,  Chief  Electrical  En¬ 
gineer  and  Assistant  Manager  of  the  Los  An¬ 
geles  Department  of  Water  and  Power,  earlier 
this  year.  By  use  of  reversible  pump  tur¬ 
bines,  a  5  million  kilowatt  peaking  pumped- 
storage  project  could  be  constructed  at  the 
Hualapai  site.  The  Los  Angeles  analysis  of 
this  proposal  indicates  its  feasibility  and  its 
economic  benefits. 

Growing  demand  for  electricity  in  the 
Southwest,  plus  the  necessary  increased  use 
of  thermal  plants,  insures  the  marketability 
of  this  peaking  power.  In  the  years  1970  to 
1980,  an  additional  six  to  nine  million  kilo¬ 
watts  of  peaking  power  will  be  required  in 
the  states  surrounding  the  Hualapai  site, 
and  by  1990  the  regional  need  for  peaking 
power  will  reach  approximately  19  million 
kilowatts.  These  states  are  interconnected 
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with  other  states,  which  will  also  provide  a 
market  area  for  this  power. 

While  power  available  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Hualapai  site  will  serve  Arizona, 
Southern  California,  and  Southern  Nevada 
directly,  its  influence  will  extend  broadly 
over  the  area  referred  to  as  Region  VIII  by 
the  Federal  Power  Commission,  which  en¬ 
compasses  most  of  Arizona,  Nevada  and  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Region  VIII  is  in  the  midst  of  a  tremen¬ 
dous  population  explosion.  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  expected  to  have  30  million  people 
by  the  year  2000.  The  Phoenix  metropolitan 
area  is  expected  to  reach  2.5  million  by  the 
year  2000. 

FPC  projections  indicate  that  overall  per- 
capita  energy  demand  will  grow  in  a  spec¬ 
tacular  fashion.  In  Southern  California  and 
Central  Nevada,  the  per-capita  demand  will 
increase  from  the  current  average  of  4200 
kwh  per  annum  to  over  10,000  by  1990;  in 
Arizona,  the  per-capita  demand  will  increase 
from  8300  kwh  per  annum  to  14,200.  In 
Region  VIII  from  1965  to  1980  the  total  peak 
demand  for  power  will  increase  from  about 
20  million  KW  in  1965  to  52  million  KW  in 
1980. 

In  view  of  the  historic  role  of  Federal 
power  in  this  region,  and  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  power  produced  from  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  project  will  be  marketed  un¬ 
der  Reclamation  law,  every  effort  should  be 
made  to  insure  that  preference  customers 
are  given  a  full  opportunity  to  share  equita¬ 
bly  in  the  benefits  of  hydro  peaking  capac¬ 
ity — directly  or  indirectly. 

If  the  feasibility  analysis  made  by  Los 
Angeles  is  confirmed,  the  American  Public 
Power  Association  endorses  prompt  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project  by  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment,  in  conjunction  with  the  traditional 
preference  clause  for  marketing  the  output 
of  the  project.  We  believe  that  a  potential 
asset  of  5  million  kilowatts  of  capacity,  and 
5  billion  kilowatt-hours  of  energy,  available 
to  preference  customers,  is  too  important  a 
resource  to  forgo. 

The  Administration  has  recommended  de¬ 
ferral  of  authorization  of  Hualapai  Dam  be¬ 
cause  of  concern  over  scenic  considerations. 
We  feel  the  project’s  cost-benefit  ratio  and 
the  future  demands  for  power  suggest  that 
It  be  made  an  integral  part  of  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  development  now.  From  the 
standpoint  of  accepted  tests  of  economic  and 
financial  feasibility,  Hualapai  Dam  represents 
an  exceptionally  sound  investment.  Further, 
it  lays  an  impressive  financial  foundation 
for  works  to  develop  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  the  future.  The  effects  of 
Hualapai  Dam  on  the  scenic  grandeur  of  the 
Grand  Canyon  would  be  imperceptible,  while 
access  to  more  remote  portions  of  the  Grand 
Canyon  would  be  greatly  enhanced.  Con¬ 
struction  of  Hualapai  Dam  would  enable 
thousands  of  people  annually  to  appreciate 
the  scenic  beauties  of  areas  of  the  Canyon 
which  only  a  handful  of  “river-runners”  are 
able  to  view  today.  We  feel  that  deferring 
action  on  this  aspect  of  the  project  on  the 
ground  of  destroying  aesthetic  values  Is  not 
Justified. 

In  1919,  when  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park  was  created  by  an  act  of  Congress,  the 
necessity  for  multiple  use  was  anticipated, 
requiring  the  balancing  of  water-develop¬ 
ment  and  park-preservation  values.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  following  language  was  included 
in  the  Act: 

“That  whenever  consistent  with  the  pri¬ 
mary  purposes  of  said  park,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  permit  the 
utilization  of  areas  therein  which  may  be 
necessary  for  the  development  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  a  Government  Reclamation 
project.  .  . 

In  the  debate  in  the  House  at  that  time, 
Arizona’s  Senator  Carl  Hayden,  then  a  Rep¬ 
resentative,  expounded  the  purpose  of  this 
amendment  as  follows: 


“The  provision  contained  in  the  bill  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  when 
consistent  with  the  primary  purposes  of  the 
Park — that  is,  not  to  impair  the  scenic 
beauty — to  allow  storage  reservoirs  to  be  con¬ 
structed  for  conserving  the  water  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  irrigation  purposes.” 

Furthermore,  as  Hualapai  Dam  (formerly 
called  Bridge  Canyon  Dam)  relates  to  Grand 
Canyon  National  Monument,  which  was  es¬ 
tablished  with  its  present  boundaries  by 
Presidential  proclamation  on  December  22, 
1932,  there  is  the  following  letter  of  Janu¬ 
ary  11,  1933,  from  Horace  M.  Albright,  then 
Director  of  the  National  Park  Service,  to 
Dr.  Elwood  Mead,  then  Commissioner  of 
Reclamation: 

“As  I  see  it,  the  Bridge  Canyon  Project  is 
in  no  way  affected  by  the  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Monument  proclamation.  .  .  .  We  have 
had  in  mind  all  the  time,  the  Bridge  Canyon 
project.  While  I  did  not  handle  this  per 
sonally,  I  am  absolutely  certain  that  the  men 
who  did  handle  it  for  me  kept  the  project 
in  mind  in  formulating  the  Grand  Canyon 
National  Monument  plan.” 

Thus,  we  have  this  evidence  of  long  range 
recognition,  extending  back  to  the  days  when 
the  National  Park  and  Monument  were  cre¬ 
ated,  that  ultimately  there  would  be  a  Recla¬ 
mation  project  that  would  affect  the  Park 
and  Monument. 

Although  Hualapai  Dam  would  not  invade 
the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  it  has  been 
claimed  that  if  reclamation  projects  are  con¬ 
structed  within  national  parks,  a  dangerous 
precedent  may  be  established  which  will 
threaten  the  unaltered  appearance  of  all  our 
National  Parks.  This  argument  is  misleading. 
There  are  at  least  four  precedents,  that  I  am 
aware  of,  for  combining  reclamation  projects 
and  national  parks. 

1.  Jackson  Lake  Dam  is  within  Grand  Teton 
National  Park.  It  stores  water  for  the  Mini¬ 
doka  Reclamation  Project,  providing  irriga¬ 
tion  for  1,162,000  acres  of  land  in  Southern 
Idaho.  Although  the  Park  was  created  after 
the  dam  was  built,  this  is  recognition  by 
Congress  that  a  reclamation  project  may 
complement  a  national  park. 

2.  The  reclamation  reservoir  behind  Sher¬ 
burne  Dam  is  almost  entirely  within  Glacier 
National  Park.  In  this  instance  the  park  was 
created  first.  The  Milk  River  Project  which 
it  serves  provides  irrigation  for  120,000  acres 
around  Havre,  Montana. 

3.  The  Lower  Two  Medicine  Dam  also  is  in 
Glacier  National  Park.  This  is  a  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  operation  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Black  Feet  Tribe.  While  it  was  washed  out 
last  year,  it  is  now  being  rebuilt  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation. 

4.  Fontana  Lake  forms  the  boundary  for 
miles  of  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National 
Park  and  provides  248  miles  of  shoreline. 
It  was  built  by  TVA  for  power  generation  and 
flood  control. 

No  one  has  asserted  that  Grand  Teton, 
Glacier,  or  Great  Smoky  Mountains  are  less 
majestic  because  of  these  dams.  To  the  con¬ 
trary,  an  argument  can  be  made  that  their 
beauty  and  usefulness  have  been  greatly 
enhanced. 

Some  contend  that  Hualapai  Dam  would 
“flood”  the  Grand  Canyon.  If  a  dam  could 
be  built  big  enough  to  flood  the  Grand  Can¬ 
yon,  the  stored  water  would  solve  the  water 
problems  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  for  cen¬ 
turies.  Nobody  advocates  this  solution  to 
the  water  problem. 

The  fact  is  that  after  the  Hualapai  Dam 
reservoir  is  constructed,  over  99  percent  of 
the  park  will  remain  in  its  natural  condi¬ 
tion.  The  Colorado  River  forms  the  north¬ 
west  boundary  for  the  Grand  Canyon  Nation¬ 
al  Park  and  serves  as  the  southern  boundary 
for  most  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Mon¬ 
ument.  Hualapai  Dam  would  back  water  up 
the  Colorado  for  93.8  miles,  and  the  last  13 
miles  at  the  head  of  the  reservoir  would  form 
the  park  boundary.  Hence,  the  water  im¬ 
pounded  by  Hualapai  Dam  would  not  back 


up  “into”  the  park  or  “throughout”  the 
monument.  Nor  can  it  be  considered  to 
“flood”  this  area.  For  instance,  the  normal 
level  of  the  river  at  the  extreme  northwest 
boundary  of  the  park  with  Hualapai  Dam 
would  be  raised  by  only  90  feet,  and  this 
added  depth  would  decrease  to  nothing  13 
miles  upstream.  The  canyon  wall  of  the  inner 
gorge  at  this  point  is  1200  to  1500  feet  above 
the  river  bed.  Furthermore,  this  stretch  of 
river  is  inaccessible  by  normal  means  and 
cannot  be  seen  from  any  viewpoint  on  the 
canyon  rim  within  the  park.  A  stretch  of 
104  miles  of  natural  river  will  remain  between 
the  headwaters  of  Hualapai  Dam  and  the 
Marble  Canyon  Dam  site.  This  104  miles  of 
natural  river  will  include  about  91  miles 
within  the  boundaries  of  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park.  The  same  matchless  and  unal¬ 
tered  view  will  be  available  from  the  North 
or  South  rims.  The  same  mule-back  trips  or 
long  arduous  foot  descent  and  climb  will  be 
possible  and  in  no  way  deteriorated  or  im¬ 
paired. 

The  National  Park  Service  has  reported 
that  from  1955  to  1963,  1,300  persons  made 
the  boat  trip  through  the  Grand  Canyon  and 
viewed  the  area  where  Hualapai  Dam  reser¬ 
voir  would  be  if  the  project  were  constructed 
Accessibility  to  this  part  of  the  river  would 
be  increased.  The  National  Park  Service  esti¬ 
mates  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people 
would  be  able  to  visit  the  area  annually. 
The  beauty  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  reservoir 
would  be  comparable  to  that  of  Lake  Powell 
and  Flaming  Gorge.  Making  this  area  acces¬ 
sible  to  interested  persons  is  certainly  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  National  Park  program. 
Creating  a  lake  with  the  beauties  of  Flaming 
Gorge  and  Lake  Powell  is  certainly  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  program. 

Intrinsic  to  the  APPA  resolution  endorsing 
development  of  the  Hualapai  site  is  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  separate  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion  as  approved  this  year  by  the  Senate. 
Independent  of  any  government  agency,  this 
commission  would  be  able  to  make  an  objec¬ 
tive  study  of  water  resources  and  needs  of 
the  nation,  and  to  formulate  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  meeting  projected  water  needs. 
Without  a  specified  importation  proposal, 
development  of  Hualapai  Dam  proposes  no 
threat  to  the  present  water  supply  of  any 
region  of  the  country.  Water  needs  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  meeting  these  needs  would  be  entirely 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  National  Wa¬ 
ter  Commission,  which  could  consider,  among 
other  matters,  means  for  further  supple¬ 
menting  the  water  supply  of  the  Southwest. 

APPA  urges  that  the  Senate  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  support  Federal  development  of  the 
Hualapai  site,  and  encourage  immediate 
studies  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  of 
the  feasibility  of  the  Goss  plan  to  insure 
maximum  utilization  of  this  reach  of  the 
Lower  Colorado  River. 

Sincerely, 


Alex  Radin. 


Endorsement  of  Maximum  Development  of 
Hualapai  Dam  Site 

The  American  Public  Power  Association 
approves  and  endorses  the  maximum  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  nation’s  hydroelectric  sites 
as  sources  for  electric  power  to  satisfy  the 
needs  of  public  agencies.  The  Association  op¬ 
poses  the  principle  proposed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  in  S.  1013  which  would  sub¬ 
stitute  a  plan  calling  for  pre-payment  to 
utilities  for  steam  power  in  place  of  federal 
construction  of  the  badly  needed  hydroelec¬ 
tric  plant  at  the  Hualapai  Dam  site  on  the 
Colorado  River. 

The  American  Public  Power  Association 
reaffirms  its  endorsement  of  the  federal  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  to  such 
height  and  with  such  installed  capacity  as 
will  effect  the  maximum  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  power  resource  at  this  site,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  preference  rights  of  public  agen¬ 
cies  under  applicable  federal  statutes.  It 
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recommends  ttie  immediate  investigation  of 
ttie  pumped-storage  plan  for  the  Hualapai 
power  plant  with  a  capacity  of  approximately 
5  million  kilowatts,  proposed  by  the  Los  An¬ 
geles  Department  of  Water  and  Power,  and, 
if  the  City’s  analysis  is  confirmed,  recom¬ 
mends  the  adoption  of  that  plan  in  the  fed¬ 
eral  construction  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  and 
power  plant. 

The  Association  reaffirms  its  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  associated  water  resource  studies 
proposed  be  conducted,  as  expeditiously  as 
feasible,  under  the  direction  and  control  af 
a  National  Water  Commission  composed  of 
citizens  outside  of  federal  government  serv¬ 
ice,  as  proposed  in  Senator  Jackson’s  bill, 
S.  20,  90th  Congress. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
it  is  most  important  that  Senators  rec¬ 
ognize  that  affirmative  action  on  the  part 
of  the  Congress  with  respect  to  this  legis¬ 
lation,  as  it  has  been  reported  by  the 
committee,  will  be  interpreted  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  as  approval 
of  its  entry  into  the  coal-fired  steam 
generation  business.  Perhaps  that  is  the 
will  of  the  Senate  and  perhaps  it  is  not, 
but  I  think  there  is  little  question  on  how 
it  will  be  interpreted.  So  we  will  have 
a  grand  change  in  the  policy  and  pattern 
by  executive  fiat  in  the  Secretary’s 
Office. 

Later,  in  the  same  colloquy  with  Sen¬ 
ator  Kuchel,  Secretary  Udall  said: 

The  Federal  Government  would  not  own 
a  single  portion  of  a  steamplant.  It  would 
not  operate  a  steamplant.  It  would  be  a  pur¬ 
chaser  of  power —  .  .  .  (Pages  147  and  148  of 
Senate  hearings.) 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  an 
amendment  was  offered  in  committee 
by  Senator  Kuchel  and  myself,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  to  purchase  such 
power  as  was  needed  for  pumping  pur¬ 
poses.  This  amendment  was  defeated  by 
a  vote  of  12  to  4. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  amendment  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Strike  section  2(b)  and  insert:  “The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with  non- 
Federal  interests  whereby  the  United  States 
shall  purchase  from  time  to  time  such  elec¬ 
trical  power  as  he  determines  is  required  in 
connection  with  the  central  Arizona  project.’’ 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  so  we 
find  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
through  its  prepayment  proposal,  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  do  something  indirectly 
which  it  may  not  be  able  to  achieve  di¬ 
rectly.  To  say  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  simply  be  a  “purchaser  of 
power”  is  to  ignore  the  facts  and  place 
an  erroneous  interpretation  on  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  bill.  As  we  said  in  our 
minority  views  on  S.  1004: 

Although  bare  “title”  to  the  Federal  por¬ 
tion  of  the  steamplant,  having  a  generating 
capacity  of  470  megawatts,  will  remain  with 
the  three  participating  non-Federal  agencies, 
the  Secretary  will  assemble  a  cluster  of  rights 
and  privileges  which,  when  taken  together, 
will  bear  no  definition  short  of  “Federal 
ownership.”  .  .  .  (page  111  of  Senate  Report 
408). 

I  repeat,  S.  1004  does  not  eliminate 
controversy;  it  intensifies  it.  The  only 
controversy  “eliminated”  is  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Hualapai  Dam,  and  it  is  not 


“eliminated”;  it  is  merely  set  aside  for 
the  time  being,  until  some  very  indefinite 
time  in  the  future. 

The  more  serious  controversy  raised 
by  this  legislation  is  the  controversy  be¬ 
tween  Arizona  and  the  upper  basin. 

A  colloquy  appearing  on  page  133  of 
the  1965  hearings  before  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on 
H.R.  4671  is  particularly  pertinent: 

Mr.  Wyatt.  Would  we  be  talking  about  this 
project  here  today  without  the  prospects  of 
augmentation  of  the  Lower  •  Colorado  River 
system? 

Secretary  Udall.  I  think  the  answer  to  that 
is  yes. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Wyatt.  Yes. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  Only  at  the  expense  and 
with  the  use  of  the  Upper  Colorado  Basin  en¬ 
titlement  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

Secretary  Udall.  During  the  period  in 
which - 

Mr.  Aspinall.  I  don’t  care  whether  it  is 
during  that  period  or  whether  it  lasts  for¬ 
ever.  That  is  the  only  way  it  can  be  done, 
because  there  is  a  shortage  in  the  Lower 
Basin  at  the  present  time,  if  we  consider  only 
water  to  which  the  Lower  Basin  is  entitled. 

Secretary  Udall.  I  am  proceeding  on  the 
major  assumption  of  the  7.5  million  acre-feet 
delivery  and  the  contemplation  of  the  as¬ 
sumption  with  regard  to  build-up  in  the 
Upper  Basin  depletion. 

Mr.  Aspinall.  But  the  fact  is  without  that 
water  which  the  Upper  Basin  is  not  using 
this  project  could  not  be  here  before  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  agree. 

For  the  information  of  those  who  have 
not  read  the  record  of  the  hearings,  Mr. 
Dominy  is,  of  course,  the  Commissioner 
of  Reclamation. 

It  is  patently  clear  the  central  Ari- 
zone  project  is  predicated  upon  the  use 
of  water  apportioned  to  the  upper  basin, 
but  which  is  presently  unused,  if  the 
development  of  the  upper  basin  exceeded 
the  gloomy  and,  in  my  opinion,  unreal¬ 
istic  projections  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  the  question  then  becomes: 
“Is  the  central  Arizona  project  feasi¬ 
ble?”  The  upper  basin  States  are  not 
deluded;  they  know  that  without  aug¬ 
mentation  the  feasibility  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  depends  upon  a  retarded 
development  of  the  upper  basin,  a  de¬ 
velopment  that  has  already  been  re¬ 
tarded  for  too  long.  Forty-five  years  after 
the  signing  of  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact,  here  we  are,  still  awaiting  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  major  portion  of  our 
water,  water  from  which  we  supply  the 
major  portion — 70  percent — to  the  lower 
basin. 

The  upper  basin  States  are  anxious  to 
develop  their  lawful  and  rightful  share 
of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River — 
which  we  can  put  to  use — and  Congress 
acknowledged  this  right  and  encouraged 
its  fruition  when  in  1956  it  passed  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act.  In 
section  1  the  Congress  proclaimed  the 
purposes  of  that  act  were,  among  other 
things,  “making  it  possible  for  the  States 
of  the  upper  basin  to  utilize  consistently 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River 
compact,  the  apportionments  made  to 
and  among  them  in  the  Colorado  River 
compact  and  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  compact,  respectively.” 

Now  comes  S.  1004,  authorizing  the 
central  Arizona  project,  which  is  admit¬ 


tedly  predicated  upon  the  use  of  water 
apportioned  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  for  its  feasibility.  Does  it  make 
sense  for  Congress  to  enact  legislation 
whose  purpose  is  to  make  it  possible  for 
the  upper  basin  States  to  beneficially 
utilize  the  water  apportioned  to  them, 
and  then  in  a  later  Congress  enact  legis¬ 
lation  that  would  authorize  a  project 
whose  feasibility  is  based  upon  the  up¬ 
per  basin  States  not  putting  their  water 
to  beneficial  use  at  an  early  date?  The 
achievement  of  one  requires  the  twart- 
ing  of  the  other.  It  was  with  this  knowl¬ 
edge  that  legislation  was  hammered  out 
during  the  89th  Congress  which  would 
have  permitted  the  continued  develop¬ 
ment  of  all  of  the  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.  This  legislation  was  reintro¬ 
duced  in  the  90th  Congress  with  some 
modifications.  All  of  these  bills — S.  861, 
S.  1242,  S.  1409,  and  H.R.  3300— contain 
the  essential  basinwide  approach  neces¬ 
sary  to  appropriately  deal  with  the  wa¬ 
ter  shortage  problem. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  again  that  I  am 
not  opposed  to  the  authorization  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  per  se,  provid¬ 
ing  other  essential  legislative  features 
are  included.  I  am  opposed  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  S.  1004,  the  committee  bill,  in 
its  present  form  because  it  certainly  does 
not  represent  a  regional  approach  to  re¬ 
gional  problems. 

For  at  least  50  years  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  have 
been  the  subject  of  controversy.  The 
available  supplies  are  severely  limited 
in  relation  to  other  natural  resources  in 
the  seven  basin  States.  Water  needs  are 
continuing  to  expand.  The  imbalance 
has  become  more  acute  during  the  past 
20  years  as  a  result  of  increasing  popula¬ 
tions  and  westward  migration  of  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  people  seeking 
new  opportunities  and  new  homes. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  just  procured  a 
population  projection  for  the  Pacific 
Southwest  region  to  the  year  2020.  This 
was  received  from  the  project  develop¬ 
ment  office  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  and  is  taken  from  a  feasibility  study 
of  the  Pacific  Southwest  water  plan.  I 
think  these  figures  may  be  of  interest. 

The  projections  are  as  follows: 

For  the  State  of  Arizona,  9,654,000. 

For  southern  California,  27,616,000. 

For  southern  Nevada,  690,000. 

For  southwestern  New  Mexico,  10,000. 

For  southwestern  Utah,  17,000. 

This  makes  a  total  population  of  37,- 
987,000  projected  for  this  area  for  the 
year  2020. 

From  the  authorization  of  the  first 
Federal  water  development  project  in  the 
basin,  the  Congress  has  been  subjected 
to  a  barrage  of  conflicting  testimony  con¬ 
cerning  the  amount  of  available  water 
and  the  uses  for  which  it  should  or 
should  not  be  developed.  On  almost  ev¬ 
ery  occasion  when  legislation  involving 
the  Colorado  River  has  been  considered, 
the  committee  has  heard  testimony  indi¬ 
cating  wide  differences  of  opinion  with 
regard  to  the  dependability  of  the  water 
supply  actually  available  for  consump¬ 
tive  use.  For  this  reason,  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee,  when  considering  H.R.  4671 
in  the  89th  Congress,  demanded  that  the 
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States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  pro¬ 
duce  up-to-date  water  supply  analyses 
and  state  their  position  in  light  of  the 
results. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  on 
H.R.  4671,  the  House  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  received  testi¬ 
mony  concerning  three  detailed  analyses 
of  a  water  supply.  These  analyses  were 
prepared  by  engineers  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  by  engineers  of  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  and 
by  the  engineering  firm  of  Tipton  and 
Kalmbach,  Inc. — under  the  auspices  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission 
representing  the  States  of  Colorado,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming.  The  three 
sets  of  studies  were  based  upon  different 
assumptions  as  to  net  channel  and  evap¬ 
oration  losses,  rates  of  future  increase 
of  upper  basin  stream  depletion,  and,  in 
some  instances,  the  periods  of  stream- 
flow  records  employed,  although  the 
studies  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Commission  embrace  many  combinations 
of  these  factors. 

The  important  result  of  these  three 
analyses  is  the  surprising  degree  of 
agreement  with  respect  to  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  remaining  available  for  development 
in  the  basin  and  for  the  central  Arizona 
unit,  in  particular.  The  differences  in  the 
final  results  of  the  three  studies  relate 
only  to  the  expected  time  when  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  entire  water  resource  of  the 
basin  will  be  reached. 

I  summarize  very  briefly  these  con¬ 
clusions  because  they  are  very  important. 

1.  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

The  Bureau  concluded  that  through 
the  year  1990  the  central  Arizona  unit 
will  have  a  water  supply  of  at  least  1.2 
million  acre-feet  per  year.  After  1990,  as 
the  upper  basin  depletions  increase,  a 
water  supply  from  the  Colorado  River 
available  to  the  lower  basin  States  will 
decrease  accordingly.  If  a  priority  were 
granted  by  this  legislation  to  California 
for  the  use  of  4.4  million  acre-feet 
annually — and  the  bill  does  provide  for 
a  4.4  million  acre-feet  guarantee  an¬ 
nually  for"27  years — and  to  other  water 
users  in  Arizona  and  Nevada  holding 
similar  water  rights  and  contracts  for 
the  water,  shortages  would  have  to  be 
absorbed  by  the  central  Arizona  project. 
The  water  supply  estimated  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  for  the  central 
Arizona  project  indicates  the  availability 
of  at  least  1.2  million  acre-feet  in  1975, 
not  less  than  1.2  million  acre-feet  in  the 
year  1990,  approximately  900,000  acre- 
feet  in  the  year  2000,  and  only  580,000 
acre-feet  in  the  year  2030. 

According  to  the  testimony  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Reclamation  on  H.R. 
4671  and  similar  bills  in  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  by  adopting  a  reservoir  operation 
designed  to  produce  the  greatest  average 
annual  yield,  based  upon  the  average  of 
the  entire  period  1906-65  and  using  part 
of  the  flood-control  storage  in  Lake 
Mead  for  regulation,  there  would  be 
available  for  a  central  Arizona  project 
2,142,000  acre-feet  of  water  in  1975, 
diminishing  to  822,000  acre-feet  in  the 
year  2030. 

In  the  90th  Congress,  testimony  from 
the  same  source  on  H.R.  3300  and  the 
pending  Senate  bills,  using  the  same 


period  of  water  supply  records,  indicates 
that  there  would  be  available  for  the 
central  Arizona  project — with  a  2,500- 
cubic-second-foot  aqueduct — 1,650,000 
acre-feet  of  water  in  1975;  1,255,000  in 
1990;  1,026,000  in  2000;  and  676,000 
acre-feet  in  the  year  2030. 

Senate  report  No.  1330,  88th  Congress, 
second  session,  on  S.  1658,  a  bill  to  au¬ 
thorize  construction  of  a  central  Arizona 
project  says: 

Based  on  what  the  Commisisoner  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  described  as  conservative  estimates 
of  runoff  and  optimistic  estimates  of  the 
buildup  of  upper  basin  uses,  it  would  appear 
that  the  lower  basin  states  will  have  a  Colo¬ 
rado  River  supply  of  7.5  million  acre- feet 
until  1975,  after  which,  barring  a  return  to 
favorable  flow  conditions  there  may  be  a 
decline  below  that  figure.  (Emphasis  sup¬ 
plied.) 

2.  UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  COMMISSION  (TIPTON 
&  KALMBACH,  INC.) 

Prom  the  analysis  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission,  it  was  conclud¬ 
ed  that  shortage  of  water  in  the  main¬ 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  to  supply 
first,  2,800,000  acre-feet  for  consumptive 
use  in  Arizona;  second,  up  to  4,400,000 
acre-feet  for  consumptive  use  in  Cali¬ 
fornia;  third,  300,000  acre-feet  for  bene¬ 
ficial  consumptive  use  in  Nevada;  and, 
fourth,  1,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  to 
Mexico  will  amount  to  over  1  million 
acre-feet  by  the  year  2000.  The  analysis 
also  indicates  that  shortages  could  ex¬ 
ceed  1,500,000  acre-feet  by  that  year  and 
could  commence  by  the  year  1991,  and 
almost  certainly  would  occur  by  the  year 
1995. 

The  estimated  consumptive  use  by 
presently  conceived  projects  could  utilize 
by  the  year  2000  more  water  than  will 
be  physically  available  from  the  Colorado 
River. 

The  studies  of  Tipton  and  Kalmback 
actually  revealed  that  with  presently  ex¬ 
isting  water  storage  capacity,  and  as¬ 
suming  curtailment  of  delivery  of  water, 
at  Lee  Ferry  to  an  average  of  7.5  million 
acre-feet  per  annum,  the  depletions  in 
the  States  of  the  upper  division  would  be 
limited  by  nature  to  6.3  million  acre-feet 
per  year.  The  net  depletion,  excluding 
evaporation  from  reservoirs  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  storage  project,  would  be  5.6 
million  acre-feet.  Thus,  due  to  the  va¬ 
garies  of  nature  it  appears  that  the  up¬ 
per  division  States  will  be  curtailed  in 
their  total  water  resource  development 
to  an  amount  about  20  percent  below 
that  apportioned  to  them  in  1922  by  the 
Colorado  River  compact. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  hesitate 
to  interrupt  the  Senator,  but  I  think  this 
is  a  most  appropriate  place  to  ask  two 
or  three  questions  that  should  be  asked. 

First  of  all,  the  able  senior  Senator 
from  Colorado  is  making  a  most  force¬ 
ful  and  persuasive,  and  very  clear  case 
against  the  pending  legislation. 

The  Senator  has  just  utilized  the  re¬ 
ports  by  experts  in  the  field  of  water 
and  water  engineering,  and  he  has  indi¬ 
cated  beyond  all  peradventure  of  doubt 
that  were  the  pending  measure  enacted 
into  law,  without  any  studies  of  aug¬ 
menting  the  supply  in  the  river,  the 


States  of  the  upper  basin  would  suffer  to 
an  extent  of  20  percent  of  the  supply  of 
Colorado  River  water  which  was  allocat¬ 
ed  to  them  when  the  Colorado  River 
compact  was  adopted.  Am  I  not  correct? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  I  understand  the 
Senator’s  statement,  I  believe  the  per¬ 
centage  is  even  worse  than  was  antici¬ 
pated. 

The  Colorado  River  compact  was 
signed  45  years  ago,  before  some  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  were  born.  It  has  been 
a  long  time.  People  do  not  realize  how 
long  it  has  been.  When  the  Colorado 
River  compact  was  signed,  it  was  antici¬ 
pated  by  the  men  who  signed  it  that  we 
would  have  TVz  million  acre-feet  to  use 
in  the  upper  basin,  at  a  bare  minimum, 
because  it  was  figured  that  there  might 
be  as  much  as  18  or  20  million  acre-feet 
of  virgin  flow  in  the  river. 

So  we  find  at  this  point,  because  of  the 
diminishment  of  the  flow  of  the  river, 
and  taking  out  such  amounts  as  are 
absorbed  by  evaporation,  which  is  700,- 
000  acre-feet,  the  best  we  can  do,  even 
with  the  passage  of  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act,  is  to  develop  water 
at  a  level  about  20  percent  below  what 
the  people  figured  back  in  1922. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  join  with  the  Senator 
when  he  expresses  a  very  real  concern, 
as  an  American  citizen,  for  the  water 
problems  of  Arizona. 

I  also  join  with  him  in  the  comment 
he  made  a  few  moments  ago,  when  he 
said  that  the  upper  basin  States  know 
that  without  augmentation,  “the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  the  central  Arizona  project  de¬ 
pends  upon  a  retarded  development  of 
the  upper  basin,  a  development  that  has 
already  been  retarded  too  long.” 

I  ask  this  question  of  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor:  Is  it  not  true  that  with  the  increase 
of  population  that  surely  will  come  to 
every  State  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin, 
the  only  means  of  assuring  an  adequate 
supply  of  water  for  his  State,  for  Arizona, 
and  for  all  the  other  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  is  augmenting  the  supply? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  unquestionably 
so.  This  is  the  only  way  in  which  it  can 
be  done. 

I  have  made  the  statement  repeatedly 
that  the  feasibility  of  the  central  Arizona 
project,  as  now  constituted,  can  depend 
on  only  one  thing — the  deferred  and  de¬ 
layed  construction  of  the  projects  in 
Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Utah;  because 
it  is  that  water,  on  their  own  schedules, 
that  they  are  going  to  bring  down  the 
stream,  so  long  as  it  is  not  developed  up¬ 
stream,  and  sell  in  the  central  Arizona 
project,  to  pay  off  the  central  Arizona 
project.  In  other  words,  they  would  run 
our  waters  downstream  for  a  period  of 
X  number  of  years  and  pay  off  the 
project. 

The  Senator  from  California  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct.  A  man  who  studies  these 
three  engineering  reports  can  come  to 
no  conclusion  other  than  what  Congress 
should  do  in  the  pending  measure— and 
this  is  the  thrust  of  the  amendments  of 
the  Senator  from  California,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  rMr.  Hansen],  other 
Senators,  and  myself — it  is  to  consider  a 
study  of  the  augmentation  of  the  water 
supply  in  the  river. 

We  have  never  asked  to  latch  onto  any 
water  in  northern  California  or  the 
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Northwest,  or  any  particular  place.  But 
why  should  we  be  forced  to  sit  here,  see¬ 
ing  this  condition  coming  on,  knowing 
that  the  central  Arizona  project  can  only 
be  paid  for  if  construction  in  Colorado  is 
deferred,  when  we  are  not  even  per¬ 
mitted  to  study  the  possibility  of  the 
development  of  an  augmented  supply, 
land  when  the  Hualapai  Dam,  which 
would  pay  for  such  a  study,  is  taken  out 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  A  few  moments  ago,  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  mentioned  the 
fact  that  every  Governor  of  every  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  State,  upper  basin  and 
lower  basin,  came  into  agreement  with 
the  present  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on 
a  bill  introduced  in  the  last  Congress 
which  would  have  provided  revenues  for 
future  augmentation,  and  preliminary 
studies  leading  to  an  actual  augmenta¬ 
tion  of  the  supply  of  water.  I  ask  the 
Senator:  Is  it  not  true  that  the  facts  he 
has  spelled  out  so  clearly  in  his  address 
in  the  Senate  today  form  the  basis  on 
which  that  unanimity  was  obtained? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  believe  the  facts 
speak  for  themselves.  I  know  of  no  one 
who  will  deny  the  great  and  extended  ef¬ 
forts  of  all  the  Governors  and  of  all  the 
officials  concerned  with  water  develop¬ 
ment  in  each  of  the  seven  States  over 
a  period  of  years,  to  come  to  an  agree¬ 
ment  upon  the  measure  which  was  intro¬ 
duced  last  year,  which  is  the  substance 
of  the  bill  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  California  the  other  day 
and  the  substance  of  the  present  amend¬ 
ment  by  way  of  a  substitute. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Senators  should  under¬ 
stand  that,  and  they  should  understand 
it  clearly. 

I  look  forward  to  listening  to  the  fur¬ 
ther  comments  which  the  able  Senator 
from  Colorado,  a  leader  in  the  fight  for 
regional  development  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  West,  will  make  upon  this 
occasion,  and  I  repeat  my  congratula¬ 
tions  to  him.  I  believe  that  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  has  clearly  demonstrated 
the  complete  folly  of  the  measure  now 
pending  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  words.  May  I  call  his  attention  to 
another  fact. 

It  is  not  only  the  shortage  of  water 
that  will  cause  further  controversy  in 
the  Senate.  If  the  pending  measure 
should  become  law,  we  will  never  see  the 
time  when  the  controversy  does  not  wage 
more  bitterly  on  this  subject. 

For  example,  I  should  like  to  cite  some 
figures  of  which  Senators  may  or  may 
not  be  aware.  Iv  gathered  these  statistics 
the  other  day. 

The  average  appropriations  for  the 
construction  of  reclamation  projects  in 
the  last  10  years,  including  fiscal  year 
1967,  amounted  to  $242,060,000.  Keep 
that  figure  in  mind  for  a  moment. 

If  we  take  just  the  reclamation  projects 
that  are  now  under  construction,  con¬ 
struction  planning,  actually  underway, 
and  we  add  the  Manson  unit  of  the  Chief 
Joseph  project  in  Washington,  which  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  California 
supported,  as  did  I,  and  we  add  the 
Tualatin  project  of  Oregon,  for  which  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  California 
voted,  as  did  I — just  add  those  two 
projects,  which  are  not  actually  under¬ 


way,  to  those  actually  underway — it 
would  require  in  1968,  in  round  figures, 
$238  million  of  appropriations. 

But  in  1969,  it  would  require  $406,000,- 
000;  in  1970,  it  would  require  $437.5  mil¬ 
lion,  which  is  aproximately  double  the 
amount  which  Congress  has  appropri¬ 
ated  for  all  reclamation  projects  to  date; 
in  1971,  it  would  require  $422  million; 
and  in  1972,  it  would  require  $342  mil¬ 
lion,  which  is  over  $100  million  more 
than  the  average  that  Congress  has  ap¬ 
propriated  for  reclamation  in  the  last 
2  years. 

Mr.  President,  take  the  figures,  look  at 
them,  and  see  what  is  going  to  happen. 
If  some  persons  think  the  controversy 
has  been  bitter  to  date,  it  is  going  to 
get  tougher  as  time  goes  on. 

In  order  to  finance  the  central  Arizona 
project  under  this  bill  we  would  have  to 
have  $7  million  appropriated  in  1969, 
$17.5  million  in  1970,  $103.3  million  in 
1971,  $118.5  million  in  1972,  $115.02  mil¬ 
lion  in  1973,  and  then  it  goes  down  in 
1974  to  $100  million. 

Let  us  take  the  amount  that  Congress 
will  be  obliged  to  appropriate  just  to 
keep  the  presently  authorized  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  going,  and  adding  only  the 
Manson  unit  of  Chief  Joseph  and  the 
Tualatin  project  of  Oregon,  which  are 
not  financed  as  yet,  but  they  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  figures  I  gave.  Taking  those 
figures  and  adding  them  to  the  cost  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  and  the  need 
for  appropriation,  let  us  see  where  we 
come  out. 

In  1969  Congress  would  have  to  ap¬ 
propriate  $413  million,  which  is  about 
80  percent  more  than  its  average  appro¬ 
priations  over  the  past  10  years.  In  1970 
Congress  would  have  to  appropriate  $455 
million;  in  1971  it  would  have  to  appro¬ 
priate  $525  million,  which  is  more  than 
twice  the  amount  Congress  usually  ap¬ 
propriates  for  reclamation;  and  in  1972 
$461  million.  It  is  impractical  to  carry 
these  projections  further  because  we  do 
not  know  what  oncoming  projects  there 
will  be. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

-  Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  that  is 
why  it  is  so  tragic  to  listen  to  the  words 
of  Secretary  Udall  which  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  has  quoted.  When 
Secretary  Udall  appeared  before  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  last  session  he  said,  as  the 
Senator  has  quoted: 

The  heart  of  the  bill — 

And  that  was  the  bill  that  all  States 
and  the  Federal  Government  agreed  on — 
is  the  basin  account  and  the  basinwide  ap¬ 
proach  which  opens  the  door  to  whatever  the 
region  needs  in  the  future  *  *  *  We  now 
propose  a  vehicle  with  the  major  hydroelec¬ 
tric  dams  on  the  river  committed  to  produce 
revenues  for  whatever  the  region  needs  in 
the  future. 

The  Senator  has  demonstrated  why 
that  kind  of  approach  has  to  come,  in 
order  to  face  up  to  the  needs  of  tomor¬ 
row.  The  argument  that  the  Senator 
makes  is  irrefutable.  Whether  one  lives 
in  or  out  of  the  basin  there  is  no  answer 
to  the  argument  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  has  made.  I  hope  and  pray  that 
Senators,  one  by  one,  will  see  the  wis¬ 
dom  of  the  Senator’s  argument. 
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Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  contribution. 

In  addition  to  the  shortages  of  water 
and  the  fact  that  it  would  be  built  and 
paid  for  out  of  upper  basin  water,  I  think 
the  figures  I  just  gave  show  irrefutably 
that  if  the  central  Arizona  project  is 
built  it  will  be  impossible  to  secure  money 
from  Congress  for  20  years  to  build  many 
of  the  other  participating  projects. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  first  I  wish 
to  compliment  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  for  the  excellent  discussion  he  is 
conducting  on  the  matter  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  which  is  of  such  great  concern  to 
all  Colorado  River  Basin  States.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  it  is  of  concern  to  the  entire  West 
where  reclamation  is  the  means  by  which 
we  live,  and  it  is  of  interest  to  the  entire 
United  States  because,  in  my  opinion, 
there  are  some  grave  questions  of  policy 
that  have  to  be  decided  by  the  Senate. 

I  wish  to  follow  that  statement  by 
asking  a  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Colorado.  Is  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
aware  of  any  other  reclamation  project 
or  any  other  water  project  where  the  de¬ 
vice  has  been  used  of  prepaying  for  a 
long  period  in  advance  of  funds  for 
power  for  pumping  purposes  on  any 
other  project? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  not.  In  discussions 
before  the  committee,  of  course,  the  ex¬ 
cuse  has  been  used  that  we  did  this  in 
our  treaty  with  Canada.  We  built  the 
dams  for  Canada.  How  we  ever  got  any 
Secretary  of  State  who  was  soft-minded 
enough  to  build  them  and  pay  for  them  I 
do  not  know. 

However,  we  are  operating  here  under 
reclamation  which  the  Senator  from 
Utah  knows  and  understands  as  well  as 
anyone  in  the  Chamber.  I  do  not  know 
of  any  instance  in  which  we  had  this 
sort  of  situation  or  where  we  constructed 
a  thermal  plant  which  is  being  financed 
by  the  Federal  Government  at  $103  mil¬ 
lion  and  the  greatest  benefit  will  be 
reaped  by  a  power  company. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  if  this 
pattern  is  followed  and  prepayment  is 
made,  we  are  in  effect  committing  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  use  of  a  par¬ 
ticular  kind  of  energy  for  a  period  of  50 
years  downstream  without  any  reason¬ 
able  prediction  as  to  whether  energy  pro¬ 
duced  by  coal  50  years  from  now  will  be 
comparable  to  the  price  of  energy  pro¬ 
duced  by  water  or  nuclear  energy,  or  in 
any  other  way?  Are  we  not  locking  our¬ 
selves  in  for  50  years? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  We  are  locking  ourselves 
in  with  stupidity.  The  Senator  dealt  with 
this  matter  in  his  excellent  address  the 
other  day. 

I  am  sorry  that  I  cannot  recall  the  ex¬ 
act  figures  but  for  example,  in  one  of  the 
scientific  journals  over  which  I  pore,  I 
read  that  there  was  a  breakthrough  in 
the  nuclear  energy  field  which  has  just 
occurred  recently  in  Pennsylvania  where 
they  are  now  able  to  operate  with  tem¬ 
peratures  of  1,500  degrees  and  pressures 
of  approximately  1,000  pounds.  I  do  not 
want  to  be  held  to  those  figures. 

The  facts  are  that  the  advancements 
are  so  dramatic  that  they  literally  make 
every  other  nuclear  powerplant  in  the 
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country  nearly  obsolete;  every  other 
plant  has  to  be  raised  to  this  level  before 
they  can  hope  to  compete.  The  situation 
cannot  be  more  dramatically  demon¬ 
strated  than  with  this  new  advancement 
in  nuclear  power.  What  are  we  doing? 
We  are  locking  ourselves  in  on  a  steam- 
plant  which  may  be  as  obsolete  as  a  dodo 
bird  in  20  years.  I  do  not  know.  Nobody 
knows.  I  suppose  we  will  continue  to  de¬ 
velop  means  of  extracting  heat  and  en¬ 
ergy  from  coal,  the  same  as  is  done  in 
other  places.  However,  we  may  be  locking 
ourselves  in  for  an  archaic  method  of 
production. 

There  is  another  matter  in  connection 
with  steamplants.  The  great  crying  need 
is  for  peaking  power.  Many  do  not  under¬ 
stand  peakloading.  A  steam  generator 
plant  fired  by  coal,  oil,  or  gas,  cannot  be 
put  on  and  jerked  off  the  line  without 
greatly  increasing  operating  costs,  be¬ 
cause  the  big  cost  in  steam  generation  is 
the  fuel  costs. 

We  have  got  to  maintain  the  steam 
pressure  although  it  may  be  used  only  to 
a  small  percentage  of  capacity.  Conse¬ 
quently,  we  cannot  turn  it  on  or  off  at 
will.  But  the  beauty,  from  an  operating 
standpoint,  of  the  dam  is  that  during  the 
surge  that  comes  at  5  o’clock,  6  o’clock, 
and  7  o’clock  at  night,  for  the  next  4 
hours  and  during  the  surge  starting  at  6 
o’clock  the  next  morning,  when  it  comes 
on  the  line,  people  who  supply  the  power 
out  of  their  terminal  plant  can  keep  it 
running  at  a  steady  pace.  They  can  put 
the  hydroelectric  plant  on  the  line  in  a 
few  minutes  and  take  care  of  the  peak 
demand.  This  is  known  as  peaking  power. 
We  will  get  no  such  benefits  out  of  this 
plant  which  Secretary  Udall  has  dreamed 
up  for  Arizona. 

Mr.  MOSS.  On  the  point  the  Senator 
is  making  about  the  use  of  coal  for 
thermal  power,  I  had  a  rather  interest¬ 
ing  discussion  with  the  junior  Senator 
from  Alabama.  Alabama  has  a  great  deal 
of  coal.  A  great  deal  of  TVA  is  located 
there.  He  made  an  observation  that 
struck  me  rather  forcefully,  when  we 
were  talking  about  this  idea  of  locking 
ourselves  in  for  50  years,  that  when  they 
were  holding  hearings  on  TVA  some 
years  ago,  and  he  was  concerned  with 
it,  they  had  a  scientist  who  testified  be¬ 
fore  them  then,  when  TVA  was  talking 
about  the  use  of  thermal  power  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  hydro  power,  and  they  were  dis¬ 
cussing  the  values  of  coal.  The  burden 
of  the  testimony  of  the  scientist  was 
that  coal  had  such  values  for  other 
chemicals,  such  as  gasoline,  coal  tar,  and 
things  that  could  be  extracted  from  coal, 
that  he  made  the  prediction  that  the 
time  would  come  when  it  would  be  illegal 
to  burn  coal  to  generate  heat  as  an 
energy  source. 

While  I  do  not  know  too  much  about 
that,  and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  does  not 
necessarily  concur,  it  did  seem  to  me  to 
illustrate  how  far  in  advance  we  were 
committing  ourselves. 

Supposing  this  event  should  come 
about.  Supposing  coal  became  so  valuable 
for  other  reasons  that  it  was  no  longer 
feasible  to  put  it  to  use  to  burn  merely 
as  heat  to  generate  power,  but  we  already 
had  a  credit  of  30  years  or  15  years,  or 
something  like  that,  to  run,  what  would 


the  dilemma  be  that  we  would  face  if  we 
were  making  this  prepayment  on  a  coal- 
fired  plant? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  cannot  say  exactly. 
The  Senator’s  State  of  Utah  has  a  great 
reserve  of  coal,  as  does  mine — also  New 
Mexico  and  Wyoming.  Thus,  all  four 
States  have  reserves  of  coal.  The  wonder¬ 
ful  thing  about  coal  is  that  it  is  possibly 
the  most  plenteous  source  of  hydro¬ 
carbons  known.  Hydrocarbons  happen  to 
be  convertible  into  almost  every  known 
and  conceivable  substance. 

What  worries  and  disturbs  me  most 
about  this  situation  is  that,  having  com¬ 
mitted  ourselves  to  the  construction  of 
a  powerplant  down  the  road,  no  matter 
what  the  demands  may  or  may  not  be 
for  coal,  having  committed  ourselves  to 
the  construction  of  a  powerplant  and  the 
use  of  that  plant  for  50  years,  and  the 
payment  of  maintenance  and  operating 
costs — the  proportionate  share  that  goes 
into  the  central  Arizona  project — we 
might  be  confronted  in  as  little  as  10  or 
15  years’  time  with  methods  of  electrical 
genex-ation  which  would  make  the  cost  of 
such  a  plant  completely  unfeasible. 

The  Senator  has  already  made  this 
point.  I  think  this  is  the  main  point  he 
is  concerned  about,  that  if  we  go  ahead 
with  this,  we  are  locking  ourselves  out 
from  any  future  opportunity  to  take 
advantage  of  new  technology. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  yield  at  that  point 
for  a  question? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  realizes 
that  a  group  of  public  and  private  utili¬ 
ties  are  not  only  building  this  plant,  but 
others  of  a  like  nature,  and  that  the 
plant  would  be  built  with  a  percentage 
of  the  amount  of  money  paid  to  the 
group  by  the  Federal  Government,  all  of 
which  will  be  repaid  under  this  bill.  Is 
it  not  true  that  this  program  has  been 
[predicated  upon  a  thoi’ough  study  of  this 
Ipi-ogram  by  these  utilities? 

\  Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  cannot  tell  the  Sen¬ 
ator  how  thorough  the  studies  are  which 
they  made.  I  doubt  vei’y  much  if  anyone 
else  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  can  tell 
me. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  know  the  Senator  is 
quite  familiar  with  this  activity,  and 
realizes  they  are  building  a  plant  both 
in  the  Senator’s  State  as  well  as  in  the 
States  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not  care  what  ac¬ 
tivity  these  people  are  concerning  them¬ 
selves  in.  What  I  am  concerned  about 
is  the  Government’s  prepaying  $103  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  building  of  a  plant.  True, 
Ai-izona  will  benefit,  but  so  will  two  pri¬ 
vate  power  companies  and  one  public 
power  entity. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Of  course,  the  whole 
basin  will  benefit,  but  when  the  Senator 
talks  about - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  How  is  Colorado  going  to 
benefit? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Colorado  is  in  the  bill 
with  five  projects.  But  I  should  like  to 
say  this,  that  when  we  talk  about  pre¬ 
payment  for  power,  I  should  like  to  re¬ 
fer  to  a  memorandum  of  mine  which  dis¬ 
cusses  this  particular  question  in  more 
detail. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Which  question  is  the 
Senator  talking  about?  The  steam  plant? 


Mr.  FANNIN.  Prepayment.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  was  talking  about  prepayment.  He 
was  referring  to  the  first  one,  the  largest 
one. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  All  right. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  While  many  precedents 
for  prepayment  for  services  or  goods  may 
exist,  I  would  like  to  point  out  two  re¬ 
cent  examples  of  prepayment  of  power. 
The  first  and  largest  prepayment  plan 
for  the  purchase  of  power  is  contained  in 
the  contract  between  the  United  States 
of  America,  acting  by  and  through  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration,  and 
the  Cc  lumbia  Storage  Power  Exchange — 
CSPE — with  the  Canadian  Government. 
Under  this  plan  the  United  States,  acting 
through  CSPE,  paid  the  Canadian  Gov¬ 
ernment  $253,930,000  for  pi'epayment  of 
power  which  the  United  States  will  re¬ 
ceive  as  a  result  of  construction  of  three 
dams  in  Canada  which  will  store  surplus 
water  for  release  at  a  time  when  the 
water  can  be  used  to  generate  power  in 
powerplants  located  in  the  United  States. 
The  excess  energy  from  this  plant  was 
divided  between  the  United  States  and 
Canada,  and  that  portion  which  was  due 
the  United  States  was  prepaid  by  the 
United  States.  This  pei'mitted  the  Ca¬ 
nadian  Government  to  construct  the 
three  dams  for  water  storage  in  Canada. 
CSPE  is  a  Washington  nonprofit,  non¬ 
stock  corpoi-ation  consisting  of  fom’  pri¬ 
vate  utilities,  11  municipalities,  12  co-ops 
and  14  PUD’s. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Apparently  the  Senator 
was  not  listening  to  me.  I  was  referring 
to  the  situation  which  I  said  a  little 
while  ago  I  think  stinks. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  second  example  of 
prepayment  is  the  prepayment  which  the 
Salt  River  project  of  Arizona  made  to 
Colorado-Ute  in  Colorado  for  50,000  kilo¬ 
watts  of  capacity  from  a  thermal  plant. 
The  pi’oject  advanced  approximately  $10 
million  to  prepay  for  the  output  from  the 
50,000  kilowatts  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  plant.  This  money  was  used  by  Colo¬ 
rado-Ute  in  constructing  a  larger  plant 
than  it  would  have  consti’ucted  with  its 
own  resoxu’ces. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
at  that  point:  What  is  the  Salt  River 
project? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  It  is  the  Salt  River  Agi’i- 
cultural  Improvement  and  Power  Dis¬ 
trict  commonly  referi-ed  to  as  the  Salt 
River  Power  Districts.  The  district  is  a 
political  subdivision  of  the  State  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  operates  “the  Salt  River  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  px-oject  as  the  agent  for 
the  United  States.” 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  not  “United 
States.”  I  make  two  points  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  One,  it  is  not  the  United  States; 
and,  second,  the  advance  was  made  to 
Colorado-Ute,  by  REA.  Thus,  the  state¬ 
ment  I  made  I  still  stand  by.  So  far  as  I 
know - 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  stand  by  this,  too. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  There  has  not  been  any 
such  program  as  this,  any  development 
of  a  steam-generation  plant  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  in  any  of  our  recla¬ 
mation  projects. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Salt  River  Federal 
raeclamation  project  as  the  agent  for  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  not  the  “United 
States,”  though. 
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Mr.  FANNIN.  No,  not  in  the  Salt  River 
project’s  prepurchase  from  the  Colo- 
rado-Ute.  But  as  agent  for  the  United 
States,  the  Salt  River  project  does  oper¬ 
ate  the  Salt  River  Federal  reclamation 
project. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Colorado-Ute  is  not 
a  reclamation  project.  It  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Salt  River  project’s  pur¬ 
chase  of  power  from  the  Colorado-Ute 
project  is  “prepayment”  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  was  talking  about. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  might  say,  while  we 
are  on  that  point,  since  the  Senator 
seems  to  be  so  proud  of  that  little  situa¬ 
tion,  that  case — that  loan — was  made  by 
the  Salt  River  and  the  REA.  It  went  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  found  it 
illegal.  Thus,  if  the  Senator  wishes  to 
point  to  that - 

Mr.  FANNIN.  It  is  in  operation  today. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Let  me  get  this 
straight — a  technicality  here — I  refer  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Colorado  which 
said  it  was  illegal  and  then  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  refused  to 
overturn  it.  So  that  is  the  way  it  stands. 

It  has  caused  us  a  great  deal  of  diffi¬ 
culty.  It  is  operating,  yes;  because  it  was 
on  the  line  before  the  final  decision,  but 
we  do  not  know  what  is  to  become  of  it. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  When  the  Senator  refers 
to  what  is  involved  in  reclomation  in  the 
next  few  years,  I  think  he  realizes  that 
in  1969  the  appropriations  required  by 
this  bill  would  be  a  little  less  than  $7 
million,  and  $17  million  in  1970.  Then  in 
1971,  1972,  and  1973  larger  amounts  are 
involved. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not  want  to  quibble, 
but  is  not  the  Senator  quoting  the  figures 
I  quoted?  Is  he  saying  I  did  not  quote 
them  correctly? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  These  are  the  figures 
quoted  on  the  floor  by  the  Senator  from 
Utah,  and  perhaps  by  the  Senator  from 
Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  have  not  misquoted 
those  figures;  have  I? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  No;  but  I  wanted  to 
bring  them  out  so  it  would  be  under¬ 
stood  that,  as  far  as  1969  appropriations 
would  be  concerned,  we  are  talking  about 
less  than  $7  million  for  this  project  and 
$17  million  for  1970. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  right,  and  that 
is  what  I  read  a  little  while  ago  on  the 
floor.  Is  the  Senator  saying  I  did  not  read 
them  correctly? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  did  not  say  the  Senator 
did  not  read  them  correctly. 

LOWER  BASIN 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Let  us  get  back  to  the 
lower  basin  study. 

An  independent  and  different  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  water  supply  problems  of 
the  Colorado  River  was  presented  in  a 
joint  report  to  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  in  August 
1965  by  engineers  representing  the  States 
of  California,  Arizona,  and  Nevada. 
These  engineers  recognized  that  the  fu¬ 
ture  water  supply  of  a  stream  with  such 
a  widely  fluctuating  annual  runoff  as  the 
Colorado  River  cannot  be  predicted  with 


absolute  confidence.  They  stated  that  re¬ 
cent  studies  of  the  virgin  flow  of  the 
Colorado  River  at  Lee  Ferry  indicated  a 
dependable  yield  of  about  13.7  to  14  mil¬ 
lion  acre- feet  per  year.  Probability 
studies  showed  that  there  is  a  50-50 
chance  that  the  future  virgin  flow  will 
be  14.9  million  acre-feet  per  year.  The 
engineers  concluded  that  with  a  water 
supply  augmentation  program  pending, 
it  would  be  in  the  national  interest  to 
construct  the  central  Arizona  project, 
which  is  the  point  of  view  expressed  by 
my  good  friend  from  California. 

They  further  concluded  that  the 
supply  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River 
will  neither  be  sufficient  to  meet  future 
demands,  estimated  to  be  about  18  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  annum  by  the  year 
2000,  nor  to  meet  the  apportionment  of 
consumptive  use  water  made  by  the 
Colorado  River  compact — to  the  upper 
and  lower  basins — and  by  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty. 

All  the  studies  indicate  the  presence 
of  a  serious  water  deficiency  in  the  lower 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River.  They  show 
a  real  crisis  is  being  faced  by  Arizona, 
southern  California,  and  Nevada.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  same  crisis  is  coming 
closer  and  closer  to  the  upper  basin  with 
each  passing  year.  Therefore,  the  funda¬ 
mental  issue  facing  the  Congress  in¬ 
volves  the  question  of  the  water  supply 
deficiency  of  the  entire  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

All  of  the  studies  indicate  that  any 
large  increase  in  use  of  water  in  the 
lower  basin  must  even  now  be  supplied 
in  part  from  water  apportioned  by  the 
compact  to  the  upper  basin  but  which  is 
presently  unused  by  it. 

I  might  say,  by  way  of  interpolation, 
in  case  anyone  should  wonder  about  the 
reason  why  it  is  unused,  it  is  that  we 
have  not  been  able  to  get  it  developed. 
We  have  not  been  able  to  get  the  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  or  to  get  the  feasibility 
reports  on  them  or  to  get  them  financed. 

As  the  upper  basin  progresses  with  its 
development,  the  amount  of  unused 
water  will  diminish  until  there  will  be  no 
surplus  upper  basin  water  available  for 
use  in  the  lower  basin.  The  supply  will 
diminish  unless  augmented  from  other 
sources.  In  the  absence  of  imported 
water,  the  average  (Avertible  supply  for 
the  central  Arizona  project  will  reach 
precariously  low  levels  by  the  turn  of  the 
century. 

On  the  basis  of  water  supply  studies 
available,  and  testimony  presented  at 
the  hearings,  it  is  apparent  that  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  will 
neither  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  future 
requirements  of  the  area  dependent  upon 
it,  nor  to  meet  the  apportionments  of 
consumptive  use  of  water  made  by  the 
Colordo  River  compact  to  the  upper 
and  lower  basins,  plus  the  delivery  of 
water  to  Mexico,  as  required  by  the  in¬ 
ternational  treaty.  It  is  only  a  question 
of  time  until  the  water  requirements  ex¬ 
ceed  the  amount  of  water  available.  This 
condition  will  occur  whether  or  not  the 
central  Arizona  project  is  constructed. 

Now  that  the  bill  has  been  stripped  of 
provisions  that  would  lead  to  a  water 
augmentation  program,  we  must  look  at 
the  dependable  yield  of  13.7  to  14  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year  rather  than  at 
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the  chance  of  obtaining  14.9  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year,  or  the  15.06  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year  estimated  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.  This  more  con¬ 
servative  approach  reveals  that  there  is 
little  water  available  for  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  over  a  long-term  period. 

It  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that 
the  Supreme  Court  apportionment 
among  the  lower  basin  States  is  condi¬ 
tional,  based  upon  available  water  sup¬ 
ply.  Arizona’s  apportionment  is  2.8  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year,  but  only  if  7.5 
million  acre-feet  per  year  are  available 
for  consumptive  use  in  the  lower  basin. 
The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  esti¬ 
mated  that  existing  Arizona  projects  and 
Indian  reservation  needs  will  consume  at 
full  development  1,230,000  acre-feet  per 
year.  This  will  leave  a  maximum  of 
1,570,000  acre-feet  per  year  available  for 
use  by  the  central  Arizona  project  if  7.5 
million  acre-feet  per  year  is  available  for 
consumptive  use  in  the  lower  basin.  With 
a  dependable  yield  of  only  13.7  to  14  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year  calculated  at  Lee 
Ferry,  the  delivery  point  to  the  lower 
basin,  less  than  7.5  million  acre-feet  per 
year  will  be  available  for  consumptive 
use  in  1977,  the  assumed  first  year  of  full 
operation  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 
This  quantity  will  diminish  in  subsequent 
years  as  the  upper  basin  continues  to 
use  its  apportioned  water. 

With  respect  to  upper  basin  use  of  its 
apportioned  water,  the  projections  used 
in  all  the  departmental  calculations  with 
regard  to  the  central  Arizona  project  are 
based  upon  utilization  of  5.8  million  acre- 
feet  of  the  upper  basins  water,  consider¬ 
ing  the  7.5  million  acre-feet  annual  de¬ 
livery  to  the  lower  basin,  at  the  year  2030. 
This  contemplates  63  years  for  the  upper 
basin  to  put  to  beneficial  use  only  5.8 
million  acre-feet  of  its  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  apportionment,  and  anticipates  a 
stagnated  development  commensurate 
with  such  a  gloomy  projection. 

When  we  talk  about  water  in  the 
West,  we  are  not  talking  about  merely 
stagnating  the  development  of  water; 
we  are  talking  about  stagnating  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  economy  and  of  the 
people. 

I  cannot  accept  this  dismal  out¬ 
look  with  regard  to  upper  basin  develop¬ 
ment,  particularly  in  light  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  pressures  of  today. 

Such  projections  can  only  be  based 
upon  an  unrealistic  prognosis  of  the 
population  growth  of  the  upper  basin 
States.  The  combined  population  of  Col¬ 
orado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming 
now  exceeds  4  million  persons,  and  indi¬ 
cations  are  that  future  growth  will 
greatly  accelerate.  In  addition,  water 
needs  per  person  are  continually  in¬ 
creasing.  To  forecast  only  a  constant 
rate  of  water  development  over  the  next 
60  years,  which  is  implicit  in  the  projec¬ 
tion,  of  full  use  of  the  upper  basin’s  re¬ 
maining  water  by  2030,  instead  of  con¬ 
templating  accelerated  water  develop¬ 
ment  needs,  is  to  ignore  the  facts.  The 
Department,  then,  is  only  planning  for 
an  additional  development  of  2.7  million 
acre-feet  of  water  by  the  year  2030  in 
the  upper  basin.  The  question  then  is: 
“Why  is  the  upper  basin’s  development 
projected  at  a  snail’s  pace?” 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  plans  to  sell  1.8  million 
acre-feet  of  water  through  the  central 
Arizona  project  in  1975.  Applying  a  10- 
percent  loss  factor,  over  2  million  acre- 
feet  will  be  diverted  annually  to  just  one 
project  in  the  lower  basin,  a  project 
which  planned  to  divert  water  in  5  years. 

It  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  only 
way  that  the  hopes  and  aspirations  of 
both  the  upper  and  lower  basins  can  be 
achieved  is  through  the  augmentation 
of  the  river,  and  a  basinwide  or  region¬ 
al  approach.  Secretary  Udall  gave  lip- 
service  to  the  regional  approach  during 
the  May  2,  1967,  Senate  hearings,  when 
he  said  to  Senator  Ktjchel  : 

Senator,  I  am  not  retreating  one  inch  from 
my  belief  that  the  only  wise  thing  for  the 
people  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  to 
work  together  on  a  regional  basis  to  solve 
their  problems. 

Amendment  214  embodies  a  regional 
approach  and  permits  the  Secretary  to 
search  for  new  sources  of  water.  His 
search  is  not  limited  to  importation  but 
is  broad  enough  to  cover  almost  every 
conceivable  source  of  additional  water. 
I  quote  section  201(a)(2)  of  my  substi¬ 
tute  amendment: 

(2)  investigate  sources  and  means  of  sup¬ 
plying  water  to  meet  the  current  and  antic¬ 
ipated  water  requirements  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin,  including  reductions  in  losses, 
importations  from  sources  outside  the  na¬ 
tural  drainage  basins  of  the  Colorado  River 
system,  desalination,  weather  modification, 
and  other  means; 

I  remind  the  Senate  that  I  have  en¬ 
thusiastically  supported  scientific  inves¬ 
tigation  of  other  forms  of  water  supply 
augmentation,  such  as  desalination  and 
weather  modification.  This  support  has 
been  at  the  authorization  level  through 
the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee,  and  at  the  funding  level  through  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  Further¬ 
more,  so  long  as  these  scientific  investi¬ 
gations  are  constructive,  I  will  continue 
to  give  them  my  aid. 

On  the  other  hand,  because  these  proc¬ 
esses  are  still  in  the  investigation  stage 
and  have  not  been  proven  from  an  hy¬ 
drologic  engineering  basis,  nor  practi¬ 
cable  from  either  an  economic  or  a  legal 
basis,  it  would  be  imprudent  to  rely  upon 
these  unproven  processes  as  a  “solution” 
to  the  water  problems  of  my  State  or  the 
upper  basin.  While  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  has  “high  hopes”  for  the  poten¬ 
tials  of  these  processes,  I  see  no  reason 
why  my  State,  instead  of  the  Secretary’s 
State,  should  be  selected  as  the  guinea 
pig,  awaiting  the  results  of  experimenta¬ 
tion  into  physical,  engineering,  economic 
and  legal  problems  to  which  the 
answers  might  or  might  not  be  able  to 
produce  more  water  in  the  quantities,  at 
an  affordable  cost,  at  the  location,  and 
at  the  times  when  it  would  be  needed  to 
supply  future  water  requirements.  I  can¬ 
not  tie  the  future  of  my  State  to  such  a 
risky,  and  nebulous,  prospective  solu¬ 
tion,  when  the  proven  method  of  import¬ 
ing  water  from  other  river  basins  is  open 
for  investigation  and  project  planning. 

In  view  of  all  the  prevailing  circum¬ 
stances  and  implications  surrounding 
this  legislation,  I  cannot  support  it  un¬ 
less  it  incorporates  the  authorization  of 
a  meaningful  study  of  water  importation 


and  the  Hualapai  Dam.  These  two  fea¬ 
tures  are  the  pillars  upon  which  rests 
the  success  of  a  regional  plan  for  the 
Southwest’s  water  future. 

Other  basic  elements  of  amendment 
214  are  of  vital  importance  to  my  State 
of  Colorado.  At  this  point  I  wish  to 
briefly  examine  some  additional  features 
of  the  substitute  amendment  that  are 
essential  parts  of  a  regional  approach 
to  the  solution  of  the  problems  either 
present  or  imminent  in  the  seven  States 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

First.  Title  I  explains  the  objectives 
of  the  bill.  These  objectives  are  region¬ 
wide — not  localized  to  one  State.  Con¬ 
gress  recognizes  that  there  are  water 
problems  in  the  entire  basin  arid  directs 
the  National  Water  Commission  and  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Council  to 
give  highest  priority  to  plans  for  their 
relief. 

Second.  Title  II  provides  for  planning 
and  investigation  in  the  Southwest.  Es¬ 
timates  of  water  availability  and  water 
needs  of  both  areas  of  use  and  areas  of 
origin  would  be  made.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  directed  to  prepare  a  re¬ 
connaissance  report  of  a  staged  plan  of 
development  to  meet  the  needs  defined 
in  the  investigations.  The  plan  for  the 
first  stage  should,  among  other  things, 
include  provision  for  2.5  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  to  meet  the  burden  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  as  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation  and  make  up  losses  of  about  a 
million  acre-feet  in  the  lower  basin  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  delivery  of  that  water 
to  Mexico.  The  Mexican  Treaty  obliga¬ 
tion  of  1.5  million  acre-feet  per  year 
has  become  a  bitter  bone  of  contention 
as  the  available  water  in  the  river  has 
been  reduced  by  added  uses  every  year. 
Colorado  has  insisted  that  uses  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River  in  Arizona  should 
be  counted  as  part  of  the  lower  basin’s 
apportionment. 

Our  position  has  always  been  consist¬ 
ent,  since  the  signing  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact,  that  that  is  what  the 
compact  says.  The  lower  basin  States  dis¬ 
agree  and  place  a  different  interpretation 
upon  the  compact.  We  have  considered 
that  a  clarification  of  this  issue  is  nec¬ 
essary  before  any  new  lower  basin  proj¬ 
ects  are  constructed  in  order  to  protect 
ourselves  against  any  imposition  of 
jclaims  for  water  to  fill  the  Mexican 
Treaty  requirements.  As  negotiations 
with  the  lower  basin  States  progressed  it 
became  apparent  that  the  internal  con¬ 
ditions  in  Arizona  were  such  that  it  was 
impossible  for  her  representatives  to 
reach  agreement  with  the  upper  basin 
concerning  accounting  for  waters  used 
from  the  Gila  River.  If,  under  an  import 
scheme,  2.5  million  acre-feet  can  be 
brought  into  the  river  this  dispute  will 
dissolve  in  the  imported  water.  If  even 
a  study  of  such  a  plan  is  not  possible, 
there  will  be  another  major  lawsuit  on 
the  Colorado  River  commencing  at  the 
first  occasion  that  terms  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  are  invoked  by  the  Secretary  and 
development  in  the  upper  basin  is  pre¬ 
cluded.  This  is  as  inevitable  as  night  fol¬ 
lowing  the  day. 

Only  after  reporting  back  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  finding  that  certain  very 
stringent  criteria  are  met  can  the  Secre¬ 
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tary  proceed  beyond  a  reconnaissance 
report  on  an  import  plan.  Furthermore, 
the  strongest  and  broadest  criteria  pos¬ 
sible  are  provided  to  protect  areas  of 
origin  which  also  will  benefit  materially 
from  any  plan  that  may  be  ultimately 
adopted. 

What  are  we  talking  about,  specifically, 
when  we  talk  about  water  augentation? 
A  representative  of  the  State  of  Califor¬ 
nia,  in  testifying  before  our  committee  on 
this  bill,  testified  that  they  would  be 
happy  to  have  and  welcome  a  study  of  the 
water  resources  of  northern  California, 
to  see  if  there  would  be  any  water  avail¬ 
able  for  transportation  to  the  Southwest. 

When  you  consider  the  high  economic 
use  to  which  water  in  the  Southwest  will 
be  increasingly  devoted  in  the  future,  it 
is  obvious  that  this  water  will  draw  a 
good  price. 

We  are  also  talking  about  a  look  at  the 
Columbia  River  Basin.  We  have  never 
asked  for  anything  but  a  look.  We  have 
never  asked  for  anything  but  a  study. 

Two  and  one-half  million  acre-feet 
of  water  delivered  to  the  lower  regions 
of  the  Colorado  River  in  the  lower 
basin,  would  go  a  long  way  toward  the 
solution  of  not  only  the  Mexican  Treaty 
problem  but  also  the  problems  of  the 
entire  river.  My  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Arizona,  would  then  not  have  to 
worry  about  getting  this  proposal 
passed. 

We  know  that  below  The  Dalles  on  the 
Columbia  River  no  further  water  is  tak¬ 
en  out.  We  know  that  160  to  170  million 
acre-feet  of  water  flow  into  the  ocean 
every  year,  totally  wasted,  of  no  use 
to  anyone. 

So,  what  are  we  talking  about?  We 
talk  about  the  opportunity  to  study  the 
possibility  of  taking  out  2.5  million  acre- 
feet  down  on  the  river  at  a  point  where 
it  flows  into  the  ocean,  wasted — about 
1.5  percent  of  the  whole  flow.  And  the 
advocates  of  this  bill  have  said:  “No. 
You  are  not  even  going  to  have  a  chance 
to  look  at  it.  We  are  going  to  have  our 
project  for  ourselves.” 

Maybe  when  the  National  Water 
Commission  or  some  other  commission, 
reports  in  5  years,  those  men — who  are 
still  very  nebulous — may  permit  us  to 
take  a  look  at  it  and  study  it. 

When  that  water  bill  was  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  before  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  an  incident  took 
place  which  adequately  illustrates  what 
the  purpose  is.  The  proponents  never 
intended  to  permit  a  study  even  under 
the  National  Water  Commission  because 
at  that  time,  although  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  had  testified  before  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  that  the  water  problems  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  were  certainly  the 
most  prominent  in  the  United  States 
and  the  needs  there  were  great,  and  that 
they  were  the  most  pressing  of  all. 

Even  though  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  testified  in  that  manner,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
turned  down  an  amedment  offered  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado  to  make 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  study  a  priority 
item  for  the  National  Water  Commission. 

So  we  are  here,  to  this  day,  denied  the 
right  to  even  take  what  would  be  a  cup- 
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ful.  We  az’e  denied  the  right  even  to 
take  a  look  at  it  and  study  it.  We  are 
denied  the  right  to  have  a  feasibility 
study  made  of  this  project.  It  may  turn 
out  to  be  unfeasible.  I  do  not  know.  But 
I  do  not  know  how  anyone  can  take  the 
position,  with  170  million  acre-feet  of 
water  rolling  down  to  the  ocean  to  waste, 
that  another  section  of  our  country  is 
not  entitled  to  have  at  least  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  study  whether  a  few  drops, 
literally,  out  of  that  vast  river  of  water 
might  be  taken  down  into  the  south¬ 
western  part  of  the  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  curing  the  ills  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  complains  about  and 
the  ills  with  whi'ch  all  the  rest  of  us 
are  afflicted. 

Third.  Title  III  would  authorize  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  about 
which  I  have  already  commented.  It 
would  also  authorize  the  central  Arizona 
project,  including  Hooker  Dam  in  New 
Mexico.  The  aqueduct  for  the  central 
Arizona  project  would  be  capable  of 
transporting  2,500  cubic  feet  of  water  per 
second  which  is  more  than  adequate  to 
deliver  the  necessary  supply.  That  has 
now  been  raised  to  3,000  cubic  feet  of 
water  a  second,  and  there  is  no  feasi¬ 
bility  study  on  that  at  all,  just  some  re¬ 
marks  off  the  cuff  by  members  of  the 
Department  of  Interior. 

This  part  of  the  bill  also  includes  a 
priority  for  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water 
per  year  from  the  lower  basin  supply 
for  the  State  of  California.  There  is  some 
disagreement  as  to  whether  this  obli¬ 
gation  would  fall  upon  the  upper  basin 
in  years  of  shortage.  This  is  not  the 
intention  of  the  bill  because  it  is  strictly 
a  matter  of  agreement  between  Arizona 
and  California.  As  added  insurance,  how¬ 
ever,  I  have  included  a  provision  to  make 
it  clear  that  any  benefits  of  section  4(a) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  that 
the  other  States  now  possess  shall  not 
be  disturbed  in  any  way  by  the  priority 
for  4.4  million  acre-feet  granted  by  Ari¬ 
zona  to  California  under  the  terms  of  the 
bill. 

Under  this  title  the  Dixie  project  in 
the  State  of  Utah  would  be  integrated 
into  the  lower  basin  development  fund. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  feel  certain  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  is  familiar  with  the 
report  made  by  the  committee  on  the 
Dixie  project,  at  page  51  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report.  I  should  like  to  query  the 
Senator  particularly  about  the  para¬ 
graph  on  that  page  which  reads: 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that 
the  provisions  for  the  repayment  of  the  Dixie 
project  remain  as  far  as  possible  in  accord 
with  the  project’s  authorizing  legislation 
(Public  Law  88-565,  78  Stat.  848) .  Costs  al¬ 
located  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
are  to  remain  nonreimbursable  as  in  the 
original  authorization. 

Is  the  Senator  familiar  with  that  pro¬ 
vision? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Yes,  I  remember  that 
provision. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of  any 
opinions  stated  in  the  committee  or  by 
P®Partment,  or  by  anyone  else,  that 
the  fish  and  wildlife  costs  allocated  would 
be  changed  at  all  by  the  proposed  legisla¬ 


tion  if  the  Dixie  project  were  enabled  to 
participate  in  the  lower  basin  fund? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  cannot  honestly  an¬ 
swer  the  Senator’s  question  without  com¬ 
pletely  reviewing  the  record.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  recall  that  at  the  markup  of  the 
bill  we  had  an  unusual  situation.  We 
were  holding  hearings  and  were  marking 
up  the  bill  at  the  same  time. 

Frankly,  the  representatives  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  said  so  many 
things — some  of  them,  I  think,  con¬ 
tradictory — that  I  really  cannot  answer 
the  Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  reason  why  I  bring 
that  up  at  this  point — and  I  addressed 
myself  to  it  when  I  spoke  last  week  on  the 
bill — is  that  there  has  been  raised  again 
in  the  record  what  I  consider  to  be  an 
old  herring  or  red  shirt. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Chestnut. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  reimbursables.  There 
is  an  insistence  on  bringing  this  subject 
up.  I  asked  the  Commissioner  of  Recla¬ 
mation  about  it  and  obtained  from  him 
an  answer  in  a  letter  from  him  dated 
August  7,  1967,  in  which  he  discusses  this 
very  point.  He  states  that  so  far  as  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  concerned,  and 
based  on  legal  advice,  there  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  that  the  funds  used  for  the  enhance¬ 
ment  of  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreation 
in  the  Dixie  project  remain  nonreimburs¬ 
able,  as  they  were  in  the  authorizing 
legislation. 

But  this  bill  makes  no  change  whatever 
in  the  authorization  of  that  project;  it 
simply  provides  that  it  may  get  some 
financial  help  if  a  lower  basin  fund  is  set 
up.  It  does  not  change  anything  else. 

With  the  permission  of  the  Senator 
from  Colorado,  I  should  like  unanimous 
consent  to  place  the  Commissioner’s  let¬ 
ter  in  the  Record  at  this  point,  to  estab¬ 
lish  what  I  think  is  a  final  and  authori¬ 
tative  legal  opinion  as  to  what  the  terms 
of  the  Dixie  project  would  be. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  should  be  happy  to 
have  the  Senator  from  Utah  place  the 
letter  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in 
order  to  clarify  the  status  of  his  own 
situation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  op  the  Interior, 

Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  7, 1967. 
Hon.  Prank  E.  Moss, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Moss  :  Tliis  is  in  reply  to  your 
recent  oral  request  for  our  comments  on  the 
provisions  which  are  included  in  S.  1004,  as 
favorably  reported  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  concerning 
the  repayment  of  costs  of  the  authorized 
Dixie  Project,  Utah.  You  particularly  inquired 
concerning  the  reimbursability  of  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreation. 

Subsection  2 ( j)  of  S.  1004  provides  that, 
“The  Secretary  shall  integrate  the  Dixie  Proj¬ 
ect,  heretofore  authorized,  into  the  repay¬ 
ment  arrangement  and  participation  in  the 
Development  Fund  established  by  .  .  .  (the 
bill).”  This  would  permit  surplus  revenues 
from  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Devel¬ 
opment  Fund  which  would  be  established  if 
S.  1004  were  enacted  to  be  applied  to  assist 
in  the  repayment  of  costs  of  the  Dixie  Proj¬ 


ect  allocated  to  irrigation  which  are  beyond 
the  repayment  ability  of  the  water  users.  As 
you  are  aware,  construction  of  the  Dixie  Proj¬ 
ect  cannot  proceed  until  a  source  of  such 
assistance  is  provided.  Our  analyses  indicate 
that  there  will  be  sufficient  surplus  revenues 
in  the  Development  Fund  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  S.  1004  over  10  years  in  advance  of 
the  date  they  would  be  required  to  accom¬ 
plish  repayment  of  the  Dixie  Project. 

Aside  from  supplying  repayment  assistance, 
S.  1004  would  not  affect  the  repayment  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Dixie  Project.  Section  3  of  the 
bill  states,  .  .  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  Act  .  .  .” 
shall  come  under  the  provisions  of  P.L.  80-72 
regarding  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 
This  section  does  not  apply  to  the  Dixie  Proj¬ 
ect.  The  Committee  Report  (Report  No.  408, 
89th  Congress)  states  on  page  51:  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  Committee  that  the  provi¬ 
sions  for  the  repayment  of  the  Dixie  project 
remain  as  fax  as  possible  in  accord  with  the 
project’s  authorizing  legislation  (Public  Law 
88-565,  78  Stat.  848).  Costs  allocated  to  rec¬ 
reation  and  fish  and  wildlife  are  to  remain 
nonreimbursable  as  in  the  original  author¬ 
ization. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Floyd  E.  Dominy, 

Commissioner. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from- Colorado  yield  on  one  further 
point? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  Senator’s  discussion 
of  how  the  Hualapai  Dam  would  be  built 
under  the  provisions  of  the  amendment 
which  he  is  offering  brings  to  my  mind 
an  article  published  in  the  press  yester¬ 
day  concerning  the  Grand  Canyon.  It  is 
similar  to  other  articles  that  have  been 
published  ad  nauseam  concerning  how 
the  Grand  Canyon  will  be  threatened  in 
some  way  if  the  Hualapai  Dam  is  built. 
I  have  previously  addressed  myself  to 
this  subject,  as  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  has.  However,  the  article  con¬ 
tains  two  statements  about  which  I 
should  like  to  have  his  comment.  The 
article  is  written  by  Irston  R.  Barnes, 
chairman  of  the  Audubon  Naturalist  So¬ 
ciety,  and  was  published  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  of  yesterday,  August  6,  1967. 

I  should  like  to  comment  on  one  sen¬ 
tence  in  the  article. 

Mr.  Barnes  says: 

Clearly,  the  Grand  Canyon  Is  of  national 
Interest;  It  is  a  unique  part  of  our  national 
heritage.  It  can  be  safe-guarded  if  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  rest  of  the  Nation,  to  whom  the 
Grand  Canyon  belongs  as  much  as  it  be¬ 
longs  to  the  Colorado  River  States,  support 
their  Senators  and  Representatives  in  adam¬ 
ant  opposition  to  the  proposed  dams  and 
in  whole-hearted  support  of  the  enlargement 
of  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 

Does  the  Senator  have  an  opinion  that 
the  Grand  Canyon  is  other  than  a  na¬ 
tional  resource  belonging  to  all  the 
people? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  had  always  thought  it 
was.  I  presume  that  when  Grand  Canyon 
National  Park  was  established,  it  was 
thought  that  it  belonged  to  all  the 
people. 

Not  only  members  of  the  committee, 
but  also  others  who  are  interested  in  this 
matter,  in  dozens  and  dozens  of 
speeches — if  we  could  get  them  reported 
in  the  newspapers  sometime — have  tried 
to  show  that  this  would  not  invade  the 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 
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The  Senator  from  Utah  did  a  beautiful 
job  the  other  day  in  showing  that  the 
Hualapai  Dam  would  be  far  below  the 
park.  As  I  measured  on  the  map,  it 
would  be  77  miles  below  the  closest  point 
of  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 

Here  you  have  one  of  the  greatest  po¬ 
tential  resources.  A  fewr  rich  people,  with 
a  great  deal  of  money,  are  able  to  outfit 
themselves — those  who  spend  a  great 
deal  of  time  keeping  themselves  physi¬ 
cally  healthy  and  who  do  not  have  to  do 
anything  else — can  get  on  a  packhorse 
and  get  a  guide  and  go  in  there  each 
year.  They  are  practically  the  only  peo¬ 
ple  who  see  this  area  today,  and  there 
are  just  a  handful  of  them. 

As  the  Senator  from  Utah  pointed  out 
last  week,  if  the  Hualapai  Dam  were 
built,  there  would  be  a  reservoir  which 
would  not  invade,  except  on  the  west 
side,  and  that  would  be  just  a  relatively 
few  feet  in  the  canyon  walls  where  the 
river  is  the  boundary  between  the  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park.  Literally  millions 
of  people  would  have  an  opportunity  to 
get  into  this  area  and  see  the  beautiful 
canyon  walls  extending  above  them  in 
some  places  2,000,  3,000,  or  4,000  feet. 
They  would  have  access  to  boating  and 
fishing.  At  present,  we  are  preserving  the 
area  for  the  few  people  who  run  some  of 
these  organizations,  financed  by  mis¬ 
leading  many  people  all  over  the  United 
States,  and  even  financed  sometimes  by 
misleading  schoolchildren,  and  getting 
them  to  contribute. 

Mr.  MOSS.  The  favorite  phrase  used 
in  this  scare  campaign,  it  seems  to  me, 
is  that  we  are  going  to  flood  the  Grand 
Canyon.  I  ask  the  Senator  if  he  could 
visualize  any  kind  of  dam  that  could  be 
built  to  flood  the  Grand  Canyon. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  difficult  for  me  to 
envision  it.  As  the  Senator  knows,  I 
have  been  concerned  with  water  prob¬ 
lems  all  of  my  adult  life.  It  would  be  im¬ 
possible. 

But  what  the  Senator  says  is  true. 
They  have  envisioned  and  they  have 
painted  for  the  people  a  picture  of  filling 
the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  with 
water,  so  that  there  would  no  longer  be 
a  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  so  that 
you  could  not  go  down  the  trails  to  the 
bottom  of  it  any  more.  Nothing  could  be 
more  false. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Is  this  not  to  some  extent 
a  carryover  of  what  we  witnessed  when 
the  Colorado  River  storage  project  was 
authorized,  and  the  same  group  was 
carrying  on  a  scare  campaign  about  the 
flooding  of  the  Dinosaur  National  Monu¬ 
ment,  so  that  I  believe  even  today  the 
people  of  the  United  States  think  that 
the  Echo  Park  Dam  would  have  flooded 
the  dinosaur  quarry  and  ruined  forever 
the  great  geologic  wonder  that  caused 
the  creation  of  the  Dinosaur  National 
Monument  in  the  first  place,  which  is  in 
the  Senator’s  State  and  partly  in  my 
State? 

But  the  dinosaur  quarry  4tself  was 
downstream  from  where  the  dam  was 
proposed,  and  never  could  have  been 
touched  in  any  way  by  any  impounded 
waters.  Yet,  the  gravemen  of  the  scare 
campaign  is,  “Don’t  flood  the  dinosaur 
quarry.  Don’t  destroy  the  dinosaur  quar¬ 
ry.”  And  it  has  succeeded.  The  proposal 
for  the  dam  was  finally  set  aside. 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  the  tragedy — ■ 
the  scare  campaign  did  succeed.  And 
when  it  succeeded,  it  destroyed  one  of 
the  two  or  three  really  valuable  hydro¬ 
electric  projects  on  the  Colorado  River. 
The  Echo  Park  Dam  had  the  highest 
feasibility  and  the  highest  payout  of  any 
of  the  dams  in  the  upper  Colorado  River 
project,  as  the  Senator  well  knows.  If  we 
had  not  been  the  victims  of  this  sort  of 
thing,  we  would  have  been  able  to  have 
that  dam.  The  Senator  and  I  have  been 
active  in  trying  to  get  roads  built  into 
that  area.  I  do  not  have  a  count,  but 
instead  of  a  relatively  few  hundred  peo¬ 
ple  visiting  the  area  at  this  time,  I  be¬ 
lieve  a  half  million  or  a  million  people 
each  year  would  be  able  to  enjoy  it  and 
have  a  place  for  recreation. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  believe  the  Senator  is 
correct.  Had  the  great  lake  been  built 
that  would  have  been  made  by  the  Echo 
Park  Dam,  many  more  people  would  be 
attracted  to  the  area,  and  they  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  see  the  geologi¬ 
cal  and  archeological  wonder  of  the 
dinosaur  quarry.  A  building  has  been 
erected  on  the  side  of  the  mountain,  and 
people  may  stand  within  the  building, 
on  a  gallery,  and  see  the  work  going  on 
of  taking  the  rock  away  and  exposing 
the  dinosaur  bones.  The  bones  are  taken 
out,  and  one  can  see  where  they  were 
deposited  in  the  delta  of  some  prehis¬ 
toric  river.  This  is  one  of  the  great  sights 
in  the  country.  But,  as  the  Senator  has 
stated,  it  is  seen  by  only  a  few  hundred 
people  now,  because  the  area  is  remote 
and  is  not  easily  accessible.  The  only 
drawing  power  of  the  area  is  this  geo¬ 
logic  factor. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  In  that  instance,  the 
emotionalism  in  the  country  was  aroused 
by  the  fact  that  you  are  going  to  destroy 
the  area,  or  leading  people  to  believe 
that  you  are  going  to  destroy  the  area — 
the  only  area  in  the  country  containing 
dinosaur  bones.  It  could  not  have  been 
more  untrue.  It  could  not  have  been 
more  vicious — I  will  say  that,  and  I  can¬ 
not  describe  it  in  any  other  words. 

By  the  same  token,  the  same  people 
are  using  the  tack  today  that  we  are 
going  to  fill  up  the  Grand  Canyon. 
Frankly,  if  we  could  put  a  dam  into  the 
Grand  Canyon,  I  do  not  know  if  there 
is  enough  water  in  the  Colorado  River  to 
ever  fill  the  Grand  Canyon. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Not  in  the  next  thousand 
years,  I  do  not  suppose. 

One  final  question:  Does  the  Senator 
agree  with  me  that  the  sudden  turn¬ 
around  and  elimination  of  the  Hualapai 
Dam — which  has  so  much  to  offer  not 
only  from  the  economic  support  of  the 
project  and  the  provision  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  to  the  fastest  growing  area  of 
the  country,  but  also  as  a  recreational 
potential — seem  to  be  just  an  abject  sur¬ 
render  to  the  same  group  that  succeeded 
in  eliminating  the  Echo  Park  Dam  in 
the  upper  basin? 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Hollings  assumed 
the  chair.) 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Absolutely,  and  that  is 
what  it  is:  an  abject  surrender. 

I  think  the  Senator  would  be  inter¬ 
ested  in  an  article  which  appeared  in 
the  Arizona  Republic  of  August  1,  which 
I  hold  in  my  hand.  The  article  is  writ¬ 
ten  by  Bill  Nixon  and  is  entitled  “Rep¬ 


resentative  Morton  Says  River  Visit 
May  Change  His  Vote.”  The  article 
states : 

Rep.  Rogers  C.  B.  Morton,  R-Md.,  who  is 
one  of  nine  influential  members  of  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  making  a  six-day  trip  down  the  Colorado, 
said  that  he  would  return  to  his  home  state 
and  tell  his  constituents  they  were  misin¬ 
formed. 

“I  voted  against  it  (CAP),”  Morton  ad¬ 
mitted,  “but  now,  after  getting  a  first-hand 
look  at  the  country,  I’m  convinced  that  the 
recreation  advantages  on  the  river  with  the 
dams  are  tremendous. 

“I  had  pressure  from  conservation  groups 
and  garden  clubs  in  my  own  state  to  vote 
against  the  CAP  because  they  believed  the-x 
dams  (Marble  Canyon  and  Bridge  Canyon) 
would  interfere  with  Grand  Canyon  Nation¬ 
al  Park.” 

Mr.  President,  I  might  add  that 
Marble  Canyon  has  been  dropped  and 
Bridge  Canyon  is  now  known  as  Hua¬ 
lapai. 

The  article  continues: 

Morton  was  the  most  outspoken  of  the 
congressional  members,  who  were  new  to  the 
area.  However,  Rep.  Wendell  Wyatt,  R-Oreg., 
appeared  to  be  shocked  at  a  geography  les¬ 
son  given  by  Rep.  Udall. 

At  the  Colorado,  just  below  the  Phanton 
Ranch  area,  Wyatt  asked  Udall,  “Where  will 
the  water  back  up  here  from  the  Bridge 
Canyon  Dam?” 

“Wendell,  we  will  have  to  travel  two  more 
days  on  the  river  before  we  come  to  an  area 
where  the  river  will  rise  because  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  dam  (at  Bridge  Canyon) ,”  Udall 
answered. 

Within  earshot  of  the  conversation  was 
Rep.  F.  F.  Sisk,  D-Calif.,  a  member  of  the 
House  Rules  Committee,  which  blocked  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  CAP  bill  last  year. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  entire  article  written  by 
Bill  Nixon,  to  which  I  have  referred,  may 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Representative  Morton  Says  River  Visit 
May  Change  His  Vote 
(By  Bill  Nixon) 

Phantom  Ranch. — Two  days  of  running 
the  Colorado  River  in  the  heart  of  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  has  convinced  a  Mary¬ 
land  Republican  congressman  that  he  was 
wrong  in  originally  opposing  Central  Arizona 
Project  legislation. 

As  a  result,  the  Arizona  water  project  may 
have  a  new  ally  on  Capitol  Hill. 

Rep.  Rogers  C.  B.  Morton,  R-Md.,  who  is 
one  of  nine  influential  members  of  the  House 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  mak¬ 
ing  a  six-day  trip  down  the  Colorado,  said 
that  he  would  return  to  his  home  state  and 
tell  his  constituents  they  were  misinformed. 

“I  voted  against  it  (CAP),”  Morton  ad¬ 
mitted,  “but  now,  after  getting  a  first-hand 
look  at  the  country,  I’m  convinced  that  the 
recreation  advantages  on  the  river  with  the 
dams  are  tremendous. 

“I  had  pressure  from  conservation  groups 
and  garden  clubs  in  my  own  state  to  vote 
against  the  CAP  because  they  believed  the 
dams  (Marble  Canyon  and  Bridge  Canyon) 
would  interfere  with  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park.” 

The  Maryland  legislator,  a  younger  brother 
of  Kentucky  Sen.  Thruston  Morton,  said  that 
in  his  opinion  the  dam  sites  would  not  affect 
Grand  Canyon. 

Morton  made  the  comments  in  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  other  interior  committee  members 
and  Rep.  Morris  K.  Udall,  D-Ariz.,  who  ar¬ 
ranged  the  trip. 
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Udall,  who  said  that  he  originally  planned 
the  trip  down  the  Colorado  two  years  ago, 
was  obviously  elated  over  Morton’s  en¬ 
thusiasm  for  the  CAP. 

The  congressional  group  spent  last  night 
at  Phantom  Ranch,  at  the  bottom  of  Grand 
Canyon,  and  planned  to  proceed  downriver 
for  another  48  to  72  hours  on  rubber  rafts 
before  returning  to  Washington. 

Morton  was  the  most  outspoken  of  the 
congressional  members,  who  were  new  to  the 
area.  However,  Rep.  Wenedall  Wyatt,  R-Oreg., 
appeared  to  be  shocked  at  a  geography  les¬ 
son  given  by  Rep.  Udall. 

At  the  Colorado,  just  below  the  Phan¬ 
tom  Ranch  area,  Wyatt  asked  Udall,  “Where 
will  the  water  back  up  here  from  the  Bridge 
Canyon  Dam?’’ 

“Wendell,  we  will  have  to  travel  two  more 
days  on  the  river  before  we  come  to  an  area 
where  the  river  will  rise  because  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  dam  (at  Bridge  Canyon),”  Udall  an¬ 
swered. 

Within  earshot  of  the  conversation  was 
Rep.  B.  P.  Sisk,  D-Calif„  a  member  of  the 
House  Rules  Committee,  which  blocked  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  CAP  bill  last  year. 

Also  making  the  river  run  from  Lees  Ferry 
to  Diamond  Creek,  above  the  proposed  Hual- 
apai  Dam  site,  and  Reps.  Roy  A.  Taylor,  D- 
N.C.;  William  D.  Ford,  D-Mich.;  Theodore 
Kupferman,  R-N.Y.;  Laurence  Burton,  R- 
Utah;  James  A.  McClure,  R-Idaho;  and  Sam 
Gibbons,  D-Fla. 

Commenting  on  the  river  run,  Udall  said, 
“This  is  certainly  no  high-pressure  job  to  sell 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  to  my  colleagues. 
It’s  simply  the  best  way  to  show  them  the 
proposed  project  sites  first  hand.” 

The  congressmen,  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  will  ultimately  decide  whether 
Arizona  is  to  get  its  long-sought  water  proj¬ 
ect,  are  enjoying  themselves  and  observing 
too. 

Rep.  Wyatt,  perspiring  freely  at  the  bottom 
of  the  Grand  Canyon,  commented,  “I  can’t 
understand  why  Arizona  and  California  are 
fighting  over  this.” 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
placing  the  article  in  the  Record.  I  was 
not  aware  of  that  situation  but  the  ex¬ 
perience  is  not  new.  I  find  if  I  can  take 
visitors  to  Lake  Powell  in  Utah  so  they 
can  see  for  an  hour  or  two,  all  of  these 
warped  notions  they  have  about  the  de¬ 
struction  of  the  river  and  the  scenery 
evaporate  and  they  go  away  ecstatic  with 
the  beauty  that  is  there  because  the  dam 
made  a  great  blue  lake  and  has  made  it 
possible  for  people  to  see  the  area. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

I  appreciate  the  Senator’s  contribution 
on  this  very  vital  point  because  there  is 
no  question  that,  although  lingering  in 
the  dark  scenery  behind  the  curtains,  it 
is  this  pressure  group  which  really  caused 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  do  a  men¬ 
tal  flip-flop  and  come  up  with  this  rather 
perverted  version  of  the  bill  which  we  all 
worked  so  hard  to  achieve  in  the  past 
few  years. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
continue  with  my  address. 

Fourth.  Title  IV  would  create  a  lower 
basin  development  fund  and  provides  for 
cost  allocations  and  repayment.  As  I 
have  emphasized  previously  this  develop¬ 
ment  fund  is  the  heart  of  the  entire  re¬ 
gional  program.  Without  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  the  regional  program  cannot 
exist. 

Fifth.  Title  V  is  of  paramount  impor¬ 
tance  to  my  state  of  Colorado  and  the 
entire  upper  basin  development  pro¬ 
gram.  Five  reclamation  projects  would 


be  authorized  for  construction  in  west¬ 
ern  Colorado.  These  are  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  the  Dolores,  the  Dallas  Creek, 
the  West  Divide,  and  the  San  Miguel 
projects.  These  five  projects  are  partici¬ 
pating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  and  have  been  on  draw¬ 
ing  boards  for  many  years.  Their  water 
supply  is  well  within  the  apportionment 
of  water  by  the  applicable  compacts  to 
the  State  of  Colorado.  The  State  of  New 
Mexico  will  receive  direct  benefits  from 
the  first  of  these  projects.  Payout  studies 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  show 
that  repayment  of  costs  from  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  fund  is  well  within 
Colorado’s  share  of  that  fund  which,  as  I 
recall,  is  46  percent.  Needless  to  say,  I 
support  all  five  projects  wholeheartedly. 

Senate  Document  No.  80  of  the  75th 
Congress  has  long  been  the  causative 
agent  of  many  intrastate  disputes  be¬ 
tween  the  east  and  west  slopes  of  Colo¬ 
rado.  Representatives  of  both  sides  of 
the  Continental  Divide,  after  seemingly 
endless  negotiations,  have  agreed  upon 
an  interpretation  that  is  included  in  sec¬ 
tion  501(e)  of  my  bill. 

Another  subject  of  bitter  dispute  be¬ 
tween  the  upper  and  lower  basins  of  the 
river  is  laid  to  rest  in  section  502.  This 
section  provides  for  a  method  of  repay¬ 
ment  to  the  upper  basin  fund  of  money 
that  has  been  diverted  therefrom  to  pay 
for  diminuitions  in  generation  at  Hoover 
Dam  attributed  to  the  filling  of  reservoirs 
of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project. 
This  section  is  the  result  of  long  and  de¬ 
tailed  negotiations  between  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  upper  and  lower  basin  States. 

Sixth.  Title  VI  is  another  very  impor¬ 
tant  part  of  the  bill  so  far  as  relations 
among  the  seven  basin  States  is  con¬ 
cerned.  It  took  many  months  of  detailed 
computation,  studies,  and  negotiations  by 
some  of  the  most  able  water  engineers 
and  lawyers  in  the  West  and  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  to  formalize 
the  reservoir  operating  principles  of  sec¬ 
tion  602.  I  wish  to  thank  publicly  and 
congratulate  all  of  these  capable  people 
who  participated  in  this  most  difficult 
task.  The  operating  criteria  are  fair  and 
reasonable  to  both  basins.  They  do  not 
violate  any  of  the  principles  of  either 
the  Colorado  River  Compact  or  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact. 
They  do,  however,  provide  direction  to 
the  Secretary  with  respect  to  how  to 
operate  storage  reservoirs  under  the 
terms  of  the  compacts  and  yet  allow  for 
sufficient  flexibility  that  extraordinary 
changing  conditions  can  be  successfully 
met. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  above  six  enu¬ 
merated  items  I  have  briefly  mentioned 
those  basic  elements  that  are  absolutely 
essential  to  a  sound  and  reasonable  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  resolution  of  the  water 
problems  of  the  Pacific  Southwest. 

The  committee  bill  does  contain  the 
five  Colorado  projects,  and  I  have  always 
been  an  ardent  supporter  of  those  proj¬ 
ects.  But  as  Senators  know,  it  is  a  long 
step  between  authorization  and  con¬ 
struction.  There  may  be  many  pitfalls  in 
the  processes  of  advance  planning,  the 
appropriation  of  construction  funds,  and 
actual  construction  of  a  project.  Author¬ 
ization  is  no  assurance  of  contempora¬ 
neous  construction  of  the  Colorado 


projects  and  the  central  Arizona  project. 
Further,  the  authorization  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  would  seal  Colorado’s 
fate  with  respect  to  future  water  devel¬ 
opment. 

Colorado  simply  cannot  afford  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  if  its  cost  includes 
the  shelving  of  its  future  water  develop¬ 
ment,  while  central  Arizona  development 
rolls  merrily  along,  in  the  absence  of  leg¬ 
islative  guarantees  under  which  my  State 
can  unquestionably  retrieve  from  Ari¬ 
zona  the  water  that  would  be  “loaned” 
to  her  under  the  terms  of  S.  1004,  be¬ 
cause  Colorado  would  find  her  future  re¬ 
source  development  encased  in  an  inflex¬ 
ible,  limited  pattern  from  which  escape 
will  be  impossible.  Oil  shale  enterprises, 
petrochemical  industries,  other  related 
resource  developments,  agriculture  and 
associated  water  consuming  activities, 
and  municipal  use,  which  we  can  now  see 
over  the  horizon  would  be  pushed  back 
into  the  darkness. 

Oil  shale  is  just  one  example  of  the 
important  resources  in  the  upper  basin 
whose  development  may  be  limited  by 
the  enactment  of  S.  1004  as  reported  by 
the  committee.  As  Senators  know  there 
has  been  a  recent  surge  of  interest  in  the 
oil  shale  deposits  in  Colorado,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming.  There  are  now  favorable  indi¬ 
cations  that  the  technological  problems 
can  be  solved  and  oil  shale  may  become 
a  primary  source  of  petroleum. 

With  fluid  world  conditions  and  the 
fragility  of  the  alliances  which  now  per¬ 
mit  foreign  oil  production  for  importa¬ 
tion  into  the  United  States  and  Western 
Europe,  the  national  security  implica¬ 
tions  of  a  future  oil  shale  industry  take 
on  added  significance.  But  an  oil  shale 
industry  of  any  significant  size  will  re¬ 
quire  considerable  water,  both  in  the  up¬ 
grading  and  processing  of  the  shale  oil 
and  in  the  related  industries,  associated 
services,  and  domestic  needs  of  the  com¬ 
munities  to  house  the  employees  operat¬ 
ing  these  plants.  As  an  example  of  direct 
water  use,  I  have  been  informed  by  oil 
shale  experts  that  shale  oil — kerogen — is 
a  hydrogen-deficient  hydrocarbon.  It  re¬ 
quires  hydrogenation  before  refining, 
and  this  process  requires  water — a  lot  of 
water.  Estimates  are  that  hydrogenation 
of  shale  oil  requires  1 V2  barrels  of  water 
per  barrel  of  oil.  Water  development  will 
obviously  have  a  direct  relationship  to  oil 
shale  development.  Oil  shale  develop¬ 
ment  is  going  to  have  a  direct  relation¬ 
ship  to  the  development  of  the  States  of 
Colorado,  Utah,  and  Wyoming. 

But  the  upper  basin  cannot  afford  to 
base  its  future  on  the  development  of  one 
mineral  to  the  exclusion  of  others,  nor 
can  the  Nation  permit  it.  Other  impor¬ 
tant  resources  of  the  upper  basin  must 
also  be  developed  under  a  balanced  pro¬ 
gram.  It  would  be  unthinkable  for  the 
upper  basin  to  defer  other  development 
solely  for  the  preservation  of  sufficient 
water  from  our  dwindling  supply  for  the 
express  purpose  of  developing  only  one 
resource.  While  present  indications  are 
favorable,  it  is  a  fact  that  a  commer¬ 
cially  and  economically  feasible  method 
of  extracting  shale  oil  from  oil  shale  has 
not  been  proven,  and  commercial  pro¬ 
duction  does  not  now  exist. 

Balanced  development  will  require  full 
development  of  our  apportionment  under 
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the  Colorado  River  compact,  and  aug¬ 
mentation  of  our  water  resource  is  essen¬ 
tial  in  order  for  the  upper  basin  to  receive 
its  full  apportionment  of  7.5  million 
acre-feet  annually.  S.  1004  totally  fails  to 
come  to  grips  with  these  needs. 

I  have  repeatedly  stated  that  I  could 
not  support  and  would  be  compelled  ac¬ 
tively  to  resist  any  central  Arizona  legis¬ 
lation  which  did  not  provide  for  all  of  the 
following  four  elements: 

First.  Provide  for  the  repayment  to  the 
upper  basin  fund  of  the  charges  made  to 
it  for  power  deficiencies  during  the  filling 
of  Glen  Canyon  Dam ; 

Second.  Provide  for  the  five  Colorado 
projects — Dolores,  San  Miguel,  West 
Divide,  Dallas  Creek  and  Animas-La 
Plata ; 

iThird.  Provide  for  some  beginning  of 
a  study  for  the  importation  of  water;  and 

Fourth.  Provide  for  the  Hualapai  Dam. 

Only  two  of  these  four  elements  are 
contained  in  S.  1004  as  reported  by  the 
committee,  the  repayment  provision  and 
the  five  Colorado  projects. 

At  the  hearings  on  S.  861,  S.  1004,  S. 
1013,  S.  1242,  and  S.  1409,  witnesses  from 
my  own  State  of  Colorado  and  the  States 
of  Utah  and  Wyoming  expressed  great 
concern  over  the  fact  that  most  of  the 
water  left  for  future  development  in  the 
upper  basin  of  the  Colorado  River,  and 
which  would  have  to  be  used  on  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  under  S.  1004,  is 
water  that  has  been  apportioned  to  those 
States  for  their  consumptive  use.  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  these  three  States  believe 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  Congress  to  assure 
their  future  development  of  water  re¬ 
sources  by  protecting  the  water  appor¬ 
tioned  to  them  by  compacts.  I  concur 
with  them  completely.  This  protection 
can  and  should  be  realistically  provided 
in  this  legislation  by  authorizing  studies 
of  all  forms  of  augmentation  of  water 
supplies,  such  as  reductions  in  water 
losses,  water  conservation  practices,  de¬ 
salinization,  weather  modification,  im¬ 
portation  of  water  from  outside  the  nat¬ 
ural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado 
River,  and  other  means.  Directly,  or  by 
exchange,  the  new  water  could  be  utilized 
by  States  in  both  the  lower  and  upper 
basins. 

I  repeat,  all  four  elements  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  resolution  of  the  upper  basin 
dilemma.  This  is  the  official  position  of 
the  Governor  of  Colorado  and  of  the 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board, 
which  is  by  statute  charged  with  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  water  development  and 
conservation  in  the  State  of  Colorado, 
and  it  is  the  position  that  has  been  taken 
by  members  of  the  Colorado  congres¬ 
sional  delegation. 

It  should  be  remembered  by  all  con¬ 
cerned  that  nearly  92  percent  of  all  of 
the  virgin  flow  of  the  Colorado  River 
originates  in  the  upper  basin,  while  con¬ 
siderably  less  than  half  is  reserved  for 
upper  basin  use  by  the  effects  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact.  Seventy  per¬ 
cent  comes  from  Colorado. 

Colorado’s  sister  States  should  also  be 
reminded  of  the  fact  that  Colorado  was 
apportioned  only  51.75  percent  of  upper 
basin  water,  under  the  terms  of  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact.  But, 
over  70  percent  of  the  virgin  flow  of  the 
Colorado  River  as  measured  at  Lee  Ferry 


is  produced  in  Colorado,  according  to  the 
records  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Commission.  Colorado  has  been  gener¬ 
ous  in  sharing  her  precious  water  re¬ 
sources,  and  as  such  is  entitled  to  the 
good  will  and  support  of  her  sister  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  in  resolving  her 
water  problems. 

Amendment  No.  214  is  a  compromise, 
but  it  is  a  compromise  that  was  worked 
out  in  good  faith.  While  no  one  State  gets 
evex-ything  it  wanted  under  its  tei-ms,  it 
did  grant  benefits  to  all.  It  is  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  which  all  seven  States  could 
live.  But,  more  importantly  it  repre¬ 
sented  an  agreement  which  recognized, 
in  the  form  of  legislation,  that  the  water 
shox-tage  problems  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  were  mutual,  and  that  if  those 
problems  were  ever  to  be  solved  the  whole 
basin  had  to  work  together.  S.  1004  rep¬ 
resents  an  abandonment  of  that  spirit 
of  cooperation  and  mutual  assistance  and 
a  return  to  the  attitude  of  each  State 
attempting  to  solve  its  own  problems 
without  regard  for  the  injury  or  poten¬ 
tial  injury  which  may  be  done  to  her 
sister  States  in  the  basin. 

I  offer  amendment  No.  214  in  an  effoi-t 
to  recapture  that  spirit  of  cooperation 
and  to  give  Senators  an  opportunity  to 
vote  for  a  long-range  solution  to  the 
Colorado  River  Basin’s  water  shortage 
problem. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First,  I  wish  to  repeat 
what  I  said  earlier,  We  have  just  listened 
to  an  excellent,  scholarly,  powerful,  and 
persuasive  address  which  demonstrates, 
with  forceful  clarity,  why  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  bill  should  be  defeated. 

I  congratulate  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  for 
spreading  the  tnith  upon  this  record, 
and  for  offering  a  good-faith  substi¬ 
tute  in  which  Senators  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  have  joined. 

Mr.  President,  let  this  record  clearly 
show  that  the  substitute  offered  by  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  is  no  sudden,  spur-of-the-moment 
nosti*um.  It  represents  the  considered 
judgment  of  the  governments  of  every 
State  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  con¬ 
curred  in  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
before  he  committeed  his  amazing  politi¬ 
cal  flip-flop. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  that  he  has  preached  a  good 
gospel  of  regional  cooperation,  by  which 
the  American  people  and  their  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  the  several  States  of  the 
American  Union  would  seek  to  give  im¬ 
mediate  help  to  the  people  of  Arizona 
and  at  the  same  time  provide  a  means  by 
which  long-term  assistance  to  Arizona 
and  to  the  other  six  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  could  be  achieved. 

I  am  personally  proud  to  put  my  name 
on  the  substitute  which  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado  has  intro¬ 
duced.  As  he  said  earlier,  it  represents 
some  refinements  over  an  almost  identi¬ 
cal  bill  which  the  Representatives  in 
Arizona  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
introduced  in  the  last  session. 

Because  of  those  refinements,  we  have 
agreed  that  the  Senate  ought  to  stand  up 


and  be  counted  on  the  substitute,  and 
that  the  substitute  should  be  the  one  that 
bears  the  Senator’s  name,  and  the  names 
of  some  of  the  rest  of  us,  Democrats  and 
Republicans,  in  this  body. 

I  want  to  say  particularly  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  demonstrated 
courage  in  what  he  has  said  here  today. 
It  is  true  that  the  bill  as  it  came  from 
committee  contained  some  amendments 
that  would  be  appealing  to  the  people 
he  has  the  honor  to  represent  and  who 
have  the  honor  to  be  represented  by  him. 

The  Senator  is  a  good  Coloradan  and  a 
good  American.  His  conclusions  and  his 
substitute  proposal  represent  the  public 
interest  at  its  very  best;  represent  the 
paramount  interest  of  all  the  States  in 
the  Pacific  Southwest  who  are  going  to 
have  to  rely  for  their  survival  on  more 
than  the  diminishing  quantities  of  water 
in  the  river.  That  is  why  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  put  his  finger  on  the  con¬ 
tinuing  urgent  need  for  regional  coop¬ 
eration,  and  that  is  why,  also,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  threw  back  into  the 
mouth  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
the  very  words  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  used  to  demonstrate  that  we  need 
revenues  in  the  Federal  Treasury  to  help, 
in  the  future,  to  pay  for  the  prodigious 
costs  of  water  works. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  spoke  the 
truth.  The  truth  needed  saying.  I  simply 
salute  him  and  tell  him  that  I  am  glad 
to  put  my  name  on  the  substitute  he  has 
pi'oposed  and  offered  here,  and  to  hope 
and  pray  that,  in  the  spirit  of  coopera¬ 
tion,  in  which  all  our  States  have  partici¬ 
pated,  the  substitute  may  be  adopted. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much.  He,  himself,  has  fought  a  great 
battle  in  this  problem.  The  marking  up 
of  the  bill  was  a  long,  extensive  process, 
and  his  advice,  help,  and  courage  have 
always  been  a  great  asset  during  the 
healings  on  this  issue. 

I  can  only  express  to  the  Senator  that 
Colorado  has  its  back  to  the  wall  now, 
and  every  effort,  no  matter  how  poor,  of 
mine  that  can  be  exerted  must  be  ex¬ 
erted,  so  the  Senate  may  know  what  is 
actually^  involved  and  in  order  that  the 
rights  not  only  of  Colorado  but  of  the 
other  Basin  States  may  be  preserved.  I 
see  on  his  feet  the  Senator  from  Wyom¬ 
ing  [Mr.  Hansen],  The  Senators  from 
California,  Utah,  Nevada,  and  other 
States  are  present.  There  are  many  facets 
of  the  bill  which  I  think  are  wrong  in 
principle.  I  think  the  measure  which  sev¬ 
eral  of  us  have  offered  together  provides 
an  answer. 

One  way  for  the  Senate  to  adopt  it 
would  be  to  avoid  the  somersaulting  sec¬ 
retary  for  a  few  minutes.  Then  the  Sen¬ 
ate  could  pass  this  substitute,  which 
would  be  of  benefit  to  the  whole  Nation, 
and  particularly  to  the  Southwestern 
States. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  agree  with  my  friend. 
I  hope  the  substitute  will  receive  the 
approval  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  Pi’esident,  a  former  Governor,  then 
Senator,  and  later  Governor  of  Colorado, 
Edwin  C.  Johnson,  is  a  man  who,  despite 
his  now  considei’able  years,  is  very  active 
intellectually  and  physically.  He  has  been 
of  great  help  to  the  people  of  Coloi’ado 
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through  his  knowledge  of  the  water  sys¬ 
tem  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Mr.  Johnson  recently  wrote  an  article 
which  I  am  going  to  have  placed  upon  the 
desks  of  each  Senator,  relative  to  S.  1004. 
In  fact,  it  is  a  critique  of  S.  1004. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  article  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  r-- 

S.  1004 

(By  Edwin  C.  Johnson) 

As  amended  by  the  Senate  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  S-1004  is  a  mysterious  legislative  pro¬ 
posal.  Its  fanatical  passion  to  grab  water 
apportioned  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
to  the  Upper  Division  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  borders  on  the  ludicrous.  Its  stubborn 
determination  to  resist  and  avoid  at  any  cost, 
the  importation  of  water  from  the  areas  of 
tremendous  surpluses  in  the  region,  smack  of 
delusion.  The  people  of  Colorado  and  the 
other  Upper  Division  states  who  comprehend 
the  extreme  shortage  of  water  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  are  convinced  that  importation  is 
the  only  solution  but  Arizona  has  rejected 
their  efforts  to  help  her. 

On  February  16th,  1967,  the  Honorable  Carl 
Hayden,  a  very  distinguished  United  States 
Senator,  who  by  years  of  extraordinary  pub¬ 
lic  service  holds  the  distinction  of  “legend” 
among  the  statesmen  of  America,  introduced 
in  the  Senate,  S-1004  to  authorize  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project.  Numerous  amendments 
in  the  Senate  Interior  Committee  have 
altered  its  original  purpose,  however. 

Unfortunately,  Arizona  Congressmen 
Morris  D.  Udall,  John  J.  Rhodes  and  Sam 
Steiger  have  misled  Senator  Hayden  into  be¬ 
lieving  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  import 
water  from  basins  outside  the  Colorado 
drainage  basin.  Actually,  their  silly  position 
is  fatal  to  the  Senators  bill.  This  is  the  posi¬ 
tion  the  three  mistaken  Congressmen  advo¬ 
cate: 

“By  this  proposed  bill  we  do  not  seek  to 
obtain  water  at  the  expense  of  other  States 
in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  or  for  that  mat¬ 
ter,  from  the  Northwest,  from  California,  or 
from  any  other  source  outside  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.” 

But  Arizona  has  no  water  remaining  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin. 

On  June  3,  1963  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  said: 

“Hoping  to  prevent  conflicts  and  expensive 
litigation  which  would  hold  up  or  prevent 
the  tremendous  benefits  expected  from  ex¬ 
tensive  federal  development  of  the  river,  the 
basin  States  requested  and  Congress  passed 
an  Act  on  August  19,  1921,  giving  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  consent  to  negotiate 
and  enter  into  a  compact  for  the  equitable 
division  and  apportionment  ...  of  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River.”  (Em¬ 
phasis  Added) 

Following  is  an  excerpt  from  the  Act  of 
Congress  about  which,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  had  made  reference: 

“Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  that  consent 
of  Congress  is  hereby  given  to  the  States  of 
Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  to  negotiate  and 
enter  into  a  compact  or  agreement  not  later 
than  January  1,  1923,  providing  for  an 
equitable  division  and  apportionment  among 
said  States  of  the  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  and  of  the  streams  tributary 
thereto  *  *  (Emphasis  Added) 

These  then  were  the  official  guide  lines 
under  which  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
was  to  be  assembled.  All  divisions  of  water 
had  to  be  equitable.  Commissioners’  votes 
must  be  unanimous. 


By  unanimous  vote  Herbert  Hoover  was 
named  Chairman  of  the  newly  formed  Com¬ 
mission.  A  total  of  27  meetings  was  held  by 
them  during  the  year  1922  at  various  points 
in  the  member  States  and  in  Washington, 
D.C.  The  final  session  was  held  on  November 
24th,  1922  in  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico. 

The  roll  call  of  the  Commission  was,  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover,  Chairman,  W.  S.  Norviel,  Ari¬ 
zona,  W.  F.  McClure,  California,  Delph  E. 
Carpenter,  Colorado,  J.  G.  Scrugham,  Nevada, 
Stephen  B.  Davis,  Jr.,  New  Mexico,  R.  E.  Cald¬ 
well,  Utah,  and  Frank  C.  Emerson,  Wyoming. 

These  statesmen,  patriots  and  compact  ne¬ 
gotiators  voluntarily  undertook  a  mission 
that  was  almost  beyond  human  fulfillment. 
Congress  had  authorized  them  to  put  to¬ 
gether  and  develop  an  interstate  compact 
which  would  provide  for  the  equitable  divi¬ 
sion  and  apportionment  of  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States. 

But  it  simply  was  not  feasible  to  negotiate 
an  equitable  division  of  Colorado  River 
water  between  or  among  the  seven  individual 
states.  Their  needs  for  this  water  varied 
greatly  and  their  basic  views  and  plans  for 
the  future  were  far  apart.  Every  effort  to 
develop  a  compromise  ended  in  a  jealous  row. 
An  “equitable  division”  of  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  insisted  upon  by  Con¬ 
gress  authorizing  them  to  form  a  compact 
was  based  on  an  “equitable  division”  of  Col¬ 
orado  River  water.  The  “two  basin  idea” 
urged  by  Herbert  Hoover  appeared  the  only 
way  out.  Finally  the  individualistic  Com¬ 
missioners  gave  up  and  two  basins  were  cre¬ 
ated  primarily  for  "equitable  division  pur¬ 
poses.”  This  is  how  they  did  it: 

“There  is  hereby  apportioned  from  the 
Colorado  River  System  in  perpetuity  to  the 
Upper  Basin  and  to  the  Lower  Basin,  re¬ 
spectively,  the  exclusive  beneficial  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  per 
annum,  which  shall  include  all  water  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  supply  of  any  rights  which  may 
now  exist.” 

Could  language  be  plainer?  Could  purposes 
be  clearer?  Could  objectives  be  more  equit¬ 
able?  The  two  basins  were  separated  by  hun¬ 
dreds  of  miles  of  deep  breath-taking  Can¬ 
yons.  In  Arizona  v.  California  373  U.S.  566 
June  3,  1963,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  commented  thusly: 

“Participants  [in  the  compact  negotia¬ 
tions!  have  stated  that  the  negotiations 
would  have  broken  up  but  for  Mr.  Hoover’s 
proposal  that  the  Commission  limit  its  efforts 
to  a  division  of  water  between  the  Upper 
Basin  and  the  Lower  Basin,  leaving  to  each 
basin  the  future  internal  allocation  of  its 
share.  And  in  fact  this  is  all  the  Compact 
did.” 

The  Colorado  River  Compact  is  an  inter¬ 
state  agreement.  All  interstate  compacts  must 
have  the  consent  of  Congress  before  they 
can  be  formed.  As  a  matter  of  course  an  in¬ 
terstate  compact  is  formed  for  some  distinct 
purpose  which  must  be  stated  and  respected. 
The  major  purposes  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  are  to  provide  for  the  equitable  di¬ 
vision  and  apportionment  of  the  use  of  the 
waters  of  the  Colorado  River  System;  “To 
these  ends  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  di¬ 
vided  into  two  basins  and  an  apportionment 
of  the  use  of  an  equal  part  of  the  water  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  is  made  to  each 
of  them  with  the  provision  that  further 
equitable  apportionments  may  be  made.” 
(The  Colorado  River  Compact,  Article  I). 

When  Congress  gave  its  constitutionally 
required  consent  to  the  seven  Colorado  River 
States  to  enter  into  a  solemn  compact  and 
agreement  with  respect  to  the  conservation 
and  use  of  the  water  of  the  Colorado  River, 
Congress  made  it  plain  to  all  concerned  that 
the  division  of  water  between  the  Upper  and 
Lower  Basins  had  to  be  an  “equitable 
division.” 

In  line  with  this  declaration  by  Congress 
every  provision  of  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 


pact  large  and  small,  faithfully  adhered  to 
the  “equitable  division”  standard  except 
Article  III,  paragraphs  (b)  and  (d). 

The  water  rights  on  the  Colorado  River  in 
the  order  of  their  priority  are  as  follows: 

The  first  water  rights  are  those  which 
existed  on  the  river  on  November  24th  1922, 
the  day  the  Colorado  River  Compact  was 
signed  by  the  Compact  Chairman,  Herbert 
Hoover  and  the  seven  official  negotiators  of 
the  seven  Colorado  River  States;  standing 
second  are  the  water  rights  acquired  by  the 
United  Mexican  States  in  the  Treaty  negoti¬ 
ated  with  the  United  States  of  America  in 
1945,  interpreted  by  Article  III,  paragraph 
(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact;  standing 
third  are  those  rights  which  were  automati¬ 
cally  created  in  the  apportionment  of  7,500,- 
000  acre-feet  of  water  to  the  Upper  Basin  and 
a  like  amount  to  the  Lower  Basin  by  Article 
III,  paragraph  (a);  then  came  the  surplus 
water  designated  by  Article  111(b);  and  the 
final  water  right  includes  whatever  surplus 
water  which  might  occur  in  the  Colorado 
River  System  at  any  time  and  not  appor¬ 
tioned  by  Article  III,  paragraphs  (a),  (b) 
and  (c). 

In  imposing  the  Mexican  water  burden 
upon  the  Upper  and  Lower  divisions,  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  was  exceedingly 
careful  to  follow  to  the  letter  the  command¬ 
ing  and  specific  Congressional  Consent, 
featuring  the  specific  demand  that  there 
must  be  an  “equitable  division”  of  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River  between  the 
two  river  basins. 

Careless  language  in  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  probably  has  caused  the  great  con¬ 
fusion  and  uncertainty  attributed  to  (b). 
This  provision  from  time  to  time  has  had 
numerous  interpretations.  It  was  argued  be¬ 
fore  Mr.  Justice  Brandies  in  Arizona  v  Cali¬ 
fornia  (283  U.S.  423,  1931)  but  not 

determined. 

Doubtless  paragraph  (b)  was  never  in¬ 
tended  to  be  an  instrument  for  the  division 
of  water  between  the  two  basins.  Under  the 
rigid  equitable  division  formula,  upon  which 
Congress  based  its  Compact  Consent,  if  the 
Lower  Basin  were  to  be  apportioned  one 
million  acre-feet  of  Lee  Ferry  water,  the 
Upper  Basin  must  be  apportioned  a  million 
acre-feet  of  identical  water.  Only  such  ac¬ 
tion  would  be  an  “equitable  division”  under 
the  compact. 

Accordingly  the  water  supply  for  para¬ 
graph  (b)  must  come  from  the  water  surplus 
of  the  Colorado  River  System  which  includes 
the  surplus  waters  of  the  Gila  River. 

On  the  other  hand,  paragraph  (d)  is  an 
out  and  out  swindle  of  Upper  Division  water. 
The  authors  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
over  estimated  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River 
by  more  than  seven  million  acre-feet  per 
annum.  The  Upper  Basin’s  negotiating  Com¬ 
missioners  concluded  that  with  such  an 
overwhelming  volume  of  water  the  adoption 
of  paragraph  (d)  was  insignificant  and  rou¬ 
tine  and  a  simple  and  a  perfectly  safe  way 
to  settle  the  last  dispute  with  the  Lower 
Division.  The  Upper  Basin  deemed  it  a  per¬ 
fectly  harmless  gesture  of  good  will  between 
the  two  competing  divisions.  However,  today 
we  have  discovered  their  wild-eyed  appraisal 
was  a  grievious  error  and  that  paragraph  (d) 
is  a  frightful  handicap  and  a  vicious  threat 
to  every  area  above  Lee  Ferry.  While  it  was 
an  honest  mistake  made  by  honest  men, 
other  honest  and  bold  men  must  correct 
paragraph  (d)’s  destructive  and  trouble 
making  provisions. 

Perhaps  the  only  way  out  is  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  a  master  by  the  Supreme  Court  to 
make  an  equitable  division  of  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River  between  the 
Upper  and  Lower  Divisions.  Whatever  the 
method,  it  must  be  done  now. 

Furthermore  Article  III,  paragraph  (d)  is 
in  complete  violation  of  the  “equitable  divi¬ 
sion”  declaration  of  Congress  when  Congress 
gave  its  consent  to  the  Seven  States  to  enter 
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into  a  compact  and  agreement  respecting  the 
conservation  and  use  of  the  water  of  the 
Colorado  River.  In  addition  to  its  basic  il¬ 
legality,  its  provisions  are  completely  un¬ 
enforceable. 

For  the  first  time  in  history  “the  States’’ 
of  the  Upper  division  have  “caused"  the  flow 
of  the  river  at  Lee  Ferry  to  be  depleted  be¬ 
low  an  aggregate  of  75  million  acre-feet  of 
water  for  a  period  of  ten  consecutive  years. 
If  it  is  a  violation  of  the  Compact  to  fail  to 
deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  75  million  acre-feet  of 
water,  which  of  the  four  Upper  Basin  states 
are  guilty?  Is  it  one  state,  or  two  states  or 
three  or  all  four?  What  penalty  will  be. im¬ 
posed?  And  on  which  of  them  will  it  be  im¬ 
posed?  Will  the  Secretary  of  Interior  open  the 
head  gates  of  Navajo,  Flaming  Gorge,  Cure- 
canti  or  Glen  Canyon  and  help  himself  to  our 
water?  What  will  the  four  Upper  3asin  Gov¬ 
ernors  do  should  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
seize  Upper  Basin  water?  It  is  my  prediction 
that  the  Secretary  of  Interior  will  not  move 
an  eyelash  until  the  election  of  1968  is  out 
of  the  way. 

For  whatever  reason  it  happens,  when  the 
Upper  Division  is  not  ready  to  use  Upper 
Basin  apportioned  water  the  Upper  Division 
will  be  glad  to  have  the  Lower  Basin  make 
emergency  use  of  it,  but  cannot  tolerate  hav¬ 
ing  the  Lower  Division  in  the  name  of  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  borrowing  federal  money  for 
construction  and  borrowing  our  water  for  a 
water  supply  for  their  pet  project.  The  Su¬ 
preme  Court  has  approved  water  use  in 
Arizona  only  when  water  is  available  so  the 
Upper  Basin  must  be  certain  that  water  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Upper  Basin  is  identified  as 
our  paragraph  (e)  water  and  not  water  un¬ 
derstood  generally  to  be  Arizona  water. 

On  March  13,  1967,  Congressman  Morris  K. 
Udall  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Congressmen 
John  J.  Rhodes  and  Sam  Steiger  of  Arizona 
in  testimony  before  the  House  Subcommittee 
on  Reclamation,  said : 

“*  *  *  in  1963  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  ruled  that  Arizona  is  entitled 
to  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  of  Colorado  River  water  per  year,  to  help 
meet  its  water  needs." 

No  such  ruling  by  the  Supreme  Court  has 
ever  been  made!  However,  in  1963  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  issued  this  explanatory  decree: 

“If  sufficient  mainstream  water  is  avail¬ 
able  for  release,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  7,500,000  acre- 
feet  of  annual  consumptive  use  in  the  afore¬ 
said  three  States,  then  of  such  7,500,000  acre- 
feet  of  consumptive  use,  there  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  2,800,000  acre-feet  for  use  in  Ari¬ 
zona,  4,400,000  acre-feet  for  use  in  California, 
and  300,000  acre-feet  for  use  in  Nevada;’’ 
(emphasis  added) 

The  2,800,000  acre-feet  of  water  appor¬ 
tioned  conditionally  to  Arizona  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  includes  all  the  water  Arizona 
takes  out  of  the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado 
River.  This  would  include  Arizona  water  un¬ 
der  contract;  mainstream  water  consumed  by 
Arizona  Indian  tribes;  water  legally  or  il¬ 
legally  seized  by  squatters  along  the  Colorado 
River;  and  all  mainstream  water  consumed 
by  Arizona.  It,  of  course,  would  include  the 
water  Arizona  is  obligated  to  deliver  to  Mexi¬ 
co  under  the  provisions  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty.  At  least  a  million  acre-feet  below 
Lee  Ferry  is  lost  annually  through  evapora¬ 
tion,  and  unfair  as  that  may  appear  to  the 
Arizona  Congressmen,  under  Colorado  River 
law  Arizona  is  held  responsible  along  with 
California  and  Nevada  for  such  a  consump¬ 
tive  use. 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  Decree  added  this 
word  of  caution : 

“Any  mainstream  water  consumptively 
used  within  a  state  will  be  charged  to  its  ap¬ 
portionment,  regardless  of  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  released;”  (376  U.S.  340  March  9, 
1964) 


Henceforth  it  will  be  a  struggle  to  deliver 
750,000  acre-feet  of  water  to  Mexico  and  75 
million  acre-feet  to  the  Lower  Basin  at  Lee 
Ferry.  I  do  not  believe  it  can  be  done.  An¬ 
swers  to  these  questions  must  be  had  before 
Congress  assumes  the  obligation  of  deliver¬ 
ing  an  additional  1,200,000  acre-feet  of  water 
at  Lee  Ferry  for  the  Central  Arizona  project. 

However,  Article  III,  paragraph  (e)  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  is  as  constructive 
and  wholesome  as  paragraph  (d)  is  evil  and 
destructive.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (e) 
are  designed  to  guard  against  a  water  block¬ 
ade  on  the  Colorado  River.  It  insists  that 
the  entire  supply  of  water  serve  one  or  the 
other  of  the  Colorado  River  Basins. 

Paragraph  (e)  water  is  water  which  has 
been  apportioned  to  the  Upper  Basin  and 
belongs  to  the  Upper  Basin  but  has  not 
been  used  because  the  Interior  Department 
has  failed  to  designate  any  Upper  Basin 
projects  for  construction.  As  those  of  us 
from  the  far  west  understand  it,  the  Up¬ 
per  Basin  can  put  its  water  to  beneficial  use 
only  through  projects  constructed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior. 

Since  (e)  water  belongs  to  the  Upper  Basin 
the  Upper  Basin  is  given  the  first  chance  to 
use  it.  If  we  have  no  projects  ready  to  use 
it  the  Lower  Basin  can  borrow  it  until  we 
do  have  projects  ready.  The  Secretary  of 
Interior  has  been  very  slow  to  approve  proj¬ 
ects  for  construction  in  the  Upper  Basin. 

Something  needs  to  be  done  to  speed  up 
the  construction  of  projects  in  the  Upper 
Basin.  With  the  exception  of  Central  Arizona, 
construction  in  the  Lower  Basin  is  prac¬ 
tically  completed.  The  Upper  Basin  has  been 
very  patient  but  patience  in  this  respect  is 
no  longer  a  virtue. 

This  table  spells  out  of  the  total  water 
demand  of  the  Upper  Basin — project  by 
project: 

Upper  basin  depletions  estimated  by  the 
States  of  the  upper  Colorado  River  division 


Colorado:  Acre- feet 

Present  existing  depletions _  1,  782,  000 

Silt  _  6, 000 

Evaporation,  upper  basin  reser¬ 
voirs  _  342, 000 

Fryingpan-Arkansas  _  70,  000 

Homestake  _  74,  000 

Pueblo  Eagle  River _  3,  000 

Colorado  Springs  Blue  River _  6,  000 

Denver  (Moffat,  Jones  Pass  and 
Blue  River)  (Eagle  and 

Piney)  _  215, 000 

Hayden  steam  plant _  12,  000 

Pine  River  Ext.  lands _  6,  000 

Savery-Pot  Hook  (Colorado) _  26,000 

Bostwick  Park _  3,  000 

Fruitland  Mesa _ _  28,  000 

Four  Counties  (Transmoun¬ 
tain)  _  40, 000 

Englewood  (Fraser  River) _ •  10,000 

Oil  shale  development _ _  250,  000 

Dolores  _  74,  000 

Animas-La  Plata _  127,  000 

West  Divide _  71,000 

San  Miguel _  74,  000 

Yellow  Jacket _  50,  000 

Battlement  Mesa _ . _  11,000 

Grand  Mesa _  32,  000 

Blue  Stone _ r. _  13,  000 

Upper  Gunnison _  32,  000 

Basalt  _  26,  000 

Juniper _  48,  000 

Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ears,  and 

Parshall  _ 40,  000 

Great  Northern _ . _  13,  000 

Wessels,  Hayden  and  Toponas _  63,  000 

Eagle  Divide-Gypsum _  20,  000 

Upper  San  Juan _  12,  000 

Potential  Transmountain _  130,  000 

Dallas  Creek _  37]  000 


Total  depletion _  3,  746,  000 
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New  Mexico:  Acre- feet 

Utah  construction _  40,  000 

Town  of  Farmington _  5,  000 

Navajo  Reservoir  contracts _  100,  000 

Navajo  Reservoir  evaporator _  30,  000 

San  Juan-Chama _  110,  000 

Navajo  Indian  irrigation _  250,  000 

Navajo  Indian  Hogback _  10,  000 

Hammond _  10,  000 

Animas-La  Plata _  35,  000 

Other  existing  uses _  100, 000 

Colorado  River  storage  project 
evaporation  _  74,  000 


Total  depletion _  764,  000 


Utah: 

Depletion  as  of  1952 _  407,  000 

Subsequent  Utah  Water  and 

Power -  25,  000 

M&I  uses  not  included  elsewhere  157,  000 

Private  developments _  3,  000 

Miscellaneous  exports  from 

basin  -  108,  000 

Central  Utah  project _  760,  000 

Emery  County  project _  14,  000 

Provo  River  project _  6,  000 

Sanpete  project _  2,  000 

Evaporation  Utah _  186,  000 

San  Juan  County  development.  15,  000 

Ferron  watershed _  8,  000 

Other  small  watersheds _  9,  000 

Carbon  County  development _  10,  000 

Cottonwood  Gooseberry _  8,  000 

Pack  Creek _  1,  000 

Henry’s  Fork _  7,  000 

Debeque  _  252,  000 

Juniper  _  160,  000 


Total  depletions _  2,  138,  000 


Wyoming: 

All  present  uses _  265,  000 

Seedskadee _  165,  000 

Lyman -  10,  000 

Eden  improvement  plan _  15,  000 

Industrial  Westvaco _  24,  000 

Other  industrial  oil  shale  power.  185,  000 

Boulder  Lake _  2,  000 

Henry’s  Fork _  11,000 

La  Barge  Area _  14,  000 

Savery-Pot  Hook _  12,  000 

Cheyenne  City  Little  Snake 

River  -  31,  000 

Private  development _  17,  000 

Sublette  _  117, 000 

Trans.  Basin _  233,  000 

Evaporation,  Wyoming _  92,  000 


Total  depletion _  1, 193,  000 


Northeast  Arizona:  Total  deple¬ 
tion  _  50, 000 


This  table  was  put  together  by  the  of¬ 
ficials  and  water  experts  of  the  States  of 
Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and  Wyoming. 
It  indicates  the  importance  of  Colorado  River 
water  to  the  entire  Upper  Basin. 

The  chart  on  this  page  is  not  pleasant 
reading  for  any  of  the  states  of  tht  magnif¬ 
icent  Southwest.  It  tells  the  sad  sad  story  of 
a  bankrupt  river.  Nothing  is  quite  so  heart¬ 
breaking  as  half  enough  water  out  there  on 
the  desert.  We  must  be  realists.  The  man 
without  shoes  felt  sorry  for  himself  until  he 
met  a  man  without  feet.  We  must  keep  our 
dreams  going  and  our  hopes  hot  and  above 
all,  we  must  fit  the  garment  to  suit  the  cloth. 

Virgin  flow,  Colorado  River 


Acre- feet 

Average  for  last  44  years _  13,  951,  000 

Average  for  last  34  years _  12,  967,  000 

Average  for  last  10  years _  12,  031,  500 
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Virgin  flow,  Colorado  River — Continued 


Acre-feet 

Average  for  1931  to  1940,  inclu¬ 
sive  10  years _  11,  831,  800 

Fiscal  year  1954-- _  7,667,000 

Fiscal  year  1955 _  9,  189,  000 

Fiscal  year  1956 _  10,  749,  000 

Fiscal  year  1959 _  8, 562,  000 

Fiscal  year  1961 _  8f470,  000 

Fiscal  year  1963 -  8,  360,  000 


Required  delivery  at  Lee  Ferry: 

Colorado  River  compact  (on 

annual  basis) _  7,500,000 

Mexican  Treaty  Upper  Basin 

Burden _  750,  000 

S.  1004  central  Arizona  (pro¬ 
posal)  _  1,  200,  000 


Total  Lee  Ferry _  9,  450,  000 

Northeast  corner  State  of  Arizona 
commitment _  50,  000 


Total  lower  basin  (pro¬ 
posed)  _  9,  500,  000 


When  virgin  flow  is -  13,  951,  000 

S.  1004  requirement _  9,  500,  000 


Upper  basin  portion  would 

be  only _  4,  451,  000 


When  virgin  flow  is _  12,  967,  000 

S.  1004  requirement _  9,  500,  000 


Upper  basin  share  would 
be  only _  3,  467,  000 


For  years  and  years  the  Lower  States  have 
had  the  Lions  share  of  the  Colorado  River. 
This  experience  has  spoiled  them  and  the 
United  Mexican  States  too.  During  a  period 
of  five  years  ending  in  Wes'  the  Lower  Basin 
dumped  ten  million  acre-feet  of  water  in  the 
Gulf  of  California.  From  now  on  that  will 
never  be  possible.  This  is  only  the  beginning 
of  the  new  water  shortage  in  the  Lower  Basin. 
Henceforth  it  will  be  a  struggle  for  the  Upper 
Division  to  deliver  8,250,000  acre-feet  at  Lee 
Ferry  each  year.  Should  Central  Arizona  be 
enacted  without  importing  water  from  other 
basins  the  Lower  Basin  requirement  and  de¬ 
mand  will  be  at  least  9,450,000  acre-feet  at 
Lee  Ferry.  That’s  more  water  than  the  total 
flow  of  the  Colorado  River  in  five  years  in  the 
table  above. 

Question :  How  large  is  the  Central  Arizona 
Project? 

Answer:  It  would  consume  1,200,000  acre- 
feet  per  annum. 

Question:  How  many  Colorado  water  proj¬ 
ects  would  it  require  to  use  1,200,000  acre- 
feet  of  water? 

Answer:  The  answer  is  32. 

Question:  Name  them  and  the  amount  of 
water  each  would  consume. 

Answer: 

Acre- feet 


Colbran _  7,  000 

Paonia _  10,  000 

Smith  Fork _  6,  000 

Florida _  16,  000 

Silt  _  6,  000 

Frying  Pan-Arkansas _  70,  000 

Homestake  _  74,  000 

Hayden  elec _ : _  20,  000 

Pine  River  ext _  28,  000 

Savery-Pot  Hook _ 38,  000 

Bostwick  Park _  3,  000 

Fruitland  Mesa _ 1 _  28,  000 

Pueblo  Eagle  River _  3,  000 

Colorado  Springs  Blue _  6,  000 

Fraser  R.,  Englewood _  10,  000 

Oil  shale  water _  144,  000 

West  Divide _  71,  000 

San  Miguel _ 74,  000 

Yellow  Jacket _  50,  000 

Battlement  Mesa _  11,  000 

Grand  Mesa _  32,  000 

Blue  Stone -  13,000 

Upper  Gunnison _  32,  000 

Basalt -  26^  000 


Acre-feet 

Juniper  _  48,  000 

Parshall  — . 40,000 

Great  Northern _  13,  000 

Eagle  Divide  Gypsum _  63,  000 

Upper  San  Juan _  20,  000 

Dallas  Creek _  37,  000 

Animas-La  Plata  (Colorado  por¬ 
tion)  _  127,000 

Dolores _  74,  000 


Total:  These  32  Colorado 
projects  would  consume 
(water  depletion) _  1,200,000 


Question:  If  the  Central  Arizona  project 
is  constructed  and  authorized  to  use  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  at  Lee  Ferry  how  many 
projects  and  what  size,  will  Colorado  be  able 
to  supply  thereafter  with  sufficient  water  to 
operate? 

Answer:  See  Tipton  and  Kalmbach,  Inc. 
Report  (Page  21).  As  I  understand  the  con¬ 
clusions  of  this  comprehensive  report,  it 
suggests : 

Should  the  delivery  at  Lee  Ferry  be 
8,250,000  acre-feet  per  year  as  required  by 
the  Colorado  River  Compact,  the  limitation 
of  the  net  beneficial  consumptive  use  in 
the  Upper  Division,  including  evaporation 
from  the  reservoirs  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Storage  projects,  would  be  5,600,000 
acre-feet. 

It  can  be  very  much  less  than  5,600,000 
acre-feet,  but  that  is  the  most  it  can  be.  So, 
instead  of  the  7,500,000  apportioned  to  it 
by  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  it  now 
shrinks  to  5,600,000  or  less. 

But,  if  1,200,000  acre-feet  is  diverted  to 
Central  Arizona,  the  total  consumptive  use 
would  drop  to  4,400,000  acre-feet.  And,  should 
the  virgin  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  drop 
to  its  34-year  average  on  top  of  the  Central 
Arizona  diversion,  the  “net  beneficial  con¬ 
sumptive  use”  would  become  3,416,000;  and 
that  would  end  all  project  construction  in 
the  Upper  Basin. 

Among  the  Seven  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  where  there  is  and  has  been  an 
extreme  shortage  of  public  water,  disputes 
thrive.  The  actual  supply  of  water  has  varied 
from  year  to  year  and  from  season  to  season 
and  there  has  been  no  end  to  estimates  by 
interested  parties.  In  1965  the  Upper  Basin 
authorities  undertook  a  comprehensive 
study  of  the  Colorado  River  water  supply 
to  settle  for  all  time  these  disputes. 

On  June  3,  1965,  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Commission  of  Salt  Lake  City  employed  Tip- 
ton  and  Kalmbach,  Inc.,  a  well-known  inter¬ 
nationally  experienced  water  authority  and 
reputable  engineering  firm  of  Denver,  Colo¬ 
rado  and  one  that  is  familiar  with  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River,  to  make  a  detailed  study  and 
report  on  its  water  supplies.  This  report 
was  filed  with  the  Commission.  It  was  a 
most  comprehensive  and  valuable  report.  In 
fact,  it  is  a  masterpiece  of  clarity  and  bold¬ 
ness  on  the  subject  and  was  made  without 
a  hint  of  prejudice.  Following  are  a  few 
pertinent  and  general  observations  stated 
by  it. 

“Based  upon  the  recorded  historic  flow  of 
the  Colorado  River,  it  appears  that  nature 
has  decreed  that  the  River  will  not  supply 
enough  water  to  support  the  apportionment 
made  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact  to  the 
Upper  Basin;  an  amount  of  7.5  maf  for 
consumptive  use  from  the  main  river  to  the 
states  of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada; 
and  the  allocation  to  Mexico  by  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  of  1944. 

“Simple  arithmetic  indicates  that  there 
will  not  be  enough  water  on  the  lower  river 
to  sustain  a  delivery  of  7.5  maf  for  the  states 
of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  and  to 
take  care  of  the  Mexican  burden. 

“The  obvious  conclusion  is  that  a  firm 
water  supply  is  not  available  in  the  Colorado 
River  to  satisfy  a  basic  beneficial  consump¬ 
tive  use  requirement  of  7.5  maf  from  the 
main  stem  by  Arizona,  California,  and  Ne¬ 
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vada,  plus  delivery  of  1.5  maf  of  water  to 
Mexico.  H  these  requirements  as  well  as 
Upper  Basin  requirements  are  to  be  satisfied, 
projects  must  be  authorized  and  constructed 
to  import  major  amounts  of  water  into  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  from  sources  of  surplus. 
Such  importation  is  important  to  both  the 
Upper  and  Lower  Basins.” 

Royce  C.  Tipton,  of  Tipton  and  Kalmbach 
Inc.,  was  quoted  by  the  press  as  saying  on 
October  11,  1965: 

“I  do  not  favor  authorization  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project.  Even  if  we  correct  odious 
provisions  of  the  present  bill,  this  project 
would  shut  out  for  all  time  any  additional 
diversions  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River 
by  any  Eastern  Slope  entities.” 

With  great  respect  may  we  suggest  that  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  proceeds  with  legislation  on 
the  subject,  that  it  direct  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  make  a  thorough  and  com¬ 
prehensive  study  and  official  report  on  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  over  a 
period  of  the  last  fifty  years. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  wish  to  compliment 
the  distinguishd  Senator  from  Colorado 
for  having  added  immeasurably  to  a  full 
understanding  of  this  most  difficult  and 
involved  question.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado  for  the 
contribution  he  has  made  here  this  af¬ 
ternoon.  I  am  not  surprised  that  he  would 
make  this  contribution,  because,  first 
of  all,  he  is  a  man  trained  and  skilled 
in  water  law.  He  knows  the  West.  He 
knows  Colorado.  He  knows  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  river.  He  knows  the  success¬ 
ful  approaches  that  have  been  used  in 
the  past  by  each  of  the  seven  States  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  area  in  order 
to  make  the  great  progress  that  has 
marked  the  development  of  this  region. 

I  am  delighted  that -the  Senator  brings 
to  bear  also  the  seniority  he  enjoys  in 
the  Senate.  It  entitles  him  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  that  I  am  certain  his  views 
will  be  accorded. 

The  Senator  has  an  intimate  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  problems  of  the  West,  and 
particularly  of  the  water  problems  of  the 
West.  He  is  recognized  as  a  very  diligent 
legislator  in  water  problems,  as  well  as 
in  problems  that  concern  the  Rocky 
Mountain  States  in  many  other  areas. 

The  prestige  he  brings  on  behalf  of  the 
upper  basin  States  and  California  in  this 
battle  is  important  and  crucial  to  all  of 
us.  Involved  in  this  question  are  issues 
that  go  beyond  the  seven-State  basin 
area.  They  project  themselves  onto  the 
full  national  scene.  I  refer,  of  course,  to 
the  treaty  with  Mexico,  one  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  that  is  so  intertwined  in  this  whole 
complex  situation  as  to  make  most  dif¬ 
ficult  any  easy  resolution  of  these  various 
isues. 

I  echo  the  sentiments  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  California  when 
he  said  he  saluted  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado  for  the  political 
courage  he  has  shown  once  again  this 
afternoon. 

It  is  not  easy  to  oppose  our  good 
friends  from  Arizona.  It  is  not  easy  to 
oppose  people  who  are  trying  to  get 
water  for  parched  land,  whose  wells  are 
drying  up,  and  whose  cities  will  feel  very 
acutely  the  pinch  of  inadequate  water 
supply. 
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My  own  State  of  Wyoming  is  like  the 
State  of  Arizona  and  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  in  that  certain  parts  of  it  have  a 
very  restricted  water  supply.  Much  of 
Wyoming  receives  annually  only  about 
6  inches  of  rainfall.  So  we  in  Wyoming, 
too,  know  something  about  water  short¬ 
ages,  and  we  know  something  about  the 
courage  that  is  required  for  a  person  to 
speak  out  in  the  face  of  easily  misun¬ 
derstood  sentiments  as  forthrightly,  as 
honestly,  and  as  courageously  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  this  afternoon. 

It  takes  statesmanship  to  stand  firm 
in  proposing  long-range  solutions  which 
will  benefit  an  entire  region.  It  takes 
statesmanship  to  face  up  to  what  I  as¬ 
sume  will  be  an  overwhelming  sentiment 
reflecting  in  part  partisan  political  lines 
which  may  be  in  evidence  here  this 
afternoon — though  I  hasten  to  add  that 
my  colleague  from  Wyoming  and  I 
stand  together.  We  are  working  together 
for  the  benefit  of  Wyoming  and  for  the 
entire  region  in  opposing  this  bill.  I  made 
a  statement  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
just  last  week  expressing  some  senti¬ 
ments  composed  by  my  distinguished 
colleague.  __ 

The  Senator  this  afternoon,  among 
other  things,  has  referred  to  the  growth 
in  population  which  will  characterize 
the  decades  ahead  for  the  Colorado 
basin  area.  There  is  one  factor  that  I 
should  like  to  refer  to.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  devoted  a  portion  of  his 
remarks  to  a  discussion  of  the  potential 
growth  of  the  upper  basin  States.  He  has 
spoken  of  the  mineral  resources  which 
we  could  expect  to  extract  from  our 
lands  in  these  States  in  the  near  future. 
He  has  spoken  of  the  direct  relationship 
between  the  availability  of  water  and 
the  economic  feasibility  of  mineral  en¬ 
terprises.  He  called  attention  to  the  fact 
that  it  will  take  perhaps  1  to  1  y2  barrels 
of  water  to  produce  a  barrel  of  oil  from 
the  oil  shales  which  hold  such  great  pos¬ 
sibilities  as  an  energy  source  for  our 
future. 

The  Senator  has  spoken  of  the  direct 
relationship  between  the  availability  of 
water  and  the  economic  feasibility  of 
these  mineral  enterprises.  The  Senator 
has  mentioned  such  water-consuming 
activities  as  the  petrochemical  indus¬ 
tries,  agriculture,  and,  as  I  have  just 
noted,  oil  shale. 

As  the  Senator  has  pointed  out  so  well, 
these  developments  hold  great  promise 
for  our  upper  basin  States,  particularly 
for  the  States  of  Colorado,  Utah,  and 
my  own  State  of  Wyoming. 

Early  this  year,  Northcutt  Ely,  who,  as 
Senators .  know,  is  one  of  the  foremost 
water  lawyers  in  the  world,  as  well  as 
being  a  special  counsel  for  water  prob¬ 
lems  for  the  State  of  California,  spoke 
out  in  a  very  important  speech  on  the 
demand  for  water  which  may  be  made 
by  a  potential  oil  shale  industry.  He  had 
this  to  say : 

First,  as  to  demand,  an  oil  shale  industry 
producing  2  million  barrels  of  oil  daily  can 
be  expected  to  require  each  year  the  di¬ 
version  of  about  750,000  acre-feet  for  direct 
use,  plus  use  by  the  population  and  affiliated 
industries  which  oil  shale  development  will 
add  to  the  economy  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin.  Of  this,  perhaps  500,000  would 
be  consumed,  and  say  250,000  returned  to 


the  river.  The  return  flow,  as  In  all  cases  of 
return  flow  everywhere,  wiU  carry  with  it 
some  degree  of  contamination.  Such  pollu¬ 
tion  could  create  a  serious  problem,  locally 
and  interstate,  to  the  extent  that  it  reduces 
the  usability  of  the  water  in  the  river  down¬ 
stream. 

Mr.  Ely  continued: 

The  impairment  may  conceivably  be  char¬ 
acterized  as  an'  additional  consumptive  use, 
but  this  is  a  separate  area.  Second,  as  to 
supply,  the  total  lawful  usable  supply  in  the 
Upper  Basin  is  a  good  deal  less  than  the 
total  visible  supply.  This  is  due  to  inter¬ 
state  commitments  to  downstream  users.  The 
effect,  particularly  in  Colorado,  is  that  there 
is  not  enough  uncommitted  water  available 
for  use  in  the  State  of  origin  to  supply  the 
anticipated  water  requirements  of  the  oil 
shale  industry,  and  these  requirements  must 
be  met  in  large  part  by  the  purchase  of 
existing  water  rights,  perhaps  reducing  the 
state’s  agricultural  economy  in  some  degree 
as  a  partial  offset  to  the  benefits  to  be  de¬ 
rived  from  the  new  industry.  The  ultimate 
remedy  which  may  welt  come  about  is  the 
importation  of  several  million  acre-feet  an¬ 
nually  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  from 
other  watersheds. 

With  particular  reference  to  Mr.  Ely’s 
last  statement,  where  he  spoke  about  the 
ultimate  remedy  lying  in  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  several  million  acre-feet  of  water 
annually  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin: 
If  there  is  any  doubt  in  anyone’s  mind 
about  the  proportion  of  this  problem, 
Mr.  Ely’s  perspective  should  prove  very 
instructive.  This  is  a  national  problem, 
as  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has  so 
often  stressed. 

Without  getting  ourselves  into  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  water  rights  problem  in 
our  Western  States,  would  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  care  to  respond  to  these 
remarks  of  Northcutt  Ely? 

I  invite  the  Senator’s  comment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
I  have,  over  the  period  of  appproxi- 
mately  the  last  3  hours,  responded  to  all 
of  them  in  one  way  or  another.  If  the 
Senator  wishes  me  to  respond  specifically 
to  any  of  Mr.  Ely’s  remarks,  and  will 
hand  them  to  me,  I  shall  be  glad  to  try 
to  do  so.  My  attention  was  diverted. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  No;  I - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  sure  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  all  of  these  points:  The  matter 
of  the  regional  appproach,  that  it  is  a 
problem  which  has  to  be  resolved  on  a 
regional  basis,  but  that  it  is  in  fact  a 
national  problem,  because  you  cannot 
take  Arizona,  California,  Nevada,  and 
the  four  other  States,  having  one- 
twelfth  of  the  land  volume  of  the  con¬ 
tiguous  United  States,  and  think  of  it  in 
any  other  terms  than  that  it  is  a  na¬ 
tional  problem.  We  are  not  just  dealing 
with  a  little  water  fight  here  between 
a  couple  of  people  who  are  just  naturally 
ornery.  We  are  talking  about  the  life  of 
our  States.  That  is  why  it  is  such  a  vital 
issue. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  coqld  not  agree  more. 
When  I  invited  the  Senator’s  comment, 

I  simply  wanted  to  give  him  another  op¬ 
portunity  to  emphasize  what  he  has  so 
eloquently  stated  already. 

I  was  speaking  about  the  development 
of  our  oil  shale  industry.  We  all  know, 
because  it  was  brought  so  forciably  to 
our  attention  not  too  many  weeks  ago, 
the  precariousness  of  depending  upon 


foreign  sources  of  oil  for  our  national 
security,  to  the  extent  that  I  believe  we 
all  with  one  accord  started  looking  to 
our  own  resources  to  see  what  we  might 
do  in  order  to  become  more  self-sufficient 
and  less  dependent  upon  foreign  sources 
of  supply. 

I  pointed  out — or  rather  Mr.  Ely  did, 
whose  words  I  quoted — that  this  will  re¬ 
quire  a  great  deal  of  water,  that  it  may 
take  three-quarters  of  a  million  acre- 
feet  annually  in  order  to  develop  the 
sort  of  oil  shale  operation  that  we  must 
have. 

He  went  on  to  point  out  that  perhaps 
a  third  of  that  amount  might  return  to 
the  original  stream  in  a  somewhat  pol¬ 
luted  condition,  and  that  in  effect  this 
in  itself  would  be  a  consumptive  use. 

I  repeat  that  simply  because  I  think 
what  the  Senator  was  saying  is  so  im¬ 
portant  that  all  Senators  should  have 
it  impressed  upon  their  minds  a  second 
time.  That  is  how  vital  I  think  these 
considerations  are. 

If  the  upper  basin  States  are  to  make 
the  contribution  that  I  believe  they  can 
to  their  own  economies,  to  their  own 
people,  and  increase  as  well  that 
strength  which  potentially  is  theirs  to 
add  to  the  national  muscle  and  to  our 
national  ability,  we  must  develop  these 
resources  within  the  States. 

There  is  only  one  way  that  we  can  de¬ 
velop  an  oil  shale  industry,  and  that  is 
by  the  application  of  rather  significant 
amounts  of  water.  So,  this,  on  top  of 
everything  else,  adds  to  the  increased 
demand  that  will  certainly  be  placed 
upon  the  Colorado  River. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
correct,  and  he  has  pointed  out  the  im¬ 
mediacy  of  this  whole  problem  which 
would  not  exist  if  we  were  merely  talking 
about  developing  this  for  agricultural 
areas. 

The  immediacy  is  the  population 
growth  which  is  very  great,  as  we  know, 
and  also  the  development  of  the  oil  shale 
and  the  development  of  agricultural 
land. 

It  is  not  for  some  bureaucrat  down¬ 
town  to  decide  whether  agricultural  land 
should  be  developed  in  one  State  to  the 
detriment  of  another  State. 

I  thank  the  Senator  very  much  for  his 
remarks. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  As  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Colorado  has  said,  we 
would  be  foolish  to  rely  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  one  mineral  to  the  exclusion  of 
others.  I  would  call  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  the  recent  explosion  in  de¬ 
mand  for  uranium  minerals  which  the 
world  is  now  experiencing.  The  arid  pla¬ 
teaus  of  the  upper  basin  States  of  Wyo¬ 
ming,  Colorado,  Utah,  and  New  Mexico 
contain  the  world’s  largest  known  re¬ 
serves  of  uranium  ore.  With  the  great 
expansion  of  nuclear  powerplants  which 
are  proliferating  this  country,  and  with 
the  dedication  of  nuclear  power  to  many 
other  peaceful  purposes,  the  demand  for 
uranium  has  suddenly  grown  very  in¬ 
tense.  Exploration,  mining,  and  produc¬ 
tion  is  booming  in  our  Western  States. 
Obviously,  water  in  large  quantities  will 
be  necessary  for  the  full  mining  and 
processing  of  this  important  resource. 
Water  to  support  the  expanding  commu- 
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nities,  which  are  bound  to  emerge  on  our 
high  prairies  will  also  be  vitally  needed. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado,  and  would  only  say  that  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  water  projects  in  the  West 
must  be  part  and  parcel  of  an  overall  na¬ 
tional  policy  which  recognizes  the  neces¬ 
sary  and,  indeed,  inevitable  development 
of  our  many  natural  resources.  To  walk 
clumsily  down  the  road,  ignoring  these 
larger  policy  considerations,  seems  to  me 
to  be  a  very  unbecoming  indulgence  on 
the  part  of  our  National  Congress. 

I  salute  the  senior  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado.  He  has  brought  much  light  and 
reason  to  this  debate  and  I  am  extremely 
proud  to  be  associated  with  him  here 
today. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator  so 
much  for  his  kind  words.  His  own  con¬ 
tributions  to  this  matter  have  been  very 
great. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Colorado  for  much  of  what  he  has 
said  this  afternoon  in  regard  to  the 
needs  of  the  basin. 

I  do  feel  that  most  of  the  basin  prob¬ 
lems  the  Senator  has  talked  about  are 
handled  in  the  bill  under  consideration, 
S.  1004.  Does  the  Senator  consider  that 
this  bill  is  a  violation  of  the  compact? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Do  I  consider  it  to  be  a 
violation  of  which  compact? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  of  1922. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  would  not  be  except 
as  to  the  portion  of  it  which  is  based 
upon  the  Gila  River,  and  the  Senator 
knows  the  history  of  that  as  well  as  I  do. 

Colorado  has  always  taken  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  use  of  water  in  the  Gila 
River  and  other  rivers  in  Arizona  are  to 
be  charged  to  Arizona,  and  are  part  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

In  the  case  of  California  against  Ari¬ 
zona,  between  those  States,  a  different 
result  was  reached.  Colorado  was  not  a 
party  to  that  lawsuit.  We  do  not  con¬ 
sider  ourselves  bound  by  it. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  will  agree 
however  that  section  12  of  S.  1004 
clearly  protects  the  upper  basin — it 
reads: 

Rights  of  the  Upper  Basin  to  the  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  water  apportioned  to  that  basin 
from  the  Colorado  River  system  by  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not  be  re¬ 
duced  or  prejudical  by  any  use  of  such  water 
in  the  Lower  Basin. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  has  refer¬ 
red  to  section  12  several  times  during  the 
course  of  this  debate.  On  what  page  is 
that? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Page  40,  at  the  bottom 
of  the  page. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
be  very  honest  with  the  Senator  about 
this.  I  think  that  this  provision  was  put 
into  the  bill  to  try  to  protect  the  entitle¬ 
ment  of  the  upper  States  to  their  share 
of  basin  water. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Does  the  Senator  not 
agree  that  we  are  not  desirous  of  taking 
any  water  from  the  upper  basin  to  which 
we  are  not  legally  entitled? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  fact  is  that  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  can  never  pay  off 
except  with  the  deferred  development  of 
the  upper  basin  water.  There  is  not  any 
question  about  that. 


There  is  then  another  very  immediate 
situation  which  I  discussed  Friday  and 
which  I  discussed  very  briefly  again 
today. 

Very  frankly — and  I  am  honest  about 
this — if  the  central  Arizona  project  is 
authorized  as  provided  in  S.  1004, 1  can¬ 
not  see  that  there  will  be-  enough  money 
in  the  reclamation  fund  in  the  next  20 
years  to  build  any  Colorado  project. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Let  us  talk  about  the 
payoff.  I  disagree  with  the  statement  of 
the  Senator. 

Is  it  not  true  that  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  is,  in  large  measure,  de¬ 
pendent  for  financial  feasibility  upon  the 
revenues  generated  at  Glen  Canyon 
Dam,  which  in  turn  result  from  the  flow 
of  water  through  the  Glen  Canyon 
generators? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  A  large  percentage — I 
think  someone  used  the  figure  of  over  50 
percent — of  the  revenues  would  come 
from  that  source. 

How  could  that  revenue  be  provided 
unless  sufficient  water  flows  through 
those  turbines? 

The  Senator  in  his  statement  concedes 
that  the  upper  basin  States  must  deliver 
75  million  acre-feet  of  water,  regard¬ 
less  of  what  is  in  the  river,  over  a  10- 
year  period. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Is  it  not  also  true,  in 
accordance  with  a  letter  of  May  15,  1965, 
from  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  Chair¬ 
man  Aspinall,  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  that  the 
studies  of  revenue  available  for  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  storage  project  are 
predicated  upon  an  assumed  “minimum 
delivery  requirement  averaging  8,250,000 
acre-feet  annually  at  Lee  Ferry”? 

This  is  the  basis  upon  which  the  finan¬ 
cial  feasibility  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  storage  project  was  predicated. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  cannot  quite  make  out 
what  the  Senator  is  saying,  but  I  do  not 
believe  it  is  quite  accurate.  From  whose 
letter  is  the  Senator  quoting? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  A  letter  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  Chairman 
Aspinall,  dated  May  15,  1965. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  no  wonder  that  I  am 
confused,  then. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  It  so  happened  that  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  made  some  of 
these  decisions,  in  cooperation  with  Con¬ 
gress,  as  to  how  much  water  was  neces¬ 
sary  at  Glen  Canyon  Dam  so  far  as  the 
financial  feasibility  of  the  project  was 
concerned. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  the  Senator  is  saying 
that  the  upper  basin  States  are  re¬ 
sponsible  for  all  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  obligation,  the  answer  is  “No.” 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  had  not  stated  that. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  On  the  other  hand  the 
revenues  of  Glen  Canyon  Dam  are  appor¬ 
tioned  by  the  act  among  the  upper  basin 
States  for  assistance  in  the  construction 
of  participating  projects,  a  great  many 
of  which  have  not  yet  been  authorized. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  that  I  hold  in  my 
hand  a  document  from  which  I  have 
quoted  to  him  many  times  the  summary 
report  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  for 
Federal  payment  power  arrangements. 
And  I  remind  the  Senator  that  he  has  no 
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feasibility  report  on  the  3,000-second- 
foot  aqueduct. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  remind  the  Senator 
that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  even 
studied  a  3,800-second-foot  aqueduct, 
and  the  3,000-second-foot  aqueduct  was 
adopted  as  a  reasonable  compromise. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  Weinberg  and  his 
associates  did  not  produce  it  at  the  hear¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  remind  the  Senator 
that  in  the  State  of  California  they  have 
an  aqueduct,  and  it  is  built  to  carry  about 
1,200,000  or  more  acre-feet  of  water,  and 
they  have  just  allocated  650,000  acre-feet 
of  water,  paid  for  by  the  metropolitan 
district. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  By  the  people  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  They  must  have  thought 
it  was  a  good  investment,  and  we  believe 
this  is  a  good  investment.  If  the  people 
of  California  were  willing  to  pay  that 
for  their  aqueduct - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Let  me  say  this  to  the 
Senator.  I  refer  to  page  21  of  the  docu¬ 
ment  I  have  just  mentioned.  On  the 
central  Arizona  project,  limited  by  a 
2,500-second-foot  aqueduct,  there  would 
be  available  for  Arizona,  in  1975,  2,142,- 
000  acre-feet. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  would  decrease  by 
approximately  600,000  acre-feet  to  1,538,- 
000,  in  1990.  It  would  decrease  another 
approximately  300,000  feet  in  the  year 
2000  to  1,258,000,  and  it  would  decrease 
in  the  year  2030  to  822,000. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  know  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  realizes - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  sorry.  I  got  my 
lines  crossed  there.  What  happens  is  that 
you  do  start  limited-  by  a  2,500-second- 
foot  aqueduct  from  1,650,000  and  you  go 
down  to  676,000  acre-feet  in  the  year 
2030.  That  is,  provided  that  the  upper 
basin  is  developed. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  That  assumes  a  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  guarantee  in  perpetuity 
to  California,  and  this  is  not  the  basis 
upon  which  we  are  planning  our  project. 
The  California  priority  is  not  provided 
in  perpetuity,  under  S.  1004. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  provided  for  27 
years. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  call  the  Senator’s  at¬ 
tention  to  this — and  I  say  it  in  all  sin¬ 
cerity.  You  cannot  pay  off  the  central 
Arizona  project  except  upon  the  deferred 
development  of  the  upper  basin.  The  fig¬ 
ures  may  alter  slightly,  but  they  will  not 
alter  that.  So  during  the  time  that  the 
deliveries  are  going  down  from  1,650,000 
to  676,000,  or  from  2,142,000  to  822,000 — 
whichever  figure  is  used — the  water  being 
paid  for  and  delivered  in  Arizona  will  be 
somebody’s  water,  and  it  wall  be  the  wa¬ 
ter  of  Colorado,  Utah,  and  Wyoming. 
One  cannot  get  away  from  that. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  It  is  no  more  Colorado’s, 
Utah’s,  or  Wyoming’s  water  than  it  is 
water  of  the  lower  basin.  It  is  provided 
for  in  the  compact.  The  compact  was 
made  to  protect  the  upper  basin  States 
from  California,  because  they  did  not 
want  California  to  have  all  the  rights 
to  the  water. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  is  getting  perilously  close  to  a 
breach  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 
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Mr.  FANNIN.  We  are  turning  back 
history.  The  Senator  is  trying  to  turn 
back  history,  so  I  believe  we  should  take 
into  consideration - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  not  trying  to  turn 
back  history.  I  am  just  trying  to  lay  the 
facts  out  cold.  The  cold  facts  are  as 
shown  in  every  report  we  have.  It  is 
shown  in  the  hearings,  it  is  in  the  re¬ 
port  on  page  142,  and  it  is  in  the  docu¬ 
ment  to  which  I  have  just  referred,  that 
as  the  central  Arizona  project  is  built, 
it  starts  out  with  a  relatively  high  pro¬ 
portion  of  water.  Frankly,  I  hope  the 
Senator’s  State  gets  the  project.  I  hope 
to  God  that  happens,  but  I  hope  to  God 
I  never  see  the  day  when  the  project 
is  built  under  the  terms  of  the  pending 
bill. 

As  you  proceed  in  time  to  the  year 
2030,  you  do  not  have  as  much  water. 
Why  do  you  not  have  as  much  water? 
Because  by  that  time,  it  is  presumed  that 
the  upper  basin  States  will  finally  have 
received  their  little  dribble-drabble,  and 
will  have  been  able  to  develop  their  pro j  - 
ects,  and  with  the  development  of  their 
projects,  there  will  not  be  as  much  water 
for  Arizona.  So  the  only  possible  way  in 
which  Arizona  can  pay  for  this  is  with 
water  to  which  the  upper  basin  States 
have  an  entitlement,  and  there  is  no  way 
out  of  it.  Even  Reclamation  Commis¬ 
sioner  Dominy  said,  “I  agree.” 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  can  also  quote  him  in 
several  places  where  he  disagreed. 

But  if  we  take  the  development  fund 
figures  that  were  utilized  in  the  report 
on  S.  1004  we  have  $377,302,000  surplus 
by  the  year  2025,  even  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  the  fact  that  Arizona  is 
guaranteeing  California  4.4  million  acre- 
feet.  By  the  year  2050,  we  would  have 
almost  $1.3  billion  surplus  that  would  be 
available  in  the  fund. 

All  I  wish  to  ask  of  the  Senator — and 
I  believe  I  received  an  answer — is  that 
nothing  in  the  pending  bill,  S.  1004,  is  in 
violation  of  the  compact  and  nothing  in 
the  bill  requires  the  upper  basin  States 
to  do  anything  other  than  what  is  re¬ 
quired  by  the  compact. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  will  not  agree  with  the 
presumption  in  the  bill  that  the  Gila 
waters  are  not  accountable  under  the 
Colorado  River  compact.  It  does  go 
against  the  compact ;  yes. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  read  section  12  to  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  know  that.  I  also  have 
read  it.  The  Senator  asked  me  a  ques¬ 
tion.  I  am  only  supposed  to  let  him  ask 
questions.  The  Senator  asked  me  a  ques¬ 
tion,  and  I  attempted  to  answer  it.  I  said 
that  insofar  as  that  is  true,  I  believe  it 
does  go  against  the  compact.  There  are 
some  ways  in  that  respect  that  I  believe 
it  could  interpret  and  abrogate  the  com¬ 
pact.  I  am  frank  to  say  that  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  that  section  12  of  the  bill 
is  an  attempt  to  prevent  it. 

But  in  the  year  2030,  with  all  this  wa¬ 
ter  flowing  down  into  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  all  these  years,  the  recovery 
of  this  water,  through  court  means  or 
other,  will  be  a  most  difficult  project. 
We  have  to  bring  the  water  back  up  the 
river  to  the  upper  basin  States,  which 
are  entitled  to  it. 

Now,  does  the  Senator  wish  to  ask  a 
question? 


Mr.  FANNIN.  The  bill  only  pro¬ 
vides — 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Does  the  Senator  wish 
to  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes,  I  shall  ask  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  list  of  projects  for 
the  State  of  Colorado.  Arizona  has  sup¬ 
ported  these  projects  over  the  years. 
Arizona  has  not  had  any  project  on  the 
Colorado  to  work  into  central  Arizona, 
such  as  the  CAP,  since  1947. 1  should  like 
to  present  to  the  Senate,  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  the  reclamation  projects, 
entirely  or  partly  within  the  State  of 
Colorado,  authorized  since  1950;  and  the 
amount  is  $972,651,500. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  the  Senator  asks  that 
that  be  printed  in  the  Record,  I  do  not 
object.  I  have  not  seen  the  piece  of  paper. 
It  may  not  be  complete. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  list  of  the 
reclamation  projects,  entirely  or  partly 
within  Colorado,  authorized  since  1950, 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

RECLAMATION  PROJECTS  ENTIRELY  OR  PARTLY  WITHIN 
COLORADO,  AUTHORIZED  SINCE  1950 


Project  Date  authorized  Authorized 

cost 


Entirely  within  Colorado: 

Collbran  project .  July  1952 . .  $16,086,000 

Florida  project . .  April  1956  .  6,963,500 

Silt  project. . .  . do _  3,373,000 

Smith  Fork  project -  - do... . .  3,439,000 

Fryingpan-Arkansas  proj-  August  1962 .  170, 000, 000 

ect. 

Bostwick  Park  project _  September  1964..  4,010,000 

Fruitland  Mesa  project . .do _  27,285,000 

Subtotal - - 231, 156,  500 

Partly  within  Colorado: 

Pine  River  project  exten-  April  1956 .  5, 080,  000 

sion,*  1  Colorado-New 
Mexico. 

Colorado  River  storage  _ do _  635,102,000 

project (5  States). 

San  Juan-Chama  project,  June  1962 _  85,828,000 

Colorado-New  Mexico. 

Savery-Pot  Hook  project,  September  1964..  15,485,000 

Colorado- Wyoming. 

Subtotal _  741,495,000 

Total . . . .  972,651,500 


1  Later  found  infeasible. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
my  distinguished  colleague. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  on  the  address  which  he  has  made. 
The  address  contained  an  enormous 
amount  of  history  and  commonsense. 

I  was  especially  interested  in  the  col¬ 
loquy  between  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin]  as  to  why 
Arizona  would  not  support  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  which 
has  been  proposed.  After  all,  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  give  them  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project,  and  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  was  a  sponsor  of  the  previous  year. 
This  was  the  approach  suggested  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  proposal 
has  the  safeguards  in  it  which  we  need, 
and  the  safeguards  which  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  wants.  It  seems  to  me  that 
we  could  do  a  great  service  to  the  Senate 
and  to  all  of  the  seven  States  in  our  area 
of  the  Southwest  if  we  passed  the  sub¬ 


stitute  as  the  method  to  go  forward  in 
solving  all  of  our  problems.  Does  that 
seem  like  a  sensible  approach  to  the 
Senator? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  exactly  what  we 
are  trying  to  do,  as  I  said  before  the 
Senator  returned  from  his  committee 
hearing.  All  we  have  to  do  is  forget  that 
somersaulting  Secretary  of  Interior  for 
a.  *;ew  minutes,  and  pick  up  our  respon¬ 
sibility  and  exercise  good  judgment  as 
Senators.  There  is  no  reason  why  we 
should  not  have  a  bill  here  which,  in 
my  judgment,  would  take  a  basin  ap¬ 
proach  and  get  away  from  compounding 
the  problems,  which  we  would  do  with 
the  pending  bill.  We  would  pick  up  our 
responsibilities  and  exercise  our  good 
judgment  in  the  amendment  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  substitute. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  was  disappointed 
not  to  see  the  names  of  the  two  Senators 
from  Arizona  on  the  substitute  which 
the  Senator  offered.  I  was  happy  to  co¬ 
sponsor  the  measure.  I  notice  that  both 
of  the  Senators  from  California  are  co¬ 
sponsors,  as  are  the  Senators  from  Utah. 
I  had  hoped  that  the  Senators  from  Ari¬ 
zona  would  have  done  more.  I  see  that 
they  are  noticeable  by  their  lack  of  sup¬ 
port  for  this  measure. 

Without  being  sardonic,  the  one  thing 
we  are  truthfully  looking  for  is  a  method 
to  provide  the  water  needed  by  all  seven 
States.  The  approach  offered  in  substi¬ 
tute  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado,  cosponsored  by  me  and  a  variety 
of  other  Senators,  is  the  approach  which 
will  bring  us  most  closely  to  that  goal. 
This  is  something  which  seems  so  evi¬ 
dent  to  me  that  I  am  surprised  that  we 
are  having  extended  argument  in  con¬ 
nection  with  it.  The  answer  seems  self- 
evident  to  me. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  and  I  fol¬ 
lowed  the  many,  many  meetings  of  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  various  States  for 
several  years.  The  Senator  from  Arizona 
is  aware  of  these  meetings  also  because 
he  was  the  Governor  of  his  great  State. 

I  had  hopefully  looked  forward  to  this 
seven- State  development  plan  which  I 
thought  would  solve  and  go  a  long  way 
towards  solving  many  of  the  problems 
there.  It  seems  to  me  that  with  S.  1004 
we  are  treading  backward  now  as  fast 
as  we  can. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  fully  subscribe  with 
the  statements  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  observation? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  talked  about  the  bill  and  certainly 
covered  it  eloquently.  However,  I  wish  to 
ask  the  question  again:  What  happened 
to  the  bill  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives?  Was  it  not  held  up  because  it  had 
a  controversial  dam;  and  the  bill  is  not 
being  carried  forward  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  at  the  present  time,  nor 
is  there  any  indication  it  will  be.  I  shall 
answer  by  saying  we  must  have  legisla¬ 
tion,  not  debate. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  This  bill  might  still  have 
been  possible  if  the  Secretary  of  Interior, 
who  is  from  the  Senator’s  State,  had  not 
made  the  unfortunate  statement  that 
this  bill  is  a  gun  pointed  at  the  North¬ 
west. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
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Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
congratulate  the  Senator  from  Colorado 
on  his  excellent  speech  today.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  is  a  public  servant  who  has  devoted 
years  of  his  life  in  connection  with  these 
problems  not  only  in  the  Senate  but  also 
in  his  State  legislature  in  Colorado  be¬ 
fore  he  came  here,  and  as  a  practicing 
attorney.  The  Senator  has  brought  a 
wealth  of  experience  to  this  problem 
which  is  common  to  his  State,  my  State, 
and  all  of  the  States  of  the  Southwest. 

After  listening  to  the  Senator’s  speech 
today,  and  after  giving  it  careful  consid¬ 
eration,  as  anyone  concerned  with  the 
long-range  development  of  that  entire 
region  would,  I  agree  that  the  reasonable 
solution  would  be  the  amendment  that 
the  Senator  proposed,  amendment  214.  I 
am  very  pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment. 

I  believe  the  Senator’s  amendment  em¬ 
bodies  the  principles  on  which  we  have 
had  agreement.  At  least  at  one  time  we 
had  agreement  among  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  all  the  States  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin;  and,  except  for  one  small 
vocal  element,  we  had  support  of  the  vast 
majority  of  those  people. 

I  believe  the  Senator  has  performed  a 
great  service  here  today  in  bringing  this 
matter  clearly  and  forcefully  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate.  I  hope  that  the 
Senator’s  speech  will  be  carefully  read, 
and  considered  by  Senators  because  we 
are  at  a  rather  crucial  point.  If  we  aban¬ 
don  this  degree  of  cooperation  we  had 
attained  in  the  agreement  among  the 
States  and  suddenly  fracture  ourselves 
into  groups  that  cannot  agree,  we  are  be¬ 
ginning  along  a  perilous  course  that  will 
lead  to  endless  difficulties  and  probably 
would  spell  the  doom  of  any  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  in  this  session  of  Congress 
or  probably  in  a  subsequent  session  of 
Congress. 

I  wish  with  all  of  my  heart  that  this 
problem  can  be  solved,  as  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado.  My  heart  aches  for 
Arizona  because  Arizona  needs  its  water 
desperately. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  And  needs  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  the  other  six  States  in  the  basin. 

Mr.  MOSS.  And  needs  the  cooperation 
of  the  other  six  States  in  the  basin,  and 
in  developing  it  under  a  system  whereby 
all  may  equitably  share  in  their  rights  to 
the  water.  We  must  share  the  water 
there  and  the  sine  qua  non  is  to  have 
enough  water  to  pass  around,  and  enough 
water  in  the  river. 

I  congratulate  the  Senator  and  I  am 
happy  to  associate  myself  with  him  in 
his  statement  and  in  his  amendment. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator  be¬ 
cause  his  contributions  in  the  Chamber 
and  in  committee  in  the  development 
of  the  legislation  which  has  been  offered 
have  been  very  considerable. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  one  of  the  basic  subjects  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  discussed  so  well  was 
that  the  superactivism  of  the  supercon¬ 
servationists  and  preservationists  in  the 
country  is  the  only  reason  we  did  not 
have  a  bill  passed  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  last  year.  It  is  simply  lam¬ 
entable.  Certainly  with  the  power  of 


the  Senators,  both  for  and  against  the 
bill,  the  respect  in  which  the  senior 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  is 
held,  and  with  a  unified  approach  we 
could  have  passed  the  bill.  If  we  did  not 
cash  in  our  chips  to  a  few  lobbyists,  this 
amendment  would  give  us  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  reaffirm  ourselves  in  the  passage 
of  really  meaningful  legislation.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  last  Fri¬ 
day  our  able  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin],  placed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  sundry  prepared  memoranda  con¬ 
cerning  the  Colorado  River  controversy 
on  which  I  wish  to  make  a  few  com¬ 
ments. 

On  page  S10928,  the  memorandum 
entitled  “Increase  in  Hoover-Parker- 
Davis  Power  Rates  After  Payout,”  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona, 
discusses  the  power  rates  for  the  Hoover 
and  Parker-Davis  projects,  part  of  which 
I  am  going  to  read.  I  refer  to  the  last 
paragraph  on  page  S10928: 

The  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund,  established  by  this  section,  fol¬ 
lows  generally  the  precedent  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  established  by 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act.  The 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund,  unlike  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund,  does  not  include  the  apportionment 
of  net  revenues  among  the  States  concerned. 
There  is  good  reason  for  this  difference.  The 
fundamental  water  supply  problem  in  the 
lower  basin  is  one  of  insufficiency  rather 
than  of  underdevelopment.  Hence  interests 
of  the  lower  basin  States  will  best  be  served 
by  using  net  revenues  accruing  to  the  fund 
to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  costs  of  projects 
to  be  authorized  to  augment  the  basin’s 
water  supply.  An  apportionment  of  revenues 
for  use  within  each  State  might,  therefore, 
impede  further  than  assist  development. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  know  whether, 
by  inserting  a  memorandum  which  in¬ 
cludes  this  language,  our  able  friend 
from  Arizona  adopts  this  language  as  a 
reflection  of  his  own  position.  But  simply 
for  purposes  of  emphasis,  I  repeat  a  sen¬ 
tence  or  two  from  which  I  have  just 
read: 

Hence  interests  of  the  Lower  Basin  States 
will  best  be  served  by  using  net  revenues 
accruing  to  the  fund  to  assist  in  the  repay¬ 
ment  of  costs  of  projects  to  be  authorized 
to  augment  the  basin’s  water  supply. 

If  the  Senator  from  Arizona  does  agree 
that  the  words  he  has  inserted  in  the 
Record  reflect  his  position,  then  his  posi¬ 
tion  and  my  position  are  identical,  be¬ 
cause  that  is  precisely  the  basis  upon 
which  some  Senators — Democrats  and 
Republicans — have  urged  the  substitute 
now  pending  before  the  Senate. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  that  when 
the  administration’s  bill,  offered  by  the 
two  Arizona  Senators,  has  been  accu¬ 
rately  referred  to  as  “a  bill  to  shuffle 
shortages.”  Every  competent  witness  has 
testified  that  there  will  be  more  water, 
not  less,  needed  in  all  the  States,  from 
the  headwaters  of  the  State  of  Colorado 
to  all  seven  States  through  which  the 
Colorado  River  runs. 

I  simply  want  the  Record  to  show  that 
to  that  extent,  to  the  extent  that  my  able 
colleague  believes  that  “interests  of  the 
lower  basin  States  will  best  be  served 
by  using  net  revenues  accruing  to  the 
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fund  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  costs 
of  projects  to  be  authorized  to  augment 
the  basin’s  water  supply,”  I  am  happy 
that  his  position  and  mine  are  identical. 

At  any  rate,  the  bill  on  which  he  has 
placed  his  name  does  not  adopt  that 
philosophy. 

Mr.  President,  we  in  California  have 
never  objected  to  the  idea  that  Hoover 
power  rates  might  eventually  rise  to 
finance  augmentation  of  the  river’s 
water  supply.  That  is,  of  course,  the  pre¬ 
cise  thinking  behind  the  language  in  this 
memorandum. 

However,  82  percent  of  the  Hoover 
power  is  sold  for  use  in  California  and 
Nevada,  and  we  see  no  earthly  justifica¬ 
tion  for  a  hike  in  rates  solely  to  sub¬ 
sidize  an  otherwise  financially  infeasible 
central  Arizona  project.  The  Depart¬ 
ment’s  present  plan  is  to  raise  Hoover 
rates  48  percent  to  pump  money  into  the 
central  Arizona  project. 

That  is  what  they  say,  and  I  am  going 
to  place  the  letter  in  the  Record,  in  a 
moment,  in  which  they  say  it  to  us.  The 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has 
said  that,  the  power  users  will  have  their 
rates  hiked  by  almost  50  percent — 48 
percent,  to  be  scrupulously  accurate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  a  letter  to  me  from  Kenneth  Holum, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  de¬ 
tailing  the  impact  of  the  Secretary’s  plan 
on  Hoover  power  customers  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel  :  The  following  is  an 
elaboration  of  the  information  we  gave  at 
the  Executive  Session  of  the  Senate  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  on  June  22 
concering  Hoover  power  rates. 

The  average  mill  cost  per  kilowatthour  to 
-allottees  for  Hoover  Powerplant  firm  energy 
is  not  constant  but  varies  from  year  to  year 
depending  upon  yearly  power  generation. 
The  average  for  the  past  several  years  was 
about  2.7  mills  per  kilowatthour.  In  1966  the 
average  was  2.71  mills  per  kilowatthour. 
Further,  the  average  also  varies  among  con¬ 
tractors  depending  upon  the  cost  of  generat¬ 
ing  machinery  and  switchyard  facilities  for 
which  each  power  allottee  is  separately  re¬ 
sponsible.  For  1966,  although  the  average  for 
all  contractors  was  2.71  mills  per  kilowatt¬ 
hour,  the  average  for  individual  contractors 


was  as  follows : 

[Mills] 

City  of  Burbank _  2.  09 

City  of  Pasadena -  2.  09 

State  of  Arizona _  2.  62 

California  Electric  Power  Co.1 _ 19.  25 

Metropolitan  Water  District -  2.  08 

City  of  Glendale _  2.  08 

City  of  Los  Angeles _  3.  32 

State  of  Nevada _  2.  88 

Southern  California  Edison  Co.1 _  4.  20 

Energy  reserved  for  United  States _  3.  06 

1  These  organizations  have  now  been 
merged  and  consolidated. 


In  our  studies  involving  the  proposed 
Lower  Colorado  River  Development  Fund,  we 
have  assumed  that  the  average  cost  to  con¬ 
tractors  per  kilowatthour  for  Hoover  firm 
energy  after  payout  would  be  4.0  mills,  or  a 
48  percent  increase  over  the  average  of  2.7 
mills  over  the  last  several  years.  Although  a 
rate  schedule  to  apply  after  payout  has  not 
been  derived,  nor  are  we  in  a  position  to  state 
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what  the  cost  to  any  one  customer  will  be 
after  payout,  a  mathematical  application  of 
the  percentage  relationship  between  the  pres¬ 
ent  2.7-mill  average  and  the  assumed  4-mill 
average  after  payout,  indicates  that  the  cost 
to  Metropolitan  Water  District  would  be  3.1 
mills  per  kilowatthour  compared  to  its  1966 
average  of  2.08  mills  per  kilowatthour. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  Holum, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
explain  the  concern  of  Californians  over 


the  new  central  Arizona  financing 
scheme.  We  have  printed  the  Secretary’s 
financial  analysis  as  an  appendix  to  the 
minority  views  on  this  legislation.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  portion  of  that 
analysis  showing  the  balance  in  the  basin 
fund  and  the  reliance  on  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  revenues  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  analysis  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


111.  Net  revenues  to 

Surplus  revenues  for  development  fund  development  fund 


Hoover  Parker-Davis  Cumulative 

-  -  Net  revenues  balance  in 

Kilowatt-  Kilowatt-  to  development  development 

hours  Revenue  hours  Revenue  fund  fund 


1973. 

1974. 

1975. 

1976. 

1977. 

1978. 

1979. 

1980. 

1981. 

1982. 

1983. 

1984. 

1985. 

1986. 

1987. 

1988. 

1989. 

1990. 

1991. 

1992. 

1993. 

1994. 

1995. 

1996. 

1997. 

1998. 

1999. 

2000. 

2001. 

2002. 

2003. 

2004. 

2005. 

2006. 

2007. 

2008. 

2009. 

2010. 

2011. 

2012. 

2013. 

2014. 

2015. 

2016. 

2017. 

2018. 

2019. 

2020, 

2021. 

2022. 

2023. 

2024. 

2025. 


Thou- 

Millions  sands 


Thou- 

Millions  sands  Thousands  Thousands 


3,873  $11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,873  11,992 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,745  11,480 

3,660  11,140 

3,660  11,140 

3,660  11,140 

3, 660  11, 140 

3,660  11,140 

3,660  11,140 

3,660  11,140 

3,660  11,140 

3,660  11,140 

3,660  11,140 

3,  580  10, 820 

3, 580  10, 820 

3,  580  10,  820 

3, 580  10, 820 

3,580  10,820 


1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,151 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 

1,132 


$3, 793 

3,793 

3,793 

3, 793 

3,793 

3,793 

3, 793 

3,793 

3,793 

3,793 

3, 793 

3, 704 

3,704 

3,704 

3,704 

3,704 

3,704 

3, 704 

3,704 

3,704 

3, 704 


$8,152 
21,442 
21,426 
21,407 
21,414 
21,400 
21,314 
21, 294 
21,274 
21,286 
21,277 
20,937 
26, 140 
35, 202 
37, 380 
37, 361 


$8, 152 
29, 594 
51, 020 
72, 427 
93,841 
115,244 
136, 555 
157, 849 
179,123 
200, 409 
221,686 
242, 623 
268,763 
303, 965 
341, 345 
378, 706 


Total. 


130,680  400,220  23,981  78,763  378,706  378,706 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  as  you 
can  see,  the  Secretary  himself  admits 
that  there  will  not  be  a  cent  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  until  the  year  2010.  That 
is  a  long  time  from  now,  Mr.  President. 
It  is  also  a  long  time  after  the  water 
shortage  in  the  Pacific  Southwest  will 
have  become  critical.  If  we  then  crank 
in  the  errors  in  the  Secretary’s  analysis, 
we  see  that  the  central  Arizona  project 
will  consume  nearly  another  $200  million 
of  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  revenues, 
delaying  for  another  decade  the  day 
when  the  basin  fund  will  finally  begin  to 
accumulate  any  money  to  bring  new 
water  into  the  basin.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  portion  of  the 
minority  views  on  S.  1004  which  explains 
the  errors  in  Secretary  Udall’s  financial 
analysis  be  printed  in  the  Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

PTJFFING  THE  BASIN  FUND 

On  June  26,  1967,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  provided  Senator  Kuchel  with 
financial  tables  reflecting  development  fund 
income  and  disbursements  which  will  ac¬ 
crue  under  S.  1004  as  reported.  A  copy  of 
Secretary  Holum’s  letter  and  accompanying 
tables  is  attached  as  appendix  C  to  these 
views. 

Secretary  Udall  predicts  gross  development 
fund  revenue  over  the  payout  period  of 
$2,261,352,000  and  deductions  of  $1,882,- 
646,000,  leaving  a  balance  of  $378,706,000  in 
the  fund  by  the  year  2025.  Careful  study  of 
the  Secretary’s  table  reveals: 

1.  The  balance  in  the  fund  by  2025  is  over¬ 
stated  by  $173,203,432. 

2.  There  will  be  no  balance  whatsoever  in 
the  fund  until  2018. 


3.  Raising  the  main  aqueduct  size  to  3,000 
cubic  feet  per  second  adds  $177,147,000  to 
the  project  costs.  There  will  be  no  water  to 
fill  the  inflated  aqueduct  unless  it  is  drained 
away  from  the  upper  basin,  diminishing  the 
prospect  of  filling  Lake  Powell. 

4.  The  tables  fail  to  disclose  the  possible 
additional  $100  million  drain  on  the  fund  for 
distribution  and  drainage  systems  in  Arizona. 

GROSS  OVERSTATEMENT 

The  Secretary’s  estimate  of  $2,261,352,000 
of  gross  revenue  to  the  basin  fund  cannot  in¬ 
crease  unless  the  rates  for  the  sale  of  water 
and  power,  or  the  quantities  which  he  esti¬ 
mates  will  be  sold,  change.  But  his  estimate 
of  deductions,  $1,882,646,000  is  misleading:  it 
can  and  must  change,  and  change  upward 
only.  The  Department  based  its  estimates  of 
project  costs  on  1963  prices.  There  has  al¬ 
ready  been  a  rise  of  9.2  percent  in  the  cost 
index  (he  ignores  it),  which  would  result  in 
increasing  the  deductions  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  by  $173,203,432,  as  of  A.D.  2025, 
even  if  there  is  never  any  further  increase  in 
construction  costs — a  most  unrealistic  as¬ 
sumption.  As  the  cost  index  rises  higher  in 
future  years,  this  incremental  cost,  hence 
these  total  deductions,  will  also  rise.  If  the 
balance  in  the  development  fund  were  cor¬ 
rected  to  reflect  increased  construction  cost, 
by  the  end  of  the  payout  period  it  could  be 
not  over  one-half  of  the  $378,000,706  claimed 
by  the  Secretary.  The  proposed  new  $30  mil¬ 
lion  Dixie  project  drain  on  the  development 
fund  further  reduces  the  balance  in  A.D. 
2025. 

The  Secretary  admitted  that  there  will  be 
no  net  balance  in  the  development  fund  until 
the  year  2010.  When  corrections  for  even  pres¬ 
ent  (1967)  costs  and  the  Dixie  project  deficit 
are  incorporated  into  the  calculations,  the 
Secretary’s  table  shows  that  the  fund  will  be 
empty  until  at  least  2018,  or  51  years  from 
now. 

Obviously,  the  financing  scheme  which  has 
been  injected  into  the  bill  kills  off  any  pos¬ 
sibility  that  a  fund  will  be  created  to  mitigate 
the  water  crisis  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
The  basin  needs  more  water  before  1990,  but 
for  half  a  century  (until  at  least  AX).  2018) 
there  will  not  be  a  single  cent  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  for  use  to  defray  any  costs 
other  than  Central  Arizona  Project  costs. 

DISTRIBUTION  AND  DRAINAGE  FACILITIES 

Section  16  of  S.  1004,  as  approved  by  the 
committee,  would  authorize  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $768  million  (1963  prices),  plus  a 
wholly  new  item:  $100  million  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities 
for  non-Indian  lands. 

The  Department  insists  that  it  is  not  con¬ 
templated  that  this  added  $100  million  would 
be  paid  out  of  the  development  fund.  How¬ 
ever,  S.  1004  makes  no  provisions  at  all  for 
their  repayment:  from  any  other  source,  and 
clearly  allows  their  repayment  from  that 
fund.  Thus,  section  2(a)  (9)  authorizes  con¬ 
struction  of  “related  water  distribution  and 
drainage  works”  as  a  part  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  and  section  5(f)  (1)  author¬ 
izes  disbursement  of  money  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  to  return  "the  costs  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  or  separable  feature  thereof,  authorized 
pursuant  to  section  2.”  Were  the  Secretary  to 
use  this  authority,  a  further  $100  million 
burden  would  be  thrust  upon  the  Hoover, 
Parker-Davis  rate  payers.  As  the  prices  for 
irrigation  water,  $10  per  acre-foot,  and  for 
municipal  and  industrial  water,  $50  per  acre- 
foot,  are  said  to  be  limited  to  those  amounts 
by  the  user’s  capacity  to  pay,  it  is  obvious 
that  they  could  not  pay  an  added  $100  mil¬ 
lion,  and  that  the  power  users  (82  percent  in 
California  and  Nevada)  must  do  so  via  the 
development  fund.  There  goes  another  $100 
million  from  the  vanishing  dream  of  a  fund 
to  finance  the  addition  of  new  water  to  the 
Colorado  River. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  at  the 
end  of  the  payout  period,  it  is  now  pos- 
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sible  to  predict  a  maximum  of  $175  mil¬ 
lion,  not  $378  million  as  the  Secretary 
would  have  us  believe,  and  not  the  bil¬ 
lions  needed  to  augment  the  river’s 
water  supply. 

Of  the  $478  million  of  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  revenues  pumped  into  the 
fund,  a  meager  $175  million  remain  for 
the  purpose  of  augmentation  after  satis¬ 
fying  the  ravenous  appetite  of  the 
“stripped  down”  central  Arizona  project. 

Mr.  President,  I  really  regret  that  the 
second  insertion  in  the  Record  of  my 
good  friend  from  Arizona  last  Friday,  on 
page  S10930,  describes  the  State  which 
I  have  the  honor  to  represent  in  rather 
inelegant  tones. 

The  truth  is  that  each  of  us  is  hon¬ 
ored  to  represent  one  of  the  States  in 
our  American  Union. 

I  come  from  a  State  which  has  had 
phenomenal  growth.  Many  people  came 
there  from  across  the  seas,  back  in  the 
days  of  the  gold  rush.  At  that  time,  it 
was  a  kind-of  sleepy  area  in  our  coun¬ 
try.  But  people  had  vision.  The  city  of 
Los  Angeles  began  to  grow,  at  the  turn 
of  the  century,  and  I  doubt  very  much 
that  we  should  heap  scorn  or  ridicule 
upon  public-spirited  citizens  in  Los  An¬ 
geles  and  the  State  of  California  who 
sought  to  bring  water  to  this  semiarid 
part  of  the  United  States. 

I  rather  think  that  when  “Profiles  in 
Courage”  are  fully  explored,  we  will  not 
find  one  U.S.  Senator  more  singularly 
responsive  to  the  public  good  than  my 
late  predecessor,  Hiram  W.  Johnson,  who 
stood  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  year  in 
and  year  out,  battling  for  Hoover  Dam. 
Where  did  the  opposition  come  from?  It 
came  from  people  who  represented  our 
good  neighbor,  the  State  of  Arizona. 

Finally,  the  Senate  passed  a  bill.  The 
House  did  likewise.  One  of  the  great  en¬ 
gineering  marvels  of  modern  times  was 
built  on  the  Colorado  River.  It  is  called 
Hoover  Dam  today. 

Subsequently,  the  people  of  Arizona,  as 
they  had  a  right  to  do,  said  they  would 
like  to  approve  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact,  which  the  other  six  States  had 
adopted.  I  am  glad  they  did,  because,  in 
a  very  real  sense,  the  futures  of  both  of 
those  States  are  locked  together.  In  fact, 
the  futures  of  all  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  are  locked  together. 

There  Is  no  need  in  this  debate  to  re¬ 
explore  the  amazing  bitterness  and  an¬ 
tagonism  which  took  place  in  water  con¬ 
troversies  in  years  gone  by.  I  suppose  the 
history  of  water  fights  has  been  common 
to  Western  America.  At  any  rate,  the  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  government  of  Ari¬ 
zona,  the  representatives  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  California,  and  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  national  administration  met 
here  together  2  years  ago,  and,  lo  and 
behold,  they  were  able  to  develop  an 
agreement. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Colorado  iterated  on  the  floor  earlier  to¬ 
day,  the  Governor  of  every  Colorado 
River  Basin  State  gave  his  amen  to  the 
proposal  which  was  agreed  upon  to  build 
the  central  Arizona  project,  to  provide  a 
means  by  which  the  moneys  to  build  it 
would  be  available,  to  provide  the  means 
for  monies  to  study  water  augmentation 
to  be  available,  and,  incidentally,  to  rec¬ 
ognize  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California 


a  priority  of  right  in  favor  of  existing 
uses,  except  that  in  the  case  of  my  State 
the  existing  uses  would  be  protected,  not 
at  the  rate  of  5.1  million  acre-feet  a  year, 
which  are  being  consumed  now,  but  at 
the  reduced  rate  of  4.4  million  acre-feet, 
to  which  the  legislature  of  my  State  was 
compelled  by  Congress  to  agree  to  limit 
itself  and  to  which  it  did  so  limit  itself 
by  statute. 

Why  that  agreement  has  been  torn  up 
and  thrown  away.  The  Lord  only  knows 
why,  but  because  it  was  thrown  away,  be¬ 
cause  the  representative  of  this  admin¬ 
istration  downtown,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  completely  abandoned  what  he 
agreed  to  in  the  past,  we  have  this  regret¬ 
table  controversy  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  today. 

If  the  Senate  proceeds  to  pass  the  bill 
today,  I  doubt  very  much  if  it  will  ever 
travel  through  the  other  body  and  down 
to  the  White  House.  That  in  itself  is  a 
shame.  Mr.  President,  I  believe  in  coop¬ 
eration.  I  believe  in  the  old  aphorism 
that  democracy  is  the  art  of  the  possible. 
Surely,  we  had  achieved  not  simply  the 
possibility,  but  the  probability,  of  march¬ 
ing  forward  together  in  friendship  and 
as  good  neighbors  until  this  legislation 
was  announced  last  fall  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

I  hope  that  the  substitute  may  be 
adopted. 

Now  I  yield  to  my  able  friend  from 
Arizona. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  think  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  California.  I  would 
say  that  I,  too,  wish  to  have  cooperation. 
I  know  that  we  can  look  back  over  the 
history  of  this  legislation,  not  in  this 
session  of  Congress  or  in  the  last  session, 
but  back  over  the  years.  Bills  were  passed 
by  the  Senate  in  1951  and  1952  which 
would  have  provided  water  for  Arizona. 
When  it  got  to  the  House,  as  my  col¬ 
league  well  knows,  it  was  opposed  because 
California  contested  our  right  to  water 
on  the  river.  So  the  problem  was  sent 
back  to  us  to  try  to  work  out  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  California.  We  were  unable 
to  work  out  a  program.  It  resulted  in  a 
lawsuit  which  lasted  10  years.  So  Ari¬ 
zona  was  delayed  not  only  in  the  begin¬ 
ning,  but  it  has  been  delayed  because  of 
unfortunate  delays  in  court:  One  of  the 
masters  passed  away. 

This  has  been  a  great  problem  for  our 
State.  In  the  meantime,  each  year  we 
used  more  and  more  of  our  underground 
water,  which  had  been  accumulated 
underground  over  millions  of  years,  and 
probably  will  never  be  replenished.  So 
we  seek  legislation  which  would  accomp¬ 
lish  the  objectives  not  only  of  the  State 
of  Arizona,  but  of  all  the  basin  States.  I 
feel  this  legislation  will  do  it. 

The  Senator  from  California  men¬ 
tioned  the  development  fund  contained 
in  S.  1004. 

Although  the  central  Arizona  project 
more  than  pays  for  itself  by  contribut¬ 
ing  $314,848,000  to  the  net  surplus  of 
the  development  fund  by  the  year  2050, 
a  basin  development  fund  is,  neverthe¬ 
less,  needed  in  the  early  years  to  provide 
financial  assistance  in  the  amount  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $76  million  to  the  central 
Arizona  project,  and  $30  million  to 
Utah’s  Dixie  project.  The  development 


fund  included  in  this  legislation  will  pro¬ 
vide  such  assistance. 

However,  the  principal  purpose  and 
basic  long-range  use  of  this  development 
fund  is  to  augment  the  water  supplies  of 
the  lower  basin  of  the  Colorado  River — 
and  to  make  better  and  more  efficient 
use  of  existing  supplies.  In  discussing 
this  long-range  purpose  of  this  sizable 
fund,  the  majority  of  the  committee 
said: 

Upon  further  authorization  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  revenues  in  the  development  fund 
will  be  available  for  use  in  connection  with 
construction  and  operation  of  other  proj¬ 
ects,  desalinization  plants — 

At  this  time  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  State  of  California  and  its  very  ca¬ 
pable  Senator  for  pushing  that  program 
for  desalinization  of  seawater  at  the  rate 
of  150  million  gallons  of  water — 
weather  modification  programs,  watershed 
improvement  and  control,  salvage  operations, 
and  purification  of  sewage  effluent  for  reuse, 
and  other  programs  designed  to  augment  the 
flow  of  the  river,  conserve  its  water  resources, 
and  contribute  to  future  basin  development. 

These  specific  items  referred  to  by  the 
committee  all  relate  to  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  itself,  as  opposed  to  the  possibility 
of  large  transmountain  diversions  from 
the  other  basins.  The  people  of  any  river 
basin,  including  the  lower  basin,  should, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  fully  explore  their 
own  water  resources  before  attempting 
to  inaugurate  a  program  for  large  trans¬ 
mountain  diversions — and  this  is  what 
is  being  done  today  in  the  lower  basin 
even  without  the  benefit  of  the  proposed 
development  fund. 

Arizona  did  seek  the  approach  the 
Senator  has  talked  about,  but,  as  I  have 
stated  many  times  before,  we  failed  and 
the  other  States  w6  worked  with  failed 
to  get  legislation  passed. 

Congress  recently  authorized  a  non¬ 
reimbursable  appropriation  to  assist  the 
people  of  southern  California  with  con¬ 
struction  of  a  large-scale  desalination 
plant  which  will  provide  enough  munici¬ 
pal  water  for  a  city  of  750,000  people. 

I  refer  to  the  desalination  plant,  but, 
of  course,  private  enterprise  furnished 
the  bulk  of  the  funds.  I  think  it  was  a 
wise  move,  and  I  am  sure  it  will  benefit 
not  only  the  State  of  California  but  the 
Nation. 

Desalination  may  or  may  not  be  the 
answer  to  the  Southwest  water  plans,  but 
it  is  in  the  process  of  being  fully  ex¬ 
plored,  and  such  exploration  should  be 
fully  continued. 

I  know  the  Senator  is  aware  of  the 
program  that  has  been  carried  on  in  my 
own  State  in  relation  to  weather  modifi¬ 
cation.  Optimistic  reports  are  coming  in 
with  reference  to  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment’s  weather  modification  program. 
There  is  high  hope  that  this  program 
soon  will  provide  answers. 

A  large  experimental  program  has 
been  underway  for  the  past  several  years 
on  the  13,000  square  mile  Salt  River  rec¬ 
lamation  project  to  improve  the  runoff 
on  this  important  watershed.  This  is  a 
watershed  from  which  annual  runoff  has 
progressively  decreased  over  the  last  50 
years  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
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average  rainfall  has  remained  about  the 
same. 

Salvage  operations  in  general  hold 
promise  of  providing  additional  water 
for  the  lower  basin,  but  one  of  the  most 
important — and  perhaps  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  program  now  underway  relates  to 
the  purification  of  sewage  effluent  for 
reuse.  Thousands  of  acre-feet  of  re- 
claimable  and  reuseble  water  are  today 
going  to  waste  in  all  States — including 
the  lower  basin  States — and  particularly 
in  the  thickly  populated  areas  of  south¬ 
ern  California.  This  waste  should  not  be 
permitted  to  continue,  and  the  lower 
basin  development  fund  is  in  part  dedi¬ 
cated  to  a  program  leading  to  the  purifi¬ 
cation  of  sewage  effluent  for  reuse. 

These  are  programs  beneficial  to  all 
States  of  the  basin  and  programs  which 
should  be  financed  by  a  basinwide  de¬ 
velopment  fund.  These  are  programs 
which  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
should  promptly  inaugurate — and  which 
the  Congress  should  promptly  authorize. 

We  are  working  together,,  and  this 
bill  will  make  it  possible  to  go  even  fur¬ 
ther. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Let  me  make  a  com¬ 
ment.  In  answer  to  the  Senator’s  point 
about  desalination,  the  record  must  be 
clear:  Congress  did  not  authorize  finan¬ 
cial  participation  in  the  desalination 
program  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  and 
certain  public  and  private  agencies 
there,  as  nonreimbursable  assistance  to 
California.  It  did  it  because  it  conceived 
that  to  the  extent  it  participated,  there 
would  be  a  Federal  benefit,  to  all  of  the 
people  of  America,  in  technical  skill  and 
know-how  developed  in  this  unique  ven¬ 
ture. 

The  cost  of  the  whole  project  will  be 
roughly  half  a  billion  dollars,  and  the 
federally  authorized  contribution  is  only 
$72  million. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  wholeheartedly  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  California.  We 
are  very  fortunate  that  these  firms  were 
willing  to  take  upon  themselves  the  cost 
of  this  program  which,  if  it  had  not  been 
performed,  would  have  been  an  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  we  should  also 
make  it  clear  that  there  is  going  to  be  a 
need  to  put  the  funds  coming  in  from 
the  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  projects 
from  electricity  users  to  work,  not  for 
California,  but  for  augmentation  of  the 
entire  basins  water  supply. 

I  introduced  a  bill,  as  the  Senator 
knows,  to  authorize  construction  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  last  year.  It  is 
word  for  word  and  comma  for  comma 
what  Representatives  from  Arizona  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  word  for  word  what  I  believe  over  30 
members  of  the  delegation,  Republican 
and  Democratic,  from  California,  intro¬ 
duced  last  year. 

With  respect  to  the  fund  that  it  created 
out  of  revenues  from  Hualapai,  Marble, 
Hoover,  and  Parker-Davis,  powerplants 
that  approach  provided  that  the  moneys 
in  fund  be  used  for  river  augmentation. 

The  fund  provided  for  in  the  bill  to 
which  the  Senator  has  given  his  good 
name,  which  will  come  from  Hoover,  and 
Parker-Davis  Dams,  will  be  committed 
for  the  purpose  of  funding  the  central 


Arizona  project  until  some  time  after  the 
first  or  second  decade  of  the  next  cen¬ 
tury;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  No,  that  is  not  correct. 
The  Senator  is  certainly  a  very  capable 
attorney;  I  am  not  an  attorney,  but  I 
think  if  the  Senator  will  check  up  on 
this,  he  will  find  that  other  projects  could 
be  authorized  from  the  funds  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund,  within  the  50 -year 
period. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Oh,  certainly,  if  Con¬ 
gress  will  come  in  and  change  it,  and  the 
Dixie  project  in  Utah  will  get  some  $30 
million  of  these  revenues. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  No  further  authoriza¬ 
tions  would  be  in  accord  with  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the  list 
that  I  had  has  been  taken  by  the  re¬ 
porter,  but  before  we  get  around  to  a 
vote,  I  shall  comment  on  that.  Just  one 
further  point,  and  then  I  shall  try  to 
lay  my  hands  on  it. 

Is  it  not  also  true  that  the  Senator’s 
bill  protects  existing  uses  of  water  in 
Arizona  against  any  new  use  in  time  of 
shortage,  but  does  not  apply  that  same 
rule  to  existing  uses  in  California?  Do 
I  make  a  correct  statement? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  will  just  say  that  we 
follow  a  similar'  arrangement  which  is 
followed  in  California,  with  its  “seven- 
party  agreement.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  did  not 
answer  my  question. 

Mr.  FANNIN.^ I  say  that  that  is  an  in¬ 
trastate  matter,  and  not  an  interstate 
matter.  We  are  not  quarreling  with  what 
California  does  with  its  water  in  its  State. 
Neither  do  we  think  California  should 
supervise  what  we  do  with  respect  to  the 
division  of  water  in  our  State.  We  did 
not  enter  into  the  seven-party  agreement 
in  California;  we  do  not  expect  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  enter  into  agreements  we  may 
have  in  our  State. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  state  most  respectful¬ 
ly  that  the  Senator’s  statement,  in  my 
judgment,  is  not  responsive  to  my  ques¬ 
tion,  and  I  want - 

Mr.  FANNIN.  No,  I  will  say  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides,  as  far  as  the  rights - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
Senator’s  bill  grants  priority  to  existing 
uses  of  Colorado  River  water  in  the 
State  of  Arizona  over  new  uses  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  Central  Arizona  project? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes,  as  does  California, 
by  tis  seven-party  agreement. 

But,  as  I  say,  that  is  not  the  basis  for 
the  central  Arizona  project.  We  are  not 
trying  to  tell  you  how  to  divide  your  4.4 
million  acre-feet  of  water. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  the  opinion  of 
the  Senator  from  Arizona,  but  it  is  not 
the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  fact  is  that  existing  uses  of 
Colorado  River  water  in  Arizona  are  pro¬ 
tected  over  new  uses  of  Colorado  River 
water  in  Arizona,  but  existing  uses  of 
Colorado  River  water  in  California  are 
not  so  protected.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  No.  Arizona  is  not  trying 
to  dictate  what  you  do  with  your  4.4 
million  acre-feet  in  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
here  a  table  prepared  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior’s  data,  which  I 
inserted  in  the  Record  a  few  minutes 


ago.  It  shows  the  surplus  revenues  for 
the  development  fund,  as  contemplated 
in  the  Senator’s  bill.  I  respectfully  sug¬ 
gest  that  this  table  shows  that  not  until 
2010  would  there  be  any  cumulative 
balance  in  the  development  fund  avail¬ 
able  for  any  other  purposes,  and  at  that 
time  only  $8  million. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  State  of  Ari¬ 
zona  is  faced  with  the  number  of  water 
problems  that  it  is,  because  its  people 
can  no  longer  rely  on  ground  water  for 
their  needs.  I  have  long  supported  Sena¬ 
tor  Carl  Hayden  in  his  efforts  to  obtain 
authorization  for  the  central  Arizona 
project  so  as  to  insure  that  Arizona  can 
receive  water  to  which  it  is  legally  en¬ 
titled.  As  long  ago  as  the  81st  and  82d 
Congress,  Senator  Hayden  was  instru¬ 
mental  in  gaining  Senate  approval  for 
the  project. 

However,  the  legal  argument  over  pro¬ 
portioning  of  the  Colorado  River  water 
held  up  further  congressional  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  project  until  the  U.S.  Su¬ 
preme  Court,  in  a  1963  decision,  estab¬ 
lished  Arizona’s  legal  rights  to  additional 
Colorado  River  water.  If  the  State  of 
Arizona  is  to  make  use  of  this  water 
which  is  rightfully  hers,  under  the  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  case,  this  project 
is  necessary. 

Arizona’s  need  for  the  central  Arizona 
project  reflects  the  problems  inherent  in 
developing  land  which  is  semiarid.  But 
our  concern  with  water  supply  can  no 
longer  be  this  limited.  Water  problems 
are  national  problems.  Pollution,  waste, 
drought,  and  floods  have  become  na¬ 
tional  calamities. 

The  Senate  and  House  have  recognized 
the  national  scope  of  our  water  problems 
by  voting  to  approve  S.  20,  to  establish 
a  National  Water  Commission.  I  am 
proud  to  have  cosponsored  that  bill  with 
Senator  Jackson — a  leader  in  this  field. 

The  duties  assigned  to  the  National 
Water  Commission  reflect  the  national 
scope  of  water  problems.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  is  to  establish  projections  of  water 
requirements  and  identify  the  alternative 
ways  of  meeting  these  requirements.  Con¬ 
sideration  must  be  given  conservation, 
more  efficient  use  of  existing  supplies,  in¬ 
creased  usability  by  reduction  of  pollu¬ 
tion,  interbasin  transfers,  desalting, 
weather  modification,  and  waste  water 
purification  and  reuse. 

This  is  a  large  assignment,  but  it  is 
necessary  if  we  are  to  bring  order  out  of 
chaos  in  our  quest  for  solutions  to  future 
water  resource  problems. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  immediate 
approval  of  the  Arizona  project  is  nec¬ 
essary,  in  order  to  slow  the  pace  at  which 
ground  water  resources  in  the  central 
Arizona  area  are  being  exhausted.  But 
I  am  concerned  with  the  scope  of  some 
of  the  objections  to  the  bill  raised  by  its 
opponents. 

These  opponents  would  have  Congress 
tell  the  National  Water  Commission  that 
it  is  to  give  highest  priority  to  plans  and 
programs  for  the  relief  of  water  short¬ 
age  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  under 
the  direction  of  the  National  Water 
Commission,  would  be  directed  to  inves¬ 
tigate  sources  of  and  means  to  augment 
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the  Colorado  River  water  supply  includ¬ 
ing  importation  from  outside  sources. 

Mr.  President,  I  find  it  quite  incon¬ 
sistent,  to  establish  a  National  Water 
Commission  which  is  to  determine  where 
and  what  type  of  water  shortage  exists 
and  then,  to  suggest,  what  its  first  order 
of  business  must  be.  Before  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  even  had  an  opportunity  to 
determine  if  there  is  a  water  shortage  in 
the  Colorado  Basin,  we  would  be  telling 
it  to  plan  water  importation. 

The  National  Water  Commission,  as 
envisioned  in  S.  20,  has  a  number  of 
alternatives  to  consider  in  establishing 
national  water  policy.  Weather  modifica¬ 
tion  and  desalination  must  be  fully  con¬ 
sidered.  The  Commission  must  also  con¬ 
sider  economic  and  social  consequences 
of  water  resource  development,  including 
such  things  as  regional  economic  growth 
and  environmental  influences.  If  a  group 
of  experts  is  to  be  established,  then  we 
should  rely  upon  their  expertise  to  de¬ 
velop  the  priorities  in  finding  solutions 
to  our  national  water  resources  problem. 

I  am,  therefore,  opposed  to  attaching 
Water  Commission  and  importation  pro¬ 
visions  to  a  bill  authorizing  the  central 
Arizona  project.  Arizona  has  an  immedi¬ 
ate  need  for  this  project.  The  question 
of  augmentation  of  existing  waters  is  a 
long-range  water  supply  problem  which 
must  be  left  to  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission  to  handle  as  part  of  its  overall 
studies. 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  the  North¬ 
west  are  concerned  with  the  possibility 
that  short-range  solutions  will  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  prevail  in  water  resource  pro¬ 
grams.  While  they  fully  support  Arizona 
in  its  attempts  to  procure  that  water  to 
which  it  is  legally  entitled,  the  Northwest 
is  not  ready  to  accept  the  idea  that  inter¬ 
basin  transfer  studies  are  a  necessary 
part  of  this  project. 

I  commend  Senator  Jackson,  Senator 
Hayden,  and  the  other  members  of  the 
Interior  Committee  for  the  diligent  work 
they  have  obviously  done  in  developing 
a  realistic  remedy  for  Arizona’s  water 
problems.  The  Senate  should  follow  the 
committee  recommendations  and  pass 
the  bill  as  reported. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  I  intend  to 
vote  for  S.  1004,  and  I  do  not  want  to 
offer  any  amendment  which  would  in 
any  way  impede  its  course  through  the 
Congress. 

However,  I  am  aware  that  the  delibera¬ 
tions  of  this  body  with  respect  to  the 
central  Arizona  project  bill  are  being 
followed  closely  by  natural  resources  con¬ 
servationists  in  my  State  of  Michigan 
and  throughout  the  Nation. 

These  conservationists  are  pleased  to 
note,  in  the  bill  recommended  to  the 
Senate  by  its  Interior  Committee,  and 
upon  which  we  are  about  to  vote,  the 
absence  of  authorizations  for  dams 
within  the  Grand  Canyon  of  the  Colorado 
River.  The  bill  now  takes  into  account 
the  need  to  preserve  unspoiled  some  of 
this  region’s  natural  attractions,  as  well 
as  the  need  to  provide  water  and  power 
for  its  thirsty  communities  and  indus¬ 
tries. 

Senators  will  note  that  the  next  logical 
steps  toward  the  permanent  preservation 
of  the  Grand  Canyon — one  of  the  true 


wonders  of  the  world — may  well  include 
expansion  of  the  boundaries  of  Grand 
Canyon  to  include  within  the  park  the 
Marble  Gorge  and  Bridge  Canyon — 
Hualapai — damsites  and  the  designation 
of  all  but  the  developed  portions  of  this 
expanded  park  as  a  unit  of  the  national 
wilderness  preservation  system. 

Senators  should  realize,  however,  that 
S.  1004,  as  now  being  considered  by  this 
body,  includes  provision  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  dam,  the  construction  of  which 
will  bring  about  the  first  violation  of  the 
national  wilderness  preservation  sys¬ 
tem  established  by  the  Congress  just 
3  years  ago.  I  am  informed  that  this 
aspect  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
bill,  authorizing  the  construction  of 
Hooker  Dam  on  the  Gila  River  in  New 
Mexico,  is  opposed  by  conservationists 
across  the  Nation. 

The  Gila  Wilderness  Area  was  the  first 
unit  of  wilderness  to  be  dedicated  for 
preservation  within  the  national  forests, 
some  43  years  ago.  The  area  was  given 
what  was  thought  to  be  permanent  pro¬ 
tection  with  the  passage  of  the  1964 
Wilderness  Act.  Will  this  principle — that 
units  of  the  national  wilderness  preser¬ 
vation  system  are  truly  to  be  perma¬ 
nently  protected — be  shown  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  public  to  be  a  myth,  so  soon  after 
Congress  has  set  its  wilderness-preser¬ 
vation  policy? 

While  it  is  true  that  the  effect  of 
Hooker  Dam  on  the  Gila  Wilderness 
would  be  to  flood  out  one  scenic  river- 
bottom  access  route  for  7  to  9  miles  into 
the  dedicated  area  and  that  only  a  few 
hundred  acres  of  the  wilderness  area 
would  be  directly  affected,  the  precedent 
set  by  such  an  action  could  set  the  stage 
for  requests  for  intrusions  into  other 
wilderness  areas  across  the  country.  Ski 
tows,  new  highways,  flood  control,  and 
reclamation  dams,  communication  tow¬ 
ers — Congress  would  be  subject  to  re¬ 
quests  for  all  manner  of  incompatible 
developments  within  this  last  2  percent 
of  our  Nation  that  remains  wild  and  un¬ 
changed  by  the  hand  of  man. 

This  unfortunate  precedent  should  be 
avoided  if  at  all  possible.  Before  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  measure  by  the  House  of 
Representatives,  I  urge  that  every  pos¬ 
sible  step  will  be  taken  to  assure  that  a 
comprehensive  investigation  of  all  alter¬ 
native  damsites  is  conducted — including 
the  detailed  study  of  the  so-called  Con¬ 
nor  site,  25  miles  below  the  Hooker  site, 
on  the  Gila  River.  I  would  hope  we  could 
provide  for  the  construction  of  a  water 
storage  project  which  will  in  no  way  in¬ 
trude  upon  the  Gila  Wilderness  Area  or 
the  contiguous  Gila  Primitive  Area,  as 
the  boundaries  of  these  areas  are  now 
defined. 

To  ignore  this  troublesome  aspect  of 
the  central  Arizona  project  bill  would 
be  to  ignore  the  8  years  of  congressional 
debate  and  refinement  which  went  into 
the  1964  passage  of  the  parent  Wilder¬ 
ness  Act.  Let  us  not  begin  to  tear  down 
now  the  wilderness  system  structure  so 
carefully  constructed  during  those  years. 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro¬ 
ceeded  to  call  the  roll. 
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Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
the  Senate  to  reject  amendment  No.  214 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  to  S.  1004 
which  has  been  offered  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

In  my  judgment,  the  amendment  is 
not  in  the  national  interest.  The  amend¬ 
ment  contains  almost  exactly  the  same 
language  as  is  found  in  H.R.  4671,  the 
bill  introduced  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  in  the  89th  Congress.  This 
bill  was  amended  in  the  House  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  and  or¬ 
dered  reported.  As  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  are  aware,  the  proponents  of  that 
bill  did  not  bring  it  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  last  year. 

The  amendment  would  authorize  the 
Hualapai  Dam.  This  dam  is  not  needed 
for  the  purposes  of  this  bill.  Under  S. 
1004,  the  central  Arizona  project  requires 
no  assistance  from  new  hydroelectric 
projects.  Dams  have  been  proposed  sole¬ 
ly  as  “cash  registers,”  not  as  “cash 
registers”  for  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect,  but  as  a  source  of  revenue  to  finance 
a  massive  interbasin  water  transfer  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  not  even  been  considered 
or  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Construction  of  Hualapai  Dam  would 
cost  an  additional  $529  million. 

The  total  cost  of  the  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  the  amendment  exceed  $1.6  bil¬ 
lion.  This  is  one-half  of  a  billion  dollars 
more  than  the  cost  of  projects  authorized 
by  S.  1004.  In  addition,  this  amendment 
directs  the  Secretary  to  undertake  studies 
with  the  objective  of  authorizing  water 
importation  works  of  vast  size  at  a  cost 
of  billions.  Rough  estimates  add  up  to  a 
potential  cost  of  $20  to  $30  billion. 

In  February  the  Senate  passed  legis¬ 
lation  to  establish  the  National  Water 
Commission.  The  House  also  passed  this 
legislation  a  few  weeks  ago.  The  purpose 
in  enacting  this  legislation  was  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  impartial  and  objective  Commis¬ 
sion  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
undertaking  an  assessment  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s,  including  the  Southwest’s,  water 
problems.  This  assessment  would  include 
studies  of  the  merits  of  importations  and 
other  alternatives  in  the  management  of 
our  Nation’s  water  resources.  Until  these 
studies  have  been  made,  we  are  in  no 
position  to  authorize  other  studies  com¬ 
mitting  the  Nation  to  a  continental  water 
transportation  scheme.  We  are  in  no 
position  to  authorize  in  this  bill  one-half 
of  a  billion  dollars  for  a  dam  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  financing  such  a  scheme. 

The  pending  amendment  was  rejected 
by  the  committee  on  a  vote  of  12  to  4. 

I  urge  the  Senate  to  reject  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  regret 
with  all  my  heart  that  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  should  oppose  the  substitute,  par- 
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ticularly  using  the  arguments  which  he 
has  just  given  us. 

He  refers  to  the  bill — and  I  think  I 
quote  him  accurately — as  “a  continental 
water  transportation  scheme.” 

Mr.  President,  this,  after  all,  is  a  Na¬ 
tion  of  States.  There  is  a  national  re¬ 
sponsibility.  If  there  is  in  this  country 
any  area  which  has  resources,  such  as 
water,  surplus  to  its  present  and  future 
needs,  is  it  not  in  the  national  interest 
to  make  that  surplus  commodity  avail¬ 
able  to  a  parched  area  which,  without 
supplemental  water  supplies,  will  return 
to  the  desert? 

The  legislation  in  the  nature  of  a  sub¬ 
stitute,  offered  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado  and  oth¬ 
ers  of  us,  represents  an  agreement  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  of  each  of  the 
State  governments  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States,  arrived  at  by 
painstaking  negotiation,  study,  '  and 
compromise. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  suggested 
that  a  cash  register  in  the  nature  of  a 
$500  million  plus  undertaking  should  not 
be  approved  in  the  pending  bill.  His  ad¬ 
ministration  recommended  it  until  a 
very  few  months  ago,  when  the  admin¬ 
istration  changed  its  position  com¬ 
pletely.  His  administration  said  that  it 
was  in  the  public  interest  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  construct  a  dam  and  bring 
into  a  development  fund  the  moneys 
necessary  to  find  supplemental  water 
supplies. 

This  substitute  is  not  a  hastily  drawn, 
politically  motivated,  weak  alternative. 
The  substitute  bill  was  essentially  the 
bill  introduced  by  Democrats  and  Re¬ 
publicans  alike  in  the  House  and  in  the 
Senate,  with  the  backing  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  present  occupant  of  the 
chair  last  year.  It  can  pass  the  Senate 
today  by  an  overwhelming  vote,  and  it 
can  pass  the  House  of  Representatives, 
also. 

I  heard  a  Senator  say  in  the  debate 
earlier,  “Well,  it  is  true  that  this  biU 
was  approved  by  the  House  Interior 
Committee  last  year,  but  you  could  not 
get  a  rule  on  it.”  Well,  why  give  up  and 
roll  over  and  play  dead  because  you  hap¬ 
pen  to  lose  one  battle?  I  referred  to  the 
fight  in  Congress  years  ago  with  respect 
to  the  building  of  Hoover  Dam.  The  pro¬ 
ponents  of  Hoover  Dam  lost  year  in  and 
year  out,  and  finally  they  won.  And  the 
great  regional  approach  which  was  de¬ 
veloped  and  unanimously  agreed  to 
should  be  the  basis  for  the  good  people 
of  Arizona  and  their  Senators  and  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  and  the  good  people  of 
every  one  of  the  Colorado  River  States, 
including  my  own  State,  and  their  Sena¬ 
tors  and  Representatives,  to  come  to¬ 
gether  and  pass  the  legislation  now 
pending  before  the  Senate. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  approve  the 
substitute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Spong  in  the  chair).  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 

[No.  206  Leg.] 


Aiken 

Allott 

Bartlett 

Bible 

Boggs 

Burdick 

Case 

Church 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Fannin 

Hansen 

Hatfield 


Hayden 

Hickenlooper 

Hill 

Hruska 

Jackson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Kuchel 

Lausche 

Long,  Mo. 

Magnuson 

Mansfield 

McCarthy 


Metcalf 

Miller 

Mondale 

Monroney 

Montoya 

Morton 

Murphy 

Nelson 

Scott 

Spong 

Talmadge 

Tower 

Young,  N.  Dak. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  not  present.  — 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  be  di¬ 
rected  to  request  the  attendance  of  ab¬ 
sent  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order  of 
the  Senate. 


After  a  little  delay,  the  following  Sen¬ 
ators  entered  the  Chamber  and  answered 
to  their  names : 


Bennett 

Brewster 

Brooke 

Byrd,  Va. 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Cannon 

Carlson 

Cooper 

Dlrksen 

Dominick 

Ellender 

Ervin 

Fong 

Gruening 

Harris 


Hart 

Holland 

Hollings 

Inouye 

Javits 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

McClellan 

McGovern 

McIntyre 

Morse 

Moss 

Mundt 

Muskie 

Pearson 


Percy 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Randolph 

Ribicoff 

Smith 

Sparkman 

Symington 

Thurmond 

Williams,  N.J. 

Williams,  Del. 

Yarborough 

Young,  Ohio 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quorum 
is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  we  have 
been  discussing  this  bill  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  for  three  days  now.  Unfortunately, 
I  do  not  think  too  many  Senators  have 
been  in  the  Chamber.  Therefore,  I  want 
to  state  it  is  my  intention  to  explain  the 
situation  very  briefly — and  I  do  mean 
very  briefly — and  then,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  we  will  be  ready  to  vote. 

First  of  all,  I  should  like  to  answer 
the  statement  made  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  a  while  ago, 
when  he  discussed  the  cost  of  the  Huala- 
pai  Dam.  I  have  forgotten  the  exact 
figures  he  used,  but  the  figures  I  have 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  indi¬ 
cate  that  it  will  cost  approximately  $540 
million.  The  pending  amendment  calls 
also  for  a  study  of  the  so-called  Goss 
proposal  which  instead  of  producing  1  y2 
million  kilowatts  would  produce  5  million 
kilowatts,  in  which  event  the  Federal  in¬ 
vestment  would  be  reduced  to  $254  mil¬ 
lion  for  5  million  kilowatts  rather  than 
$540  million  for  1 V2  million  kilowatts. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  asked  for  the 
live  quorum  because  those  of  us  in  the 
upper  basin  States  are  speaking  with  our 
backs  to  the  wall.  For  several  years,  all 
seven  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
worked  upon  a  plan.  They  compromised. 
They  worked  upon  a  plan  to  develop  the 
entire  Colorado  River  Basin.  It  is  short  of 


water.  We  do  no  good  and  serve  no  pur¬ 
pose  to  pass  a  bill  which  will  merely  re¬ 
adjust  shortages.  The  Hualapai  Dam 
would  make  it  possible  to  study  augmen¬ 
tation  sources  for  the  supplying  of  water 
in  the  Colorado  River.  It  does  not  limit 
it  merely  to  the  importation  of  water.  It 
includes  also  weather  modification,  fur¬ 
ther  desalinization,  and  any  other  means 
which  might  be  employed  to  augment  the 
supply  of  water  in  the  Colorado  River. 

There  are  two  basic  reasons  why  the 
bill  is  unacceptable — and  I  think  I  speak 
for  the  upper  basin  States  with  the  ex¬ 
ception,  perhaps,  of  New  Mexico.  The 
first  point  is  shown,  if  any  Senator  wishes 
to  look,  on  page  282  of  the  hearings,  that 
the  amount  of  water  going  to  the  central 
Arizona  project  must  constantly  decrease 
from  the  time  of  completion  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  until  the  year  2030. 

Where  is  that  extra  water  coming 
from? 

It  means  that  it  can  come  only  from 
the  upper  basin  States  by  reason  of  the 
deferral  of  the  development  of  their  proj¬ 
ects,  the  development  of  water  to  which 
we  are  entitled  not  only  by  virtue  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact  of  1922,  but  also 
the  upper  Colorado  River  compact  and 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act. 

Thus,  No.  1,  the  essential  financial  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  no 
matter  how  we  look  at  it,  must  be  based 
upon  water  which  the  upper  basin  States 
are  not  permitted  to  develop  and  use. 

I  have  referred  to  the  dam.  I  think 
anyone  interested  in  the  development  of 
his  own  area  is  interested  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  dams,  such  as  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  Dam  in  New  England.  These 
dams  are  necessary.  The  bugaboo  that 
has  been  put  out  about  invading  the 
Grand  Canyon  is  tripe,  because  it  does 
not  invade  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 
That  should  be  understood  now  and  for 
always,  because  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss]  went  into 
great  detail  on  this  point  the  other  day, 
and  again  in  the  Chamber  today. 

The  second  real  reason  we  have  our 
backs  against  the  wall  on  this  is  that  over 
the  period  of  the  past  10  years,  Congress 
has  appropriated  only  an  average  of  $242 
million  toward  reclamation  projects. 

The  Senators  from  Oregon,  Washing¬ 
ton,  and  Montana — and  all  the  other 
western  Senators,  know  thaf  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  reclamation  projects  is  the  only 
way  we  can  preserve  and  use  the  water 
that  we  have. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  average 
appropriation  for  all  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  past  10  years  has  been  only 
$242  million,  under  this  proposal,  just  to 
take  care  of  the  present  reclamation 
projects  in  process,  including  the  Manson 
unit  in  the  State  of  Washington  and 
Tualatin  project  in  the  State  of  Oregon, 
and  the  ones  now  underway,  would  re¬ 
quire  a  maximum  of  $437  million,  which 
is  almost  double  the  amount  that  Con¬ 
gress  appropriated  on  an  average  for  the 
past  10  years. 

When  we  add  the  central  Arizona 
project  into  it,  which  costs  will  run  as 
high  as  $103  million,  $115  million,  $118 
million  a  year  during  the  years  1971, 
1972,  and  1973,  we  find  that  we  would  be 
required  to  appropriate  just  to  finance 
existing  reclamation  projects  and  to  fi- 
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nance  the  central  Arizona  project,  more 
than  double  the  average  appropriations 
for  the  past  10  years  within  4  years  from 
now. 

What  does  this  mean? 

It  simply  means  that  there  is  going  to 
be  a  fight  on  for  appropriations  to  de¬ 
velop  projects  from  here  on  out. 

To  Senators  I  can  only  say,  in  all  sin¬ 
cerity,  that  if  the  central  Arizona  project 
is  authorized  as  provided  for  in  the  bill 
now  pending  before  the  Senate,  and  if 
the  amendment  which  has  been  offered 
by  my  colleague  from  Colorado  and  my¬ 
self,  the  two  distinguished  Senators  from 
California,  and  the  two  distinguished 
Senators  from  Utah,  and  is  supported  by 
the  two  distinguished  Senators  from 
Wyoming,  is  not  adopted,  we  are  going 
to  be  forestalled  in  the  development  of 
water  for  our  use  which  every  known 
method  of  legal  contract  has  given  to  us, 
the  Colorado  River  compact,  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  compact,  and  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act.  We  do 
have  our  backs  against  the  wall.  It  is 
just  that  serious. 

What  do  we  offer?  We  offer,  instead, 
a  plan  which  will  give  to  Arizona  in  water 
exactly  what  she  is  asking  for  here.  We 
offer  a  plan  which  will  provide  for  the 
Hualapai  Dam,  developing  up  to  5  mil¬ 
lion  kilowatts  of  electrical  energy.  There 
is  a  proviso  in  it  that  the  Secretary  must 
have  contracts  with  purchasers  before  it 
can  be  built.  We  offer  a  plan  which  will 
provide  for  a  study.  We  never  ask  for 
anything  except  a  study  of  ways  and 
means  of  water  augmentation,  which  the 
present  bill  does  not  have.  It  provides 
certain  provisions  with  respect  to  the 
Dixie  project  in  Utah,  and  for  five  proj¬ 
ects  in  Colorado. 

My  hope  is  that  the  Senate  will  con¬ 
sider  this,  because  what  is  offered  in  the 
amendment  is  exactly  the  same  bill  that 
the  seven  basin  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  agreed  to,  through  their  Governors, 
and  which  was  introduced  in  the  last 
session  of  Congress  by  Morris  Udall, 
the  brother  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  I  can  only  surmise  a  part  of  the 
reason  for  the  flip-flop  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  but  from  the  standpoint 
of  cost  to  our  Government,  and  from  the 
standpoint  of  protecting  all  the  States 
in  the  basin,  the  amendment  before  the 
Senate  is  the  only  one  which  offers  a 
true,  basinwide  approach  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  will  protect  the  logical  and  orderly 
development  of  the  basin  without  the 
myriad  of  differences  and  the  shuffling 
of  shortages  that  are  bound  to  occur  in 
any  other  way. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  adopt  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  I  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 


I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore]  is  absent 
because  of  a  death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  McGee],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pell],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  and  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Pastore]  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  would  vote  “nay”  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker]  and 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Grif¬ 
fin]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  12, 
nays  70,  as  follows: 

[No.  207  Leg.] 

YEAS— 12 


Aiken 

Dominick 

Miller 

Allott 

Hansen 

Moss 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

NAYS — 70 

Prouty 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Morton 

Bible 

Holland 

Mundt 

Boggs 

Hollings 

Muskie 

Brewster 

Hruska 

Nelson 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Pearson 

Burdick 

J  ackson 

Percy 

Byrd,  Va. 

Javits 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Randolph 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Ribicoff 

Carlson 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Scott 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Smith 

Church 

Lausche 

Sparkman 

Cotton 

Long,  Mo. 

Spong 

Curtis 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Dirksen 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Tower 

Fannin 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fong 

McIntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Gruening 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Mondale 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hart 

Monroney 

Young,  Ohio 

Hatfield 

Montoya 

Hayden 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 

-18 

Anderson 

Fulbright 

Pastore 

Baker 

Gore 

Pell 

Bayh 

Griffin 

Russell 

Clark 

Hartke 

Smathers 

Dodd 

Long,  La. 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McGee 

Tydings 

So  Mr.  Allott’s  amendment  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  substitute,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  this 
morning  I  asked  the  distinguished  ma- 
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jority  leader  about  the  schedule  for  the 
week,  and  as  far  down  the  road  as  he 
could  reasonably  foresee.  At  the  time/ 
there  were  not  many  Senators  present. 
I  thought,  therefore,  I  ought  to  readdress 
that  question  to  him,  so  that  Senators 
might  be  informed.  / 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order.  / 

The  Senator  may  proceed.  / 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  that  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen],  has  raised  that  question 
again,  now  that  we  Wave  more  Senators 
present.  / 

It  is  anticipat/cl  that  following  the 
disposal  of  the/central  Arizona  legisla¬ 
tion,  which  is/iow  the  pending  business, 
we  will  takyup  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  appropriations,  the  Export-Import 
Bank  Act/of  1945  amendments,  a  bill  to 
reserve  Certain  lands  for  a  national  wild 
river  System,  an  act  relating  to  bank 
holdjfig  companies,  and  a  bill  from  the 
Cmnmittee  on  Finance  having  to  do  with 
rtre  withdrawal  of  wine  from  bonded 
/vine  cellars  without  payment  of  tax 
when  rendered  unfit  for  beverage  use. 

Then  we  have  the  McClellan  resolu¬ 
tion,  and  after  those  matters  are  out  of 
the  way,  it  is  anticipated  we  will  take  up 
the  foreign  aid  bill  some  time  next  week 
or  the  early  part  of  the  week  following. 


THE  RIOTS  ARE  SUBSIDIZED 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
July  31,  1967,  issue  of  Barron’s  National 
Business  and  Financial  Weekly  carried 
as  its  full  front-page  article,  “Poverty 
Warriors:  The  Riots  Are  Subsidized  as 
Well  as  Organized.”  Inasmuch  as  the 
current  hearings  being  held  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Judiciary  Committee  on  the  House- 
passed  antiriot  bill,  H.R.  421,  in  which 
testimony  reveals  the  recent  riots  were 
“well  organized  and  planned,”  the  time¬ 
liness  of  the  article  tempts  me  to  tender 
this  terse  treatise  for  thoughtful  consid¬ 
eration  by  each  Member  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  article  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
paired  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

\here  being  no  objection,  the  article 
wasNrdered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Po  vert  y'W armors  :  The  Riots  Are  Subsidized 
Y as  Well  as  Organized 

Marion  Barry  and  Rufus  Mayfield  are 
angry  young  >nen.  Former  national  head  of 
the  Student  N^iviolent  Coordinating  Com¬ 
mittee  (SNCC),>Mr.  Barry  in  August,  1965, 
took  part  in  a  protest  demonstration  orga- 
nized-by  the  so-calPed  Assembly  of  Unrepre¬ 
sented  People.  He  was  arrested  and  charged 
with  disorderly  conduct  while  leading  dem¬ 
onstrators  onto  the  Capdtol  grounds.  “Riot 
power  and  rebellion  power,”  he  was  quoted 
as  saying  last  week,  “might  make  people 
listen  now.”  Mr.  Mayfield  is  \  Black  Muslim. 
Twenty-one  years  old,  he  hasNment  most  of 
the  past  eight  years  in  prisoNfor  various 
offenses,  including  petty  and  gralacl  larceny. 
This  month  Marion  Barry  acquired  gainful 
employment.  He  was  hired  as  a  $5(Pcer-day 
consultant  by  the  United  Planning  Organi¬ 
zation,  top  anti-poverty  agency  for  th^UDis- 
trict  of  Columbia.  Rufus  Mayfield,  accorwmg 
to  Rep.  Joel  P.  Broyhill  (R.  Va.) ,  will  senie 
as  Barry’s  “back-up  man.”  \ 


August  7,  1967  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  S 11055 


city  work,  then  met  with  businessmen  and 
got  pledges  of  1,200  more  jobs.  Maryland’s 
.Republican  Governor  Spiro  Agnew  mapped 
\  job  program  for  unemployed  Negroes  in 
B^timore.  Mayors  of  the  riot-ravaged  cities, 
of  aourse,  did  not  have  to  worry  about  creat¬ 
ing  jobs.  In  Detroit,  hundreds  of  men  can 
be  kep±  busy  for  years  at  the  task  of  recon¬ 
struction. 

Urban  Ktoalition.  The  most  significant  effort 
may  prove'to  be  the  Urban  Coalition  formed 
in  Washington  last  week  by  22  leaders  of 
industry,  locaV  government,  churches,  labor 
unions  and  clN  rights  groups.  The  goal  is 
to  persuade  “eveVv  American  to  join  in  the 
creation  of  a  new  Political,  social,  economic 
and  moral  climate,  which  will  make  possible 
the  breaking  up  of  tKe  vicious  cycle  of  the 
ghetto.”  Among  its  ''founding  members: 
Whitney  M.  Young  Jr.  Another  member.  New 
York’s  Mayor  Lindsay,  likad  the  idea  so  well 
that  he  formed  a  New  Yor^v coalition  aimed 
at  rehabilitating  the  slums  attd  helping  Ne¬ 
groes  to  become  “their  own  butchers,  bakers 
and  candlestick  makers.”  \ 

Initially,  the  White  House  readied  coolly 
to  the  coalition.  One  reason  for  its\foncern 
was  the  fact  that  Lindsay  urged  tkc  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  “reorder  the  nation’s  priori¬ 
ties.”  To  Lyndon  Johnson,  that  sounded  Nike 
the  opening  gun  for  an  attack  on  his  wet 
Nam  policy  and  an  appeal  to  end  the  waii 
on  any  terms  so  that  he  could  plow  the' 
money  into  the  cities. 

As  for  Young’s  view  on  Viet  Nam,  he  per¬ 
sonally  regrets  the  size  and  cost  of  the  U.S. 
commitment.  Nonetheless,  in  Warsaw  last 
fall,  he  outlined  the  U.S.  position  to  Polish 
Premier  Jozef  Cyrankiewicz  with  eloquence 
and  grace.  No  apologist  for  the  Administra¬ 
tion,  Young  explained  that  he  did  so  because 
American  policy  was  being  challenged  one- 
sidedly  by  Communist  officials,  who  were 
plainly  surprised  and  impressed  when  Young, 
a  Negro,  took  the  stand  that  he  did. 

Young,  the  only  national  Negro  leader  to 
visit  Viet  Nam  besides  Senator  Brooke, 
does  not  make  the  simplistic  argument — as 
does  King — that  an  end  to  the  war  would 
instantly  transfer  billions  of  dollars  to  the 
cities.  The  main  thrust  of  racial  progress,  as 
he  sees  it,  is  by  political  and  psychological 
means.  Indeed,  despite  the  Supreme  Court’s 
reapportionment  rulings,  the  U.S.  Congress 
is  still  a  predominantly  rural  body,  unlikely 
to  be  too  sympathetic  to  the  needs  of  the 
central  cities.  In  the  House,  225  of  the  435 
members  hail  from  towns  of  50,000  or  less; 
in  the  Senate,  the  ratio  is  56  to  44. 

“I  Believe.”  As  Young  sees  it,  the  process/ 
of  rooting  out  discrimination  will  take  bot/r 
political  action  and  an  intensive  educatiooral 
effort,  directed  as  much  at  whites,  ajr  at 
Negroes.  “The  lower  middle  class  in  America 
thinks  that  status  means  exclusively^,  ”  he 
says,  “that  those  white,  antisept/c,  bland 
ghettos  called  suburbs  are  the  jyfice  to  go. 
We  need  a  generation  of  people  who  have 
the  commitment  and  creativity  to  try  inte¬ 
gration — to  explore  the  creative  possibilities 
of  diversity.”  Young  pryesses  optimism. 
“But  I  don’t  think  it  reys  in  the  hands  of 
the  Negro,”  he  argues,  ^e  has  already  said 
in  a  thousand  ways ^hat  he  believes  in 
America.  Now  the  Aime  has  come  for 
America  to  say,  ‘I  ^relieve  in  you.'  ” 

Pounds  &  Page^There  were  signs  that  the 
larger  white  safety  was  groping  for  the 
words.  In  Los  yigeles,  Democratic  Mayor  Sam 
Yorty,  who  Isas  never  been  a  conspicuous 
champion  of  the  Negro  cause,  declared:  “We 
must  find^ays  of  guaranteeing  any  man  who 
wants  taf work  a  job — whatever  it  costs.”  In 
Detroit^  Vice  President  Humphrey  reasoned : 
“Whatever  it  will  take  to  get  the  job  done, 
weynust  be  willing  to  pay  the  price.”  In  a 
Senate  hearing  room,  North  Carolina’s  Sena¬ 
tor  Sam  Ervin  held  up  a  stack  of  civil  rights 
Trills  that  ran  to  1,212  pages  and  weighed 
15  lbs.  6  oz.,  and  testily  asked  the  Attorney 
General:  “I’d  just  like  to  know  how  many 


more  pages  we’re  going  to  have.”  Replied 
Ramsey  Clark:  “As  many  pounds  and  pages 
as  we  need  to  ensure  the  rights  of  all  Ameri¬ 
cans.” 

Despite  the  sudden  flurry  of  interest  in 
the  Negro’s  plight,  the  spate  of  committees 
ordered  to  probe  the  ghettos’  blight,  and 
the  rash  of  ratiocination  in  the  press.  Young 
warns  that  "time  is  running  out.”  Not  only 
for  the  Negro  moderates,  who  are  having  more 
and  more  trouble  persuading  the  slum  dwel¬ 
lers  not  to  turn  to  violence,  but  for  the  rest 
of  society. 

“There  is  a  credibility  gap  beginning  to 
emerge,”  says  Young,  “and  there  are  forces 
saying  that  the  cause  is  hopeless,  that  Ameri¬ 
can  white  pople  are  so  selfish  that  they  will 
remain  silent  in  this  crisis,  or  that  the 
American  white  people  are  congenitally  im¬ 
moral  and  so  bankrupt  that  it  is  futile  even 
to  try  to  bring  about  change.  I  don’t  believe 
this,  but  not  because  I  think  that  a  large 
number  of  Americans  are  going  to  get  more 
moral.  They  are  simply  going  to  get  more 
intelligent.” 

The  tragedy  today  is  that  it  should  take 
warfare  in  the  cities  to  awaken  white  Amer¬ 
icans  to  the  Negro’s  dire  and  manifold  needs. 
It  will,  of  course,  be  an  infinitely  greater 
tragedy  for  the  future  if  they  fail  to  do  so.  . 


.  THE  POLICE  ARE  ON  OUR  SIDE 

\Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  alotfg  the 
sanie  line,  I  call  the  attention/of  the 
SenHie  to  an  editorial  dealing  with  prob¬ 
lems  \n  East  Harlem,  N.Y.,  jme'  of  the 
very  important  areas  in  respect  of  the 
struggle  Vhich  is  being  waged  in  what 
I  call  the 'agonies  of  th^r  cities,  printed 
in  El  DiariVLa  Prensy  which  is  read 
by  thousand^,  of  Puerto  Ricans  and 
people  of  simiW  e/nnic  origin  in  New 
York,  dealing  wrkhr  the  cooperation  and 
the  perfectly  extraordinary  performance 
by  the  New  York 'City  Police  in  that 
area.  /  \ 

I  ask  unanimous  Consent  to  have 
printed  iri^he  Record  tKfi  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Tne  Police  Are  oto  Our  Side,” 
signed /By  O.  Roy  Chalk,  publisher,  and 
published  in  El  Diario-La  Prenea  for  July 
26 ,1967.  \ 

yThere  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
urns  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
'as  follows:  A 

The  Police  Are  on  Our  Side  \ 
(By  O.  Roy  Chalk)  'v 

What  is  going  on  in  East  Harlem?  Are' 
we  going  to  behave  as  true  members  of  the 
Spanish  speaking  community,  respectful  of 
law  and  order,  or  are  we  going  to  heed  the 
call  of  rabble-rousers  who  wish  to  use  us 
for  furthering  their  own  purposes? 

No  Puerto  Rican  and  no  member  of  the 
Spanish  speaking  community  in  New  York, 
should  be  part  of  the  racial  trouble  that  is 
spreading  over  our  nation.  The  preaching  of 
communists  and  revolutionary  elements 
should  fall  on  deaf  ears  as  far  as  our  com¬ 
munity  is  concerned.  We  should  all  remember 
that  the  police  are  trying  to  protect  our 
people — all  people  equally — regardless  of  race 
or  color. 

We  should  show  more  respect  for  the  police 
and  they  should  be  looked  upon  as  friends 
and  not  as  enemies.  They  are  on  the  side  of 
the  law-abiding  citizens,  who  are  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  people  in  East  Harlem,  and  they 
are  against  the  revolutionary  and  communist 
agitators  who  are  in  the  main  responsible 
for  the  riots. 

The  collective  madness  that  is  going  on 
in  East  Harlem  should  be  laid  straight  at 
the  door  of  outside  agitators  sent  to  "El  Bar¬ 
rio”  to  stir  up  trouble  and  to  darken  the 
name  of  the  Puerto  Ricans  by  making  them 


a  part  of  the  racial  riots  that  are  now  ramA 
pant  in  our  country.  / 

We  are  ashamed.  We  are  ashamed  of/the 
behavior  of  those  few  who  let  themsel^vs  be 
misled  and  who  are  soiling  the  namVof  the 
whole  community.  /  • 

Eyewitness  reports  brought  in  by  two  sep¬ 
arate  teams  of  El  Diario-La  Preusa  reporters 
show  without  any  doubt — tha^c  the  violence 
was  stirred  up  by  professional  agitators  who 
incited  teenagers  to  acts  of/andalism.  They 
shouted  and  they  preachedAdolence  but  they 
carefully  abstained  fronybeing  a  part  to  the 
riots  so  as  not  to  gey  mixed  up  with  the 
police  or  to  suffer  any  bodily  harm. 

Among  these  agiyftors  there  are  not  only 
revolutionary  elements,  but  also  communists 
who  are  distribiyfng  leaflets  in  East  Harlem 
which  read  inyJart:  “Support  and  join  the 
People’s  Armyr Defense  Group.”  In  the  pam¬ 
phlet  there  ie  a  Communist  flag.  This  is  the 
flag  all  of^is  should  despise  and  the  best 
way  we  ym  trample  over  it,  is  by  disregard¬ 
ing  theyall  of  the  agitators  and  by  behaving 
like  cyizens  respectful  of  law  and  order. 

vyen  the  riots  start,  the  dialogue  ends. 
Rynor  becomes  a  fact  so  strong  that  it 
sjAtains  the  violence  already  begun, 
y  Let’s  not  believe  in  rumors,  Let’s  not  be 
misled  and  let  reason  guide  our  steps.  If 
we  have  grievances,  we  should  air  them 
through  the  proper  channels  without  resort¬ 
ing  to  acts  of  vandalism,  which  deny  our 
claim  to  civilization. 

We  join  our  President  who,  in  his  na¬ 
tionwide  appeal,  said:  “I  call  on  all  of  our 
people  in  all  of  our  cities  to  join  in  a  deter¬ 
mined  program  to  maintain  law  and  order. . . . 
Pillage,  looting,  murder  and  arson  have  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  civil  rights.  They  are  criminal 
conduct.” 

We  appeal  to  all  of  our  community  and 
especially  to  the  parents  of  the  misled  teen¬ 
agers,  to  get  the  crowds  out  of  the  streets — 
to  stay  in  their  homes  and  to  keep  their 
children  there.  Let’s  clear  the  streets  and  if 
we  do  so,  peace  will  return  to  El  Barrio  and 
then  we,  all  together,  can  begin  to  work  to 
restore  the  good  name  that  our  community 
had  enjoyed  for  so  long. 

Let’s  show  the  revolutionaries,  the  com¬ 
munists  and  the  professional  agitators  that 
we  are  American  citizens  who  respect  law 
and  order  and  the  rights  of  all  people. 

At  the  same  time,  we  should  support  our 
policemen  who  are  doing  their  duty  in  pro¬ 
tecting  us  from  violence. 

The  police  are  on  our  side. 


ALLOWABLE  TIMBER  CUT 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  allowable  timber  cut  on  public 
forests  is  one  of  great  interest  in  Oregon. 
T^ere  the  public  forests  are  a  major 
source  of  stumpage  for  the  mills. 

OrfSJuly  24  the  Forest  Service  advised 
me  concerning  the  status  of  comparative 
studies  «f  allowable  cutting  rates  and 
management  planning  methods  used  by 
the  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Man¬ 
agement,  arurvBureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

In  its  report  \he  Forest  Service  advises 
that  as  progress'^  its  Douglas-flr  supply 
study  “has  unfolded,  we  have  become 
increasingly  convinced  that  any  really 
productive  effort  toward  uniformity  in 
management  plannink  and  allowable 
cuts  must  await  its  results.” 

This  is  a  higly  technflsal  subject  of 
great  economic  importanceAo  my  State. 
Care  and  deliberate  speed  amconsistent 
with  the  reviews  under  way  because  what 
is  at  stake  is  the  long-term  yieM  from 
the  forest  resource — and  this  jheld  is 
timber,  water,  recreation,  wild  lifexand 
the  other  great  forest  values  which\p- 
hold  Oregon’s  economy.  \ 
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.Last  fall  a  report  was  made  to  the 
State  of  Oregon  by  Thomas  J.  Murray  & 
Associates  of  Portland,  on  “Oregon’s 
Timber  Resources.”  That  report  made  a 
numbe\of  observations  on  the  relation 
between  N;he  allowable  cuts  on  the  na¬ 
tional  for&sts  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management lands. 

The  Fores t'Ser vice  letter  sets  forth  a 
limited  analysis  of  this  subject.  The 
Forest  Service  concept  of  modifying  tim¬ 
ber  management  protect  recreation 
values  and  produceMesirable  scenic  ef¬ 
fects  is  one  which  in  part  emanates  from 
discussions  Senator  Jaokson  and  I  had 
several  years  ago  with  Secretary  Free¬ 
man  and  his  dedicated  conservation  ad¬ 
viser,  Dr.  George  Selke.  It  represents  a 
solid  recognition  of  the  multiple  forest 
values  which  America’s  leading, conser¬ 
vationists  have  long  supported  and 
urged.  I  know  Oregon’s  conservationists 
will  be  pleased  to  see  the  tangible'evi- 
dence  that  this  policy  is  operative  on  the 
national  forests.  I  trust  it  will  be  com 
sidered,  where  proper,  on  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  forests. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  let¬ 
ter  dated  July  24  be  printed  in  the  Record 
so  that  it  will  be  available  for  considera¬ 
tion  by  all  who  have  an  interest  in  these 
great  public  resources. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Forest  Service, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  24,  1967 . 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  Our  record  shows 
that  last  January  we  promised  to  inform  you 
of  progress  in  comparative  studies  of  allow¬ 
able  cutting  rates  and  management  planning 
methods  used  by  the  Forest  Service,  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  and  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs.  The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  bring 
you  up-to-date. 

An  important  effort  of  the  three  agencies, 
during  the  first  half  of  the  year,  has  been 
to  obtain  uniformity  in  timber  appraisal 
principles  and  methods,  and  we  have  devoted 
most  of  our  available  time  and  resources  to 
this  end.  You  are  familiar  with  our  joint 
effort  on  this  project. 

At  the  same  time,  we  have  made  substan¬ 
tial  progress  in  the  Douglas-fir  Supply  Study. 
As  this  project  has  unfolded,  we  have 
increasingly  convinced  that  any  really 
ductive  effort  towards  uniformity  in 
agement  planning  and  allowable  cuts  /bust 
await  its  results.  We  have  adjusted  our  work 
priorities  to  conform  with  this  conclusion 
and  have  not  undertaken  extensive  new 
planning  studies  with  the  other 

We  did  take  a  rather  close  ifeok  at  some 
BLM  and  FS  allowable  cu*  comparisons 
which  should  be  of  inten^t  to  you.  We 
analyzed  the  relationships  bewteen  inven¬ 
tories,  cutting  rates,  measurement  units,  and 
management  restrictions  for  the  Siuslaw 
Working  Circles  of  bom  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  tbre  Forest  Service.  These 
two  areas  are  not  ^Sufficiently  comparable  to 
permit  precise  comparison  but  they  come 
closer  to  similarity  than  any  others  we  know 
of.  We  found  .no  significant  difference  in  cut 
as  related  te/inventory  between  the_two  Bu¬ 
reaus  for /areas  being  managed  to  obtain 
similar  oBjectives.  The  following  table  shows 
the  res>ut  of  analysis. 


Working  circles,  use 
classification 

Inventory 

volume 

(MMBF) 

Computed 

allowable 

cut 

(MMBF) 

Allowable 
cut  as 
percent  of 
inventory 
volume 

1.  Siuslaw  (BLM) . 

4,  081.  0 

82.0 

2.0 

2.  Siuslaw  (FS): 

A.  Modified  landscape. 

2, 206.  8 

24.9 

1.1 

B.  Nonmodified. . 

17,303.7 

344.6 

2.0 

C.  Alder  and  mixed... 

2, 934.  4 

56.3 

1.9 

This  table  shows  that  comparing  the  prin¬ 
cipal  timber-producing  portions  of  the  two 
units,  the  cuts  are  comparable  at  two  per¬ 
cent  of  the  inventory.  The  table  also  shows 
that  some  parts  of  the  allowable  cut  deter¬ 
mination  cannot  be  directly  compared.  With 
the  Siuslaw  National  Forest,  we  have  desig¬ 
nated  areas  bearing  an  inventory  of  about 
2,200  million  board  feet  where  the  aim  of 
management  is  to  modify  timber  manage¬ 
ment  to  protect  recreation  values  and  to 
produce  desirable  scenic  effects.  Here,  there 
is  a  necessary  and  unescapable  impact  on  the 
rates  of  timber  harvesting.  Present  BLM 
management  has  not  provided  for  modifying 
timber  harvesting  rates  in  recognition  of 
scenic  and  recreation  values  on  portions  of 
the  BLM  Siuslaw  Working  Circle. 

We  hope  this  information  will  be  helpful 
you  and  appreciate  your  interest  in  the 
subject  of  allowable  cut  determination.  As 
significant  progress  is  made,  we  will  keep 
you  formed . 

sincerely  yours, 

M.  M.  Nelson. 


August  7,  1967 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT  ACT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the 
construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  central  Arizona  project, 
Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  several  Senators,  I  am  about  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  pending  bill. 

I  believe  I  may  correctly  say  that 
what  appeared  originally  to  provoke  an¬ 
other  controversy  has  been  set  to  rest 
and  that  the  amendment  I  am  about  to 
offer  will  ' be  accepted.  I  should  like  to 
speak  thereafter  for  a  very  few  moments 
against  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
and,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  do  not 
believe  there  are  any  further  amend¬ 
ments  to  be  offered. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  U.S.  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  purchase  power  from  a 
group  of  utilities,  public  and  private,  and 
will  pay  for  that  power,  incidentally, 
50  years  in  advance. 

The  question  has  arisen  whether  any 
of  the  electricity  which  the  Government 
contemplates  purchasing  is  surplus  to 
the  needs  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
and  whether,  if  the  Government  desires 
to  dispose  of  it,  the  preference  provisions 
of  reclamation  law  should  apply. 

There  was  a  very  great  question  in  the 
minds  of  departmental  representatives 
whether  it  was  intended  that  the  pro¬ 
visions  should  apply. 

To  eliminate  any  question,  I  offer  on 
behalf  of  my  able  friends,  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hansen],  and 
any  others  who  desire  to  join  with  us,  an 
amendment  which  would  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


On  page  41,  line  14,  after  the  word  “sup¬ 
plement”  insert  the  following:  “Provided, 
that  the  sale  or  disposition  of  power  or 
energy  acquired  pursuant  to  section  2  of 
this  Act  and  surplus  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  9 
of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1939  (53  Stat.  1193) 
as  amended.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  repeat 
in  plain  English  that  this  means  the 
preference  clause  of  the  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  law  shall  apply  to  the  sale  of 
any  power  acquired  under  this  legisla¬ 
tion  which  is  deemed  to  be  surplus  to  the 
needs  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 

I  send  the  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  not  be 
read  since  I  have  already  read  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  not  be 
read. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
judgrrient,  and  I  think  the  judgment  of 
the  majority  of  the  committee,  that  this 
particular  amendment  is  not  necessary. 

Section  14  of  the  bill  provides  that  the 
provisions  of  reclamation  law  shall  be 
applicable  to  this  project.  This  means 
that  the  provisions  of  the  reclamation 
law,  which  includes  section  9  dealing 
with  the  preference  clause,  would  apply. 

In  the  interest  of  clarity,  however,  and 
with  a  desire  to  make  certain  that  there 
is  no  misunderstanding  on  this  matter, 
I  am  pleased  to  accept  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  California. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  this 
would  apply  only  to  the  470,000  kilowatts 
necessary  for  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  Act.  It  would  not  apply  to  any  other 
power  generated  at  the  thermal  plant. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  preference  pro¬ 
vision  would  apply  only  to  the  surplus 
of  power  acquired  by  the  Secretary  that 
might  be  available  after  all  requirements 
had  been  met  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 
It  applies  only  in  that  area. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  For  instance,  if  the 
plant  were  to  produce  1  or  2  million  kilo¬ 
watts,  and  only  470,000  kilowatts  was 
necessary  for  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect,  it  would  not  apply  to  the  remaining 
amount? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  It  would  not  apply, 
of  course,  in  the  connection  with  meet¬ 
ing  the  requirements  of  the  operation  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  including  the 
bank  account  arrangements. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Nor  to  the  additional 
amount  produced  in  that  plant  beyond 
the  470,000  kilowatts? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect,  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  make  this  point  crystal  clear. 

This  would  make  the  preference  pro¬ 
visions  of  reclamation  apply  to  any  elec¬ 
tricity  acquired  under  the  pending  bill 
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from  this  group  of  public  and  private 
utilities,  which  is  deemed  surplus  to  the 
needs  of  the  central  Arizona  project.  The 
Department  of  the  Interior  provided  me, 
on  June  26,  1967,  with  details  of  the  mag¬ 
nitude  of  such  dispositions  and  the  an¬ 
ticipated  revenues.  We  placed  those  fig¬ 
ures  in  the  minority  views  at  page  110 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
table  on  that  page  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

FEDERAL  COMMERCIAL  SALES  OF  STEAM-GENERATED 
POWER  UNDER  S.  1004 


Power  sold  Revenue  at 
Year  (millions  of  5  mills  per 

kilowatt-  kilowatt-hour 

hours)  (thousands) 


1973 

1974 
1975. 
1976 
1977. 

1979. 

1980. 

1981. 

1982. 

1983. 

1984. 

1985. 

1986. 

1987. 

1988. 

1989. 

1990. 

1991. 

1992. 

1993. 

1994. 

1995. 

1996. 

1997. 

1998. 

1999. 

2000. 
2001. 
2002. 

2003. 

2004. 

2005. 

2006. 

2007. 

2008. 

2009. 

2010. 
2011. 
2012. 

2013. 

2014. 

2015. 

2016. 
2017. 
2018.. 

2019., 
2020. 

2021.. 
2022.. 

2023.. 

2024.. 

2025.. 


175 

175 

224 

228 

274 

320 

365 

410 

458 

504 

549 

597 

641 

687 

734 

778 

824 

855 

886 

915 

946 

976 

1,006 

1,037 

1,066 

1,097 

1,124 

1,139 

1,156 

1,171 

1,185 

1,201 

1,217 

1,232 

1,247 

1,264 

1,279 

1,294 

1,310 

1,325 

1,340 

1,356 

1,372 

1,387 

1,402 

1,418 

1,433 

1,448 

1,464 

1,480 

1,495 

1,510 


$875 
875 
1, 120 
1,140 
1,370 
1,600 
1,825 
2,050 
2, 290 
2,  520 
2, 745 
1,985 
3,205 
3, 435 
3,670 
3,890 
4,120 
4,275 
4,430 
4,  575 
4, 730 
4, 880 
5, 030 
5,185 
5, 330 
5, 485 
5, 620 
$5,695 

5. 780 
5, 855 
5, 925 
6,005 
6,085 
6,160 
6,235 

6.320 
6, 395 
6, 470 

6,  550 
6, 625 
6, 700 

6. 780 
6, 860 
6,935 
7,010 
7, 090 
7, 165 
7, 240 

7. 320 
7, 400 

7,  475 
7,550 


Total.. . 50, 976  254,  880 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  This  chart  shows  the 
anticipated  revenues  from  disposition  of 
all  of  the  power  not  needed  for  pumping 
and  other  incidental  requirements  of  the 
central  Arizona  project.  It  is  the  amounts 
of  power  shown  on  this  chart  to  which 
my  amendment  is  directed. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
point  that  may  need  clarification  is  that 
the  preference  provision  contained  in 
the  pending  amendment  would  apply 
only  to  the  power  purchased  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  under  the  prepayment 
arrangements  authorized  by  section  2  of 
the  bill.  Obviously,  it  would  not  apply 
to  the  power  and  energy  taken  by  the 
privately  owned  or  publicly  owned  util¬ 
ities. 

That  is  the  only  point  of  clarification 
that  I  think  needs  to  be  made. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  In  other  words,  in  order 
to  have  the  preference  clause  apply,  the 
Federal  Government  must  actually  own 
the  electricity  and  find  that  it  is  surplus 
to  its  needs. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
It  would  apply  only  to  the  power  and 
energy  that  the  Government  is  purchas¬ 
ing  by  contract. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  sundry  comments,  which  I  have 
prepared,  but  which  in  the  interest  of 
moving  on  to  a  third  reading,  I  shall  not 
read,  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  Kcchel.  Mr.  President,  one  of  the 
most  perplexing  aspects  of  the  Udal  thermal 
generation  scheme  has  been  the  Adminis¬ 
tration’s  equivocal  posture  on  the  applica¬ 
bility  of  the  “preference  clause’’  in  the  sale 
of  surplus  power.  One  would  have  thought 
that  Secretary  Udall  would  be  an  enthusi¬ 
astic  supporter  of  the  policy  which  has  per¬ 
vaded  Federal  power  marketing  programs 
since  the  first  amendments  were  added  to 
the  Reclamation  Law  of  1902,  by  the  Act  of 
April  16,  1906  (34  Stat.  117).  In  that  Act 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was  directed  to 
give  preference  to  “municipal  purposes”  in 
the  sale  of  surplus  power  generated  in  con¬ 
nection  with  a  reclamation  project.  In  1939 
Congress  revamped  the  Reclamation  Law, 
but  kept  the  preference  clause,  saying  in 
part: 

“In  said  sales  or  leases  preference  shall 
be  given  to  municipalities  and  other  corpo¬ 
rations  or  agencies:  and  also  to  cooperatives 
and  other  nonprofit  organizations  financed 
in  whole  or  in  part  by  loans  made  pursuant 
to  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936.” 
(Section  9(c),  Act  of  August  4,  1939,  53  Stat. 
1193,  43  U.S.C.  485h(c)  ) 

The  most  authoritative  statement  of  the 
official  position  of  the  Executive  Branch  was 
made  by  President  Kennedy  in  a  February 
23,  1961,  Message  to  Congress  on  Natural 
Resources.  President  Kennedy  said: 

“In  marketing  Federal  power  this  admin¬ 
istration  will  be  guided  by  the  following  basic 
principles,  which  recognize  the  prior  rights 
of  the  general  public,  consumer,  and  tax¬ 
payer,  who  have  financed  the  development  of 
these  great  national  assets  originally  vested 
in  them: 

“(1)  Preference  in  power  sales  shall  be 
given  public  agencies  and  cooperatives. 

“(2)  Domestic  and  rural  consumers  shall 
have  priority  over  other  consumers  in  the 
disposal  of  power. 

“(3)  Power  shall  be  sold  at  the  lowest  pos¬ 
sible  rates  consistent  with  sound  business 
principles. 

“(4)  Power  disposal  shall  be  such  as  to 
encourage  widespread  use  and  to  prevent 
monopolization.” 

Mr.  President,  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  should  leap  to  the  obvious  and  hon¬ 
orable  conclusion  that  the  well  established, 
historic  tradition  of  selling  Federal  surplus 
power  under  the  “preference  clause”  should 
apply  to  the  sale  of  Federal  power  from  the 
new  thermal  generating  plant.  Not  so.  As  we 
have  pointed  out  in  the  minority  views,  filed 
with  the  report  on  S.  1004,  the  administration 
has  taken  a  very  equivocal  position  on  this 
question.  In  my  view  the  cracks  in  the  wall 
of  the  steam  plant,  which  had  been  papered 
over  with  $103  million  of  prepaid  taxpayer’s 
dollars,  were  beginning  to  show.  Why  else 
would  the  Administration  equivocate  on  such 
a  long  standing  principle  of  reclamation  law? 

In  the  excerpt  which  I  read  from  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy’s  Message  to  Congress,  the 
President  said,  “power  disposal  shall  be  such 


as  to  encourage  widespread  use  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  monopolization.”  The  Secretary  has  in- 
fromed  us  that  he  may  sell  all  of  the  surplus 
power  back  to  one  of  the  agencies  participat¬ 
ing  in  construction  of  the  plant,  thus  keep¬ 
ing  it  out  of  the  hands  of  other  preference 
customers.  Surely  this  is  not  what  President 
Kennedy  had  in  mind  when  he  outlined  a 
policy  to  "prevent  monopolization.”  Nor  is  an 
arrangement  by  which  the  non-Federal  agen¬ 
cy  which  generates  the  power  will  act  as  a 
sponge  to  keep  it  off  the  market,  consistent 
with  the  preference  clause.  My  amendment 
will  make  the  Secretary  adhere  to  the  his¬ 
torical  application  of  the  preference  clause. 

Mr.  President,  "preference”  is  not  a  par¬ 
tisan  issue.  In  1961,  President  Kennedy  was 
merely  reaffirming  a  policy  set  down  during 
the  Administration  of  a  great  Republican 
president,  Theodore  Roosevelt.  In  keeping 
with  sixty-one  years  of  reclamation  history, 
I  urge  the  Senate  to  wipe  the  confusion  from 
the  Secretary’s  brow  by  accepting  this  amend¬ 
ment.  My  amendment  simply  makes  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Section  9  of  the  Act  of  August  4, 
1939,  applicable  to  the  Secretary’s  disposi¬ 
tion  of  surplus  power  and  energy  generated 
at  the  steam  plant. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  California. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to.  • 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment,  and  ask  that  it 
be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  At 
the  end  of  the  bill  insert  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

Sec.  17.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  improving 
water  supplies  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall — 

(1)  establish  and  carry  out  a  program  of 
research  and  experimentation  in  the  field  of 
weather  modification;  and 

(2)  upon  the  determination  of  acceptable 
techniques  in  such  field  establish  a  program 
to  put  such  techniques  in  operation  in  such 
manner  as  will  best  carry  out  such  purpose. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  for  each  of  the 
succeeding  nine  fiscal  years  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  the  burden 
of  the  proposed  amendment  is  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  payment  of  $5  million  a  year 
for  the  next  10  years,  to  be  used  in 
weather  modification  research  and  then 
application  to  augment  rainfall  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin,  so  that  there  will 
be  additional  flow  in  the  river. 

If  one  thing  has  been  established  be¬ 
yond  any  doubt  by  the  engineers,  by  the 
record,  and  by  the  discussion  that  has 
taken  place  in  the  Senate  in  the  last 
3  days,  it  is  that  the  flow  in  the  Colorado 
River  is  inadequate.  It  cannot  possibly 
satisfy  all  the  legal  obligations  that  have 
been  established  against  the  flow  of  the 
river.  Consequently,  we  are  coming  to 
a  period  of  time  when  there  will  be  a 
head-on  clash,  and  either  we  must  share 
shortages  or  somebody  will  be  left  out. 
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We  must  turn  every  possible  way  we 
can  to  find  additional  water.  By  its  vote 
on  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  the  Senate  has  turned  away 
from  the  matter  of  studying  other 
sources  of  water  and  diverting  flow  into 
the  Colorado  River,  and  that  is  not  avail¬ 
able  to  us.  As  the  next  most  likely  source 
of  additional  flow,  I  believe  we  have 
weather  modification. 

We  have  been  talking  a  great  deal 
about  research  in  this  respect,  and  there 
is  some  indication  that  we  can  augment 
rainfall  through  the  techniques  we  have. 
We  still  have  not  found  a  reliable  method, 
however.  That  is  the  purpose  of  this  pro¬ 
posed  amendment. 

However,  because  of  the  lateness  of  the 
hour  and  because  of  the  overwhelming 
size  of  the  vote — it  appears  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  made  up  its  mind,  despite  the  fact 
that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  pointed 
out  that  we  have  our  backs  against  the 
wall  in  the  matter  of  inadequate  water 
supply — I  will  not  press  my  amendment 
at  this  time.  But  I  did  desire  to  offer  the 
amendment  as  part  of  the  Record,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  Congress  must  face  up  to 
this  issue.  Congress  cannot  leave  the  is¬ 
sue  lying  there  without  doing  something 
about  it.  The  position  we  are  taking  today 
will  remain  to  haunt  us  in  the  Senate  for 
years  to  come,  unless  we  face  up  to  it. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Utah  for  his  initiative  in 
this  matter.  I  can  fully  understand  his 
feeling  about  not  pressing  the  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time.  As  the  Senator  is 
aware,  I  have  a  bill  in  the  Committee  on 
Commerce  to  establish  a  weather  modifi¬ 
cation  program  for  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  It  would  cost  $9  million  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  3  years.  I  would  appreciate  any 
support  that  the  Senator  from  Utah 
could  give  to  this  measure,  so  that  we 
could  have  hearings  and  continue  fur¬ 
ther  with  this  program. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I  am 
well  aware  of  the  initiative  and  leader¬ 
ship  he  has  displayed  with  reference  to 
this  matter.  I  assure  him  that  I  support 
him  fully. 

This  is  a  matter  of  the  greatest  ur¬ 
gency.  I  brought  it  forward  now,  because 
I  believe  it  should  be  underlined  under 
the  circumstances. 

Mr.  President,  I  withdraw  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  offered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute, 
as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  basic 
issue  involved  in  this  legislation  has  been 
resolved  by  a  vote  which  expresses  the 
respect  for  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 


However,  I  do  wish  to  state,  before  the 
final  vote,  in  case  there  is  not  a  rollcall 
vote,  that  I  will  vote  against  the  bill. 
I  feel  that  any  bill  which  does  not  con¬ 
tain  the  Hualapai  Dam  and  the  study 
for  augmentation  is  a  great  error,  a  great 
travesty,  and  a  great  burden  upon  the 
States  of  the  upper  basin.  Therefore,  I 
will  vote  against  the  measure,  and  I  want 
the  Record  to  so  indicate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  various 
communications  and  statements  relating 
to  Colorado’s  position  in  this  matter  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
munications  and  statements  were  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

The  Colorado  River  Water 

Conservation  District, 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colo.,  July  25,  1967. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  Herewith  is  a  certi¬ 
fied  copy  of  a  resolution  unanimously  adopted 
by  the  Board  of  Directors  for  the  Colorado 
River  Water  Conservation  District  at  its  Third 
Regular  Meeting  for  1967.  This  resolution  re¬ 
lates  to  pending  Colorado  River  Basin  legis¬ 
lation  before  the  United  States  Congress  and 
is  self-explanatory. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

Philip  P.  Smith, 
Secretary -Engineer. 

Resolution 

Whereas,  there  is  pending  before  the  United 
States  Congress  legislation  of  various  sorts  to 
authorize,  among  other  things,  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  and  five  Colorado  Reclama¬ 
tion  Projects  as  participating  projects  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  of  1956; 
and 

Whereas,  versions  of  this  legislation  in 
Committee  in  the  United  States  House  of 
Representatives  differs  from  that  pending  in 
the  United  States  Senate;  and 

Whereas,  this  Board  has  complete  faith 
and  confidence  in  Colorado’s  elected  Con¬ 
gressmen  and  Senators  and  especially  appre¬ 
ciate  the  leadership  and  perseverance  ex¬ 
hibited  by  the  Hon.  Gordon  L.  Allott,  United 
States  Senator,  and  the  Hon.  Wayne  N. 
Aspinall,  M.C.,  in  striving  to  protect  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  State  of  Colorado  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  in  connection  with  such  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved,  by  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Colorado  River  Wa¬ 
ter  Conservation  District,  meeting  in  regular 
session  this  18th  day  of  July,  1967,  that  this 
Board,  by  this  resolution,  wishes  to  express 
its  appreciation  to  and  continued  support 
of  the  Hon.  Gordon  L.  Allott,  United  States 
Senator,  and  the  Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 
M.C.,  in  their  efforts  to  obtain  for  Colorado 
the  five  Reclamation  Projects  while  protect¬ 
ing  the  interests  of  Western  Colorado  and 
the  State  of  Colorado  as  a  whole  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River. 

Be  it  further  resolved  that  the  Secretary- 
Engineer  of  this  District  is  hereby  directed 
to  forward  certified  copies  of  this  Resolution 
to  the  Hon.  Gordon  L.  Allott,  United  States 
Senator,  the  Hon.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall,  M.C., 
the  Hon.  John  A.  Love,  Governor  of  the  State 
of  Colorado,  and  to  the  Colorado  Water  Con¬ 
servation  Board. 

CERTIFICATE 

I,  Philip  P.  Smith,  Secretary-Engineer  for 
the  Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  Dis¬ 
trict  do  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  and 
attached  copy  of  Resolution  is  a  true,  com¬ 
plete  and  correct  copy  of  the  Resolution 
adopted  by  the  said  Colorado  River  Water 
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Conservation  District  at  its  regular  meeting 
held  July  18,  1967. 

Philip  P.  Smith, 

Secretary -Engineer  of  the  Colorado 
River  Water  Conservation  District. 


The  Southwestern  Water  Con¬ 
servation  District, 

Durango,  Colo.,  June  26, 1967. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott  :  I  have  reviewed  your 
statement  of  May  2nd  before  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Water  and  Power  Resources.  My  in¬ 
terpretation  is  that  you  are  phased  in  com¬ 
pletely  with  the  Colorado  Water  Hoard. 

I  can  speak  only  for  myself,  but  I  feel  that 
Colorado  must  have  the  five  projects,  not 
just  two.  The  operation  and  funding  of  Glen 
Canyon  and  Hoover  Dams  must  be  substan¬ 
tially  as  written  in  old  H.R.  4671.  That  the 
Bridge  Canyon  Power  Development  can  not 
be  left  out.  But  the  importation  studies 
might  be  watered  down  and  left  for  future 
consideration  if  this  will  help  to  push  the 
Bill  along. 

If  Senatorf  Hayden’s  provision  that  ad 
valorem  tax  should  be  eliminated  on  the 
Arizona  Project,  then  this  type  of  taxation 
should  be  rescinded  on  all  present  and  future 
reclamation  projects.  This  is  really  not  to  un¬ 
fair  in  view  of  the  flood  control  and  river  and 
^arbor  projects  that  are  done  in  other  parts 
of  the  country  at  total  government  expense. 

I  know  how  difficult  this  is  for  you  and 
wish  you  success  against  great  odds. 
Sincerely, 

Fred  V.  Kroeger. 


Colorado  Association  of 
Soil  Conservation  Districts, 

Hooper,  Colo.,  June  20, 1967. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  am  in  complete  accord 
with  your  most  comprehensive  statement  be¬ 
fore  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power 
Resources  on  May  2,  1967. 

Among  the  things  mentioned  in  your  state¬ 
ment,  I  think  that  three  stand  out  as  abso¬ 
lutely  essential. 

1.  Hualapai  Dam. 

2.  Importation  Study. 

3.  Five  Colorado  Projects. 

Without  these  definite  provisions  I  don’t 
believe  Colorado  should  go  along  with  any 
proposed  legislation  such  as  S.  1004  or  S. 
1013 — but  should  voice  vigorous  and  sus¬ 
tained  opposition. 

I  wish  to  thank  you  for  the  copy  of  your 
very  lucid  and  knowledgeable  statement. 

I  hope  Ival  Goslin  is  in  better  health — he 
had  a  kidney  stone  attack  when  I  was  in 
Salt  Lake  last  week. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Quincy  C.  Cornelius. 


Grand  Junction,  Colo., 

June  26, 1967. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Regards  Central  Arizona  project,  your 
statement  of  May  2  the  very  minimum  Colo¬ 
rado  can  accept.  Northwest  Colorado  is  very 
vulnerable  under  any  CAP.  We  must  provide 
meaningful  study  on  water  imports  or  White 
and  Yappa  Basins  will  be  the  big  loser. 

S.  I.  Berthleson. 


Denver,  Colo., 

June  26,  1967. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

New  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Have  reviewed  your  statement  before  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Water  and  Power  Resources  of 
May  2,  1967,  in  support  of  your  bill,  S.  1242, 
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with  members  of  staff  on  CWCB.  Tour  state¬ 
ment  of  May  2,  1967,  accurately  and  com¬ 
pletely  sets  forth  Colorado’s  official  position 
as  expressed  by  the  State  of  Colorado  and  our 
board  on  this  legislation. 

Benjamin  P.  Stapleton,  Jr., 
Chairman,  Colorado  Water  Conser¬ 
vation  Board. 


Denver,  Colo., 

June  26,  1967 ^ 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

New  Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Colorado’s  position  on  central  Arizona 
project  as  formerly  stated  was  and  is  the 
position  determined  by  the  Water  Conserva¬ 
tion  Board,  and  concurred  in  by  other  water 
experts  of  Colorado.  This  position  is  the  re¬ 
sult  of  long  study  and  reflection  toward  serv¬ 
ing  the  best  interest  of  our  State.  Your  re¬ 
cent  statement  for  the  record  is  in  conform¬ 
ity  with  that  position.  Regards. 

John  A.  Love, 

Governor. 

Gunnison,  Colo., 

June  28, 1967. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  still  support  Colorado  position  of  central 
Arizona  project  as  reflected  by  May  2  state¬ 
ment. 

Craig  A.  Goodwin. 


Gunnison,  Colo., 

June  27, 1967. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  support  Colorado's  position  on  central 
Arizona  project  as  reflected  by  May  2  state¬ 
ment  of  Colorado  Water  Board. 

Rial  R.  Lake, 

Chairman,  Upper  Gunnison  River  Water 
Conservancy  District. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  a 
telegram  from  the  chairman  of  the  board 
of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District,  and 
sundry  newspaper  editorials  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
and  editorials  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Los  Angeles,  Calif. 

Hon.  Thomas  Kuchel, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Your  incisive  analysis  of  the  calamitous 
effect  of  S.  1004  on  the  States  of  Color¬ 
ado  River  Basin  including  Arizona  deserves 
the  most  careful  consideration  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  We  are  entitled  to  demand  an  ex¬ 
planation  for  the  abandonment  of  a  sound 
regional  plan  by  the  administration  and  the 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee. 
California  is  not  alone  in  being  subjected 
to  grossly  unfair  demands  on  her  resources 
to  support  this  project.  Why  must  the  upper 
basin  have  its  future  growth  placed  in 
jeopardy  to  furnish  water  for  a  project  which 
we  know  cannot  be  met  from  a  dwindled 
water  supply?  Why  must  power  users  in 
California  and  Nevada  be  asked  to  subsidize 
water  delivered  to  Arizona  farmers  for  only 
20  percent  of  its .  cost?  And  why  must  the 
Metropolitan  Water  District,  Hoover  Dam’s 
largest  power  customer,  be  asked  to  pay  al¬ 
most  double  its  present  power  rates  without 
any  realistic  assurance  that  what  it  pays  will 
go  toward  providing  more  water,  not  less. 
California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming  have  each  asked  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  Hualapai  Dam  to  assure  the  finan¬ 
cial  stability  necessary  for  the  future  growth 
we  know  with  certainty  will  come.  Yet  the 
administration  and  Arizona  ignore  the  po¬ 


tential  benefits  to  both  water  and  power 
users  of  5,000  megawatts  of  valuable  peak¬ 
ing  power,  preferring  to  purchase  it  from 
three  utilities  who  plan  to  build  a  coal¬ 
burning  power  plant.  The  Secretary  has 
stricken  the  heart  from  the  regional  plan 
by  removing  Hualapai  Dam.  S.  1004  is  a 
narrow  sectional  bill  and  deserves  a  decisive 
defeat. 

Joseph  Jenseon, 
Chairman  of  the  Board. 

[Prom  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Times,  Aug. 

3,  1967] 

Playing  Politics  With  Water 

In  legislative  politics,  the  vote  all  too  often 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  virtues  of  a  bill. 

It  will  come  as  no  surprise,  therefore,  if 
the  U.S.  Senate  enacts  an  outrageous  pro¬ 
posal  masquerading  as  a  regional  water  plan 
for  the  Southwest.  Even  the  opponents  of  the 
bill  concede  that  its  sponsors  have  the  votes 
for  Senate  passage. 

The  main — indeed,  the  sole — purpose  of 
the  measure  is  to  authorize  construction  of 
the  $768  million  Central  Arizona  Project  and 
to  permit  a  massive  diversion  of  water  from 
the  already  depleted  flow  of  the  Colorado 
River.  All  other  regional  considerations  have 
been  subordinated  to  this  one  project. 

Originally,  the  project  was  one  element  of 
an  over-all  regional  water  plan  which  recog¬ 
nized  that  future  Southwest  water  needs 
could  only  be  met  through  augmentation  of 
the  Colorado’s  meager  supply.  Such  a  plan 
was  advanced  by  Interior  Secretary  Stewart 
Udall  and  received  the  support  of  all  the 
states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Pressure  politics,  however,  have  so  eroded 
the  plan  that  it  now  benefits  only  Arizona — 
and  at  the  expense  of  the  other  basin  states. 
Secretary  Udall’s  far-sighted  program,  de¬ 
clared  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel  (R-Calif.)  has 
become  “an  instrument  of  myopic  planning 
that  forsakes  a  regional  equitable  solution 
for  selfish  expediency.’' 

The  present  Senate  bill  has  no  provision 
for  bringing  new  water  into  the  Colorado 
from  areas  of  surplus,  no  provision  for  finan¬ 
cing  any  other  basin  projects  except  the  CAP, 
and  no  realistic  protection  for  existing  uses 
of  river  water. 

Even  worse,  California  must  not  only  give 
up  water  for  the  Arizona  project  but  also 
subsidize  it  through  50%  higher  electric  rates 
in  Los  Angeles,  Pasadena,  Glendale  and  Bur¬ 
bank,  Kuchel  warned.  The  decision  to  forego 
construction  of  Hualapai  Dam,  he  said,  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  “massive  giveaway”  to  the  three 
utilities  that  would  build  a  substitute  ther¬ 
mal  power  station. 

Kuchel  has  the  strong  support  of  many 
other  Colorado  Basin  members  of  Congress 
and  of  California’s  delegation  and  state  ad¬ 
ministration.  And  fortunately,  one  of  the 
strongest  critics  of  the  Senate  bill  is  Rep. 
Wayne  Aspinall  (D-Colo.)  chairman  of  the 
House  Interior  Committee,  who  announced 
that  he  will  block  the  measure. 

An  effective  regional  plan  can  never  be  en¬ 
acted  unless  Congress  stops  playing  politics 
with  water  shortages. 


[From  the  Sacramento  (Calif.)  Union.  July 
11.  1967] 

Kuchel  Correct:  Colorado  River  Water 
Plan  Has  Lost  Value 

The  contention  of  Sen.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel 
that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  of  water  de¬ 
velopment  supported  by  the  administration 
is  “an  instrument  of  myopic  planning” 
sounds  like  hyperbole. 

Unfortunately,  the  senior  California  sena¬ 
tor’s  assessment  of  the  measure  is,  if  any¬ 
thing,  an  understatement. 

As  Sen.  Kuchel  says,  the  Arizona  Water 
Project  Bill  approved  by  the  Senate  Interior 
Committee  is,  at  the  least,  "selfish  expedi¬ 
ency”  on  the  part  of  Arizona  and  the  North¬ 
west  Pacific.)  It  would  do  little  more  than 


authorize  construction  of  another  ditch  be¬ 
tween  the  Colorado  River  and  the  cities  of 
Phoenix  and  Tucson. 

Gone  from  it  are  the  provisions  for  regional 
planning  and  studies  for  supplementary 
sources  of  water  that  were  advocated  so 
strenuously  by  the  Interior  Department  less 
than  four  years  ago. 

Gone  also  are  the  provisions  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  at  least  the  Bridge  Canyon  Dam  to 
provide  economical  hydro-electric  power  and 
financing  for  essential  regional  studies. 

Worse  than  that,  the  measure  would  seri¬ 
ously  hurt  all  states  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  with  the  exception  of  Arizona  by  mak¬ 
ing  them  share  scarcity.  All  but  Arizona 
would  be  the  first  to  feel  the  pinch  of  inade¬ 
quate  Colorado  River  supplies. 

And  by  guaranteeing  California’s  legiti¬ 
mate  right  to  4.4  million  acre  feet  of  water 
for  only  27  years  the  bill  ignores  the  law  and 
equity.  The  real  need  for  more  water  will 
come  when  the  27  years  is  up. 

Unfortunately,  the  myopia  to  which  Sen. 
Kuchel  refers  is  not  unintentional.  Think¬ 
ing  it  has  the  political  power,  now  Arizona 
wants  to  look  after  its  own  interest'  at  the 
expense  of  the  other  six  states  in  the  Colorado 
Basin.  Legislators  from  the  Pacific  Northwest 
who  apparently  would  rather  see  the  excess 
water  in  their  rivers  run  into  the  ocean  than 
share  it  with  others,  also  are  putting  paro¬ 
chialism  above  the  national  interest. 

Regrettably  it  appears  as  if  the  measure 
will  pass  the  Senate  and  stand  the  final  chal¬ 
lenge  in  the  House.  It  must  be  defeated,  for 
the  bill  is  a  bad  one.  No  projects  at  all  would 
be  preferable  and  more  equitable.  At  least  a 
new  beginning  could  be  made. 

The  water  plan  for  the  Pacific  Southwest 
must  recognize  existing  and  historic  water 
rights.  It  must  be  regional  in  scope  for  the 
best  use  of  natural  resources,  and  it  should 
work  for  new  sources  of  water  rather  than 
just  seek  to  divide  the  present  scarcity. 

Additionally,  the  new  law  should  recognize 
that  supplies  of  water  to  Mexico  under  a 
treaty  are  an  obligation  of  the  entire  nation, 
not  just  a  regional  burden. 

Any  other  solution  would  not  only  be  a 
waste  of  national  resources,  but  would  again 
begin  the  longstanding  feud  among  Colorado 
River  states  that  seemingly  was  amicably 
settled  in  1965. 


[From  the  San  Diego  (Calif.)  Union,  July 
8,  1967] 

Shortsighted  for  Long-Term  Problem  :  Dan¬ 
ger  in  Water  Project  Bill 

The  contention  of  Sen.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel 
that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  of  water 
development  supported  by  the  Administra¬ 
tion  is  “an  instrument  of  myopic  planning” 
sound  like  hyperbole. 

Unfortunately,  the  California  senior  sena¬ 
tor’s  assessment  of  the  measure  is,  if  any¬ 
thing,  an  understatement. 

As  Sen.  Kuchel  says,  the  Arizona  Water 
Project  bill  approved  by  the  Senate  Interior 
Committee  is  at  the  least  "selfish  expediency” 
on  the  part  of  Arizona  and  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west.  It  would  do  little  more  than  authorize 
the  construction  of  another  ditch  between 
the  Colorado  River  and  the  cities  of  Phoenix 
and  Tucson. 

Gone  from  it  are  the  provisions  for  regional 
planning  and  studies  for  supplementary 
sources  of  water  that  were  advocated  so 
strenuously  by  the  Interior  Department  less 
than  four  years  ago. 

Gone  also  are  the  provisions  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  at  least  the  Bridge  Canyon  Dam 
to  provide  economical  hydro-electric  power 
and  financing  for  essential  regional  studies. 

Worse  than  that,  the  measure  would  seri¬ 
ously  hurt  all  states  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  with  the  exception  of  Arizona,  by 
making  them  share  scarcity.  They  would  be 
the  first  to  feel  the  pinch  of  inadequate  Colo¬ 
rado  River  supplies. 
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And  by  guaranteeing  California’s  legitimate 
right  to  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water  for 
only  27  years,  the  bill  ignores  law  and  equity. 
The  real  need  for  more  water  will  come  when 
the  27  years  is  up. 

Unfortunately,  the  myopia  to  which  Sen. 
Kuchel  refers  is  not  unintentional.  Thinking 
it  has  the  political  power  now  Arizona  wants 
to  look  after  its  own  interests  at  the  expense 
of  the  other  six  states  in  the  Colorado  Basin. 
Legislators  from  the  Pacific  Northwest,  who 
apparently  would  rather  see  the  excess  water 
in  their  rivers  run  into  the  ocean  than  share 
it  with  others,  also  are  putting  parochialism 
above  the  national  interest. 

Regrettably  it  appears  as  if  the  measure 
will  pass  the  Senate  and  may  withstand  the 
final  challenge  in  the  House.  The  bill  is  a 
bad  one.  It  should  be  defeated.  No  projects  at 
all  would  be  preferable  and  more  equitable. 
At  least  a  new  beginning  could  be  made. 

The  water  plan  for  the  Pacific  Southwest 
must  recognize  existing  and  historic  water 
rights.  It  must  be  regional  in  scope  for  the 
best  use  of  nauraT  resources,  and  it  should 
work  for  new  sources  of  water  rather  than 
just  seek  to  divide  the  present  scarcity. 

Additionally,  the  new  law  should  recognize 
that  supplies  of  water  to  Mexico  under  a 
treaty  are  an  obligation  of  the  entire  nation, 
not  just  a  regional  burden. 

Any  other  solution  would  not  only  be  a 
waste  of  natural  resources,  but  would  again 
begin  the  long  standing  feud  among  Colo¬ 
rado  River  states  that  seemingly  was  amicably 
settled  in  1965. 


[Prom  the  San  Jose  (Calif.)  News,  July  8, 
1967] 

Myopia  and  Magic  in  Water  Project 

The  U.S.  Senate’s  Interior  Committee  ap¬ 
parently  believes  the  Colorado  River  is  like 
that  magic  pitcher  that  can  never  run  dry. 

If  only  this  were  so.  The  fact  is,  however, 
that  implementation  of  the  Arizona  water 
project,  as  approved  by  the  Committee,  would 
mean  that  the  water  in  the  Colorado  would 
be  badly  overcommitted. 

What  is  worse,  the  Committee  has  elim¬ 
inated  two  steps  that  are  essential  if  this 
heavy  commitment  is  to  be  placed  on  the 
Colorado. 

— One  sound  and  fair  principle  is  that 
in  any  shortage  all  the  parties  involved  share 
the  hardship.  Under  the  Interior  Commit¬ 
tee’s  bill,  however,  Arizona  would  not  have  to 
share.  The  shortage  would  be  made  up  from 
Colorado  water  that  for  the  last  27  years  has 
been  committed  for  use  in  California. 

— The  second  principle  is  so  basic  that 
its  exclusion  from  the  Committee’s  bill  is  a 
testimonial  to  the  skill  and  influence  of  Sen. 
Henry  Jackson,  the  Washington  Democrat. 
It  is  that  if  a  water  source  is  to  be  overdrawn 
then  another  source  must  be  sought.  Yet  the 
Committee  wrote  out  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  a  provision  for  a  study  of  other  water 
sources  in  the  West.  Sen.  Jackson  and  his 
Northwestern  constituents  don’t  even  like  to 
talk  about  inter-state  plans;  they  look  upon 
them  as  a  threat  to  their  rights  to  Columbia 
River  water. 

But  the  water  problem  is  a  regional  affair. 
The  Arizona  plan  itself  is  regional  because  it 
draws  on  a  source  that  is  used  by  more  than 
one  state. 

It  is  no  wonder  that  Sen.  Kuchel  calls  the 
Committee’s  action  “an  instrument  of  myopic 
planning  that  forsakes  a  regional,  equitable 
solution  for  selfish  expediency.”  And  Gov. 
Reagan  is  correct  in  saying  the  proposal 
“compounds  rather  than  solves”  the  water 
problem  in  the  Southwest. 

This  matter  is  of  acute  importance  to 
Northern  California  even  though  the  state’s 
Colorado  River  allotment  goes  into  the  South. 
It  is  obvious  that  Southern  California  will 
have  to  look  to  the  North  in  the  event  of  a 
shortage  brought  on  by  the  Arizona  plan.  As 
a  “have-not”  area  that  looks  to  those  same 
northern  water  sources  for  part  of  its  supply. 


Santa  Clara  County  has  a  big  stake  in  this 
issue. 

Now  that  the  bill  is  out  of  Committee,  ap¬ 
parently  its  chances  of  going  all  the  way 
through  the  Senate  in  substantially  its  pres¬ 
ent  form  are  good.  This  means  that  it  will 
be  up  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
to  its  Interior  Committee  in  particular,  to 
rewrite  this  defective  measure. 

[Prom  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Herald 
Examiner,  July  5,  1967] 

Sold  Out 

California’s  plans  to  protect  its  Colorado 
River  water  supply  and  to  gain  approval  of 
a  detailed  study  of  plans  to  bring  huge  new 
supplies  of  water  to  the  Colorado  from  the 
Pacific  Northwest  have  been  dealt  a  damag¬ 
ing  blow. 

This  occurred  when  the  Senate  Interior 
Committee  approved  a  $1.2  billion  group  of 
water  projects,  including  the  long-stalled 
Central  Arizona  Project  to  bring  water  to 
the  Phoenix  and  Tucfeon  areas. 

Northcutt  Ely,  special  assistant  attorney 
general  for  California,  representing  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Water  Board,  called  it  a  “complete 
sellout  by  Arizona  to  the  Northwest  and  the 
conservationists.” 

His  reference  to  the  Northwest  was  in  con¬ 
nection  with  long  term  plans  of  California 
to  try  to  have  some  of  the  hundred^ of  mil¬ 
lions  of  acre  feet  of  wasted  Columbia  River 
water  imported  to  the  Colorado  River  to 
greatly  replenish  that  river’s  dwindling 
supply. 

The  Senate  Interior  Committee  rejected  a 
substitute  measure  to  authorize  construction 
of  the  huge  Hualapai  Dam  below  the  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  and  to  approve  a 
study  of  water  imports  from  the  Pacific 
Northwest. 

In  rejecting  construction  of  the  Hualapai 
Dam,  the  Senate  Committee  definitely  spiked 
efforts  to  develop  power  sources  which 
would  have  greatly  assisted  future  Cali- 
fornia-Arizona  water  developments. 

But  worst  of  all,  the  committee’s  vote  once 
again  stirs  up  the  water  warfare  between 
Arizona  and  California  which  existed  for 
years.  Northcutt  Ely  spoke  of  this  when  he 
said: 

“Arizona’s  unjustified  decision  to  ram  this 
bill  through  the  committee  destroys  the 
basin’s  hopes  for  a  real  seven-state  agree¬ 
ment  to  our  mutual  water  problems.  The 
secretary  of  the  interior  has  disgracefully 
repudiated  all  the  inducements  of  regional 
cooperation  he  endorsed  last  year.” 

The  bill  approved  by  the  committee  would 
still  guarantee  California  a  minimum  of  4.4 
million  acre  feet  of  water  annually  from  the 
Colorado  River,  but  that  guarantee  is  only 
for  27  years.  Water  planning  needs  much 
more  leeway  than  that. 

The  bill  still  faces  the  full  Senate  and 
then  must  undergo  hearings  by  the  House. 
But  in  the  meantime,  California’s  senators 
and  many  members  of  the  House  should  join 
the  battle  to  preserve  for  this  state  all  of  its 
fair  share  of  Colorado  River  water. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Times, 
July  3,  1967] 

Water:  More  Leaky  Legislation 

The  Senate  Interior  Committee  has  ap¬ 
proved  legislation  creating  a  new  water 
shortage  problem  for  the  states  of  the  South¬ 
west — without  providing  any  meaningful 
solutions. 

As  expected,  the  committee  authorized  the 
controversial  Central  Arizona  Project  at  the 
expense  of  the  other  Colorado  River  Basin 
states.  There  simply  isn’t  enough  water  in 
the  Colorado  for  the  proposed  project  and 
for  existing  uses,  already-authorized  projects 
and  the  Mexico  treaty  obligation. 

California  not  only  would  have  water  taken 
away  for  the  Arizona  facility  but  could  wind 
up  helping  to  pay  for  it  through  higher 
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power  rates.  Upper  Basin  states,  particularly 
Colorado,  would  also  be  hard  hit. 

This  was  too  much  for  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel 
(R-Calif.)  who  described  the  bill  as  “an  in¬ 
strument  of  myopic  planning  that  forsakes 
a  regional,  equitable  solution  for  selfish  ex¬ 
pediency.” 

Gov.  Reagan  joined  Kuchel  in  denouncing 
the  legislation  as  a  measure  that  "compounds 
rather  than  solves”  the  water  problems  of  the 
Southwest.  “All  it  does,”  said  Reagan,  “is 
add  an  additional  burden  to  an  already  over¬ 
committed  river.” 

The  myopia  referred  to  by  Sen.  Kuchel 
could  better  be  described  as  the  intentional 
shortsightedness  of  those  who  would  deny 
to  the  Southwest  any  of  the  vast  surplus  of 
water  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  No  mention 
was  made  in  the  bill  of  any  water  importa¬ 
tion  studies,  which  is  just  the  way  the  com¬ 
mittee  chairman.  Sen.  Henry  Jackson  (D- 
Wash.),  wanted  it. 

California  insists — with  the  support  of 
other  Colorado  Basin  states— that  if  there 
is  no  importation  of  water,  Arizona  must 
share  the  shortage  that  its  new  project  would 
cause.  There  must  be  a  guarantee,  declared 
Sen.  Kuchel,  that  California’s  use  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  would  not  drop  below  the 
4.4  million  acre-feet  annually  provided  in 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act. 

The  committee  bill,  introduced  by  Sen. 
Carl  Hayden  (D-Ariz.),  recognizes  that  basic 
right  of  California — for  27  years.  In  other 
words,  Arizona  will  honor  the  water  rights  of 
other  states  only  so  long  as  it  is  not  in¬ 
convenienced. 

This  parody  of  a  proper  regional  water  plan 
probably  has  enough  votes  to  pass  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Fortunately  it  must  then  go  to  the 
House  Interior  Committee,  where  reason 
should  be  restored. 

Despite  threats  of  reprisal  to  Northern 
California  projects,  the  state  delegation  in 
the  House  must  stand  together  to  assure  that 
California  isn’t  sold  down  the  river. 


[From  the  Salt  Lake  (Utah)  Tribune, 
July  2,  1967] 

Central  Arizona  Bill  Big  Disappointment 

The  Central  Arizona  Reclamation  Project 
as  reported  out  of  the  Senate  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  is  a  disappoint¬ 
ment  to  Utah  interests.  While  it  contains 
financing  for  the  Dixie  Project,  it  lacks  any 
assurances  that  Utah’s  unused  water  entitle¬ 
ment  from  the  Colorado  River  will  be  pro¬ 
tected.  A  crumb  is  little  consolation  if  the 
whole  cake  is  lost. 

That  Arizona  has  a  critical  water  problem 
requiring  early  solution,  there  is  no  doubt. 
As  a  matter  of  record,  Utah  officials  and 
reclamation  leaders  acknowledge  the  situa¬ 
tion  and  have  pledged  help.  Arizona  as  part 
of  the  Colorado  River’s  Lower  Basin  was 
allocated  water  from  the  river  by  solemn 
agreements  dating  back  to  1922.  But  these 
agreements  were  founded  on  the  principle 
of  mutual  assistance,  western  state  signa¬ 
tories  believing  each  would  benefit  from 
cooperative  efforts.  The  Central  Arizona 
Project  bill  as  now  written  does  not  reflect 
this  spirit. 

Utah  and  its  Upper  Basin  neighbors  were 
willing  to  support  the  bill,  asking  in  return 
for  provisions  authorizing  studies  of  ways  to 
augment  the  supply  of  water  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.  One  such  possibility  would  in¬ 
volve  diversion  from  the  water-rich  North¬ 
west.  Certain  Colorado  River  operation 
requirements  on  Glen  Canyon’s  upstream 
side  were  also  requested.  All  these  conces¬ 
sions  were  stripped  from  the  bill  in  the 
Senate  committee,  headed  by  Senator  Jack- 
son  (D-Wash.),  unyielding  opponent  of  di¬ 
version  of  any  Columbia  Basin  water  to  the 
Colorado  Basin. 

Central  Arizona  was  planned  on  the  basis 
of  water  supply  expectations  estimated  more 
than  40  years  ago  when  Upper  and  Lower 
Basin  entitlements  were  divided  by  compact. 
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Subsequent  flow  measurements  show  early 
estimates  overgenerous  and  if  Arizona  Is  to 
receive  its  allocation  as  river  rights  were 
originally  distributed,  the  subtraction  will 
come  from  the  Upper  Basin’s  share. 

Utah,  Colorado,  Wyoming  and  New  Mexico, 
in  the  Upper  Basin,  are  as  vitally  concerned 
with  ultimate  development  of  their  water 
rights  as  are  Arizona,  California  and  Nevada 
in  the  Lower  Basin.  Our  future  prosperity  is 
limited  by  the  amount  of  water  we  can  re¬ 
claim  for  industrial,  agricultural  and  resi¬ 
dential  use.  The  cooperative  approach  to 
region-wide  water  development  must  not  be 
abandoned  now,  but  if  one  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Compact  states  insists  on 
using  the  leverage  of  private  advantage  at  the 
expense  of  its  former  partners,  the  other 
states  have  no  alternative  but  to  resist. 

The  Central  Arizona  bill  faces  several 
obstacles  before  reaching  a  final  congres¬ 
sional  vote.  It  must  be  examined  in  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee,  chairmanned  by  Rep.  Wayne  Aspinall  (D- 
Colo.).  On  June  1  as  featured  speaker  at  the 
Central  Utah  Reclamation  Project's  Bonne¬ 
ville  Unit  groundbreaking,  Mr.  Aspinall  called 
for  the  highest  degree  of  water  statesmanship 
in  meeting  requirements  of  a  growing,  but 
oftentimes  arid.  West.  He  said  such  diplo¬ 
macy  contemplates  the  idea  of  transbasin 
diversion.  We  hope  Mr.  Aspinall  remembers 
those  words  when  his  committee  considers 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  bill,  for,  as  cur¬ 
rently  written,  it  should  not  pass. 


[From  the  Denver  (Colo.)  Rocky  Mountain 
News,  July  2,  1967] 

Blocking  Water  Grabs 

Fortunately  for  Colorado  and  Wyoming  it 
has  a  triumvirate  of  representatives  sitting 
on  congressional  interior  committees  block¬ 
ing  water  grabs  threatened  by  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  involving  Upper  Basin  waters, 
the  property  of  Colorado  and  Wyoming. 

They  are  U.S.  Sen.  Gordon  Allott  of  Colo¬ 
rado,  U.S.  Sen.  Gale  McGee  of  Wyoming,  and 
powerhouse  Rep.  Wayne  Aspinall,  chairman 
of  the  House  Interior  Committee  which  holds 
life-or-death  decision  over  the  bill. 

While  we  understand  the  necessity  of  water 
in  the  arid  Arizona  country,  neither  Colo¬ 
rado  nor  Wyoming,  snowsheds  for  the  prin¬ 
cipal  tributaries  of  the  Colorado  River,  can 
afford  to  be  giving  away  vital  water  that 
must  be  preserved  to  guarantee  anticipated 
industrial,  residential  and  agricultural 
growth. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project,  an  immense 
system  of  dams  to  blockade  the  Colorado 
River  in  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  is  the 
major  unit  of  the  $1.2  billion  Colorado  River 
Project. 

Senate  old  hands  term  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  "a  monument”  to  aging  U.S. 
Sen.  Carl  Hayden,  now  89  and  nearing  the 
end  of  his  long  career. 

Finding  tough  opposition  from  Colorado 
and  Wyoming  sources,  Hayden  wanted  to 
amend  the  bill  to  offer  Colorado  $360  mil¬ 
lion  as  an  inducement  to  giving  him  his  way. 

You  don’t  scoff  at  $360  million,  but  neither 
can  you  be  bribed  into  giving  away  the  most 
valuable  resource  of  both  Colorado  and  Wyo¬ 
ming. 

The  money  would  go  to  build  and  develop 
storage  and  irrigation  systems  on  the  San 
Miguel,  Uncompahgre,  Dolores,  Animas,  La 
Plata  and  the  main  stem  of  the  Colorado 
where  it  leaves  the  state.  The  water  would 
augment  fruit  orchards,  ranches  and  farms 
in  the  high  mesa  country  of  the  Western 
Slope. 

Allott  demands  that  the  bill  provide  funds 
for  a  water  augmentation  program  whereby 
surplus  waters  in  giant  systems  such  as  the 
Columbia  River  might  be  diverted  to  states 
that  are  water -shy  and  growing  increasingly 
so. 

A  third  proposal  made  by  Allott  suggests 
that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  include  the 


projected  Hualapai  Dam,  above  the  great 
Hoover  Dam,  to  generate  power  that  could 
be  sold  to  pay  off  diversion  studies. 

The  system  of  equitably  allocating  water 
by  compact  is  a  tenuous  one  at  best.  Water, 
once  adjudicated  to  another  state,  never 
comes  back. 

We  applaud  the  stand  of  our  congressional 
representatives  and  trust  they  hold  the 
bridge  and  protect  our  water  interests. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Times, 
June  9,  1967] 

The  Politics  of  Water 

‘‘Man  is  losing  his  race  with  the  growing 
need  that  he  has  for  water,”  warned  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  at  the  recent  International 
Water  for  Peace  Conference. 

“While  men  barely  tap  the  abundance  of 
lakes,  rivers  and  streams,  others  watch  their 
crops  shrivel  with  drought. 

“How  can  we  engineer  continents  and  how 
can  we  direct  our  great  river  systems  to  make 
use  of  the  water  resources  that  all  of  us  are 
wasting  today?”  asked  the  President. 

Many  members  of  Congress  must  have 
found  a  special  irony  in  Mr.  Johnson’s  stir¬ 
ring  words.  For  the  advice  the  President  gave 
the  rest  of  the  world  is  being  ignored  by  his 
own  administration  in  the  development  of 
U.S.  water  resources,  particularly  in  the  arid 
Southwest. 

The  new  Colorado  River  Basin  bill  pre¬ 
sented  by  Interior  Secretary  Stewart  Udall  is. 
as  illogical  as  it  is  unfair.  Apparently  a 
variety  of  political  pressures  caused  the  ad¬ 
ministration  to  do  a  flip-flop  from  its  pre¬ 
vious  recommendations  for  a  regional  plan. 

Udall  stunned  the  Southwest  states  earlier 
this  year  with  a  new  proposal  calling  for 
construction  of  the  $1.1  billion  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  without  any  provision  for  re¬ 
placing  the  Colorado  River  water  it  would 
use,  and  with  no  protection  for  water  rights 
of  the  other  basin  states. 

The  secretary  performed  a  “bewildering 
intellectual  somersault,”  said  Sen.  Thomas 
Kuchel  (R-Calif.) . 

Last  year  Udall  favored  a  compromise 
agreement  among  the  basin  states  that  in¬ 
cluded  construction  of  the  project,  guaran¬ 
tees  of  water  rights  and  establishment  of  a 
development  fund  for  other  basin  projects. 

A  key  element  of  that  pact  was  insistence 
upon  studies  leading  to  importation  of  water 
from  areas  of  surplus — “to  make  use,”  as  the 
President  put  it,  “of  the  water  resources  that 
all  of  us  are  wasting  today.” 

The  inter-state  agreement,  however,  got 
caught  in  the  rapids  of  power  politics. 

Most  obvious  source  from  which  to  import 
water  is  the  Columbia  River — where,  to  quote 
the  President  again,  “men  barely  tap  the 
abundance.”  More  than  10  times  the  annual 
flow  of  the  Colorado  is  annually  wasted  into 
the  sea  from  the  Columbia. 

Water  from  inter-state  river  systems  like 
the  Columbia  does  not  belong  to  any  one 
state  and  is  subject  to  the  will  of  Congress. 
But  the  state  of  Washington  has  very  power¬ 
ful  representation  in  Congress,  including 
Sen.  Henry  Jackson,  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Interior  Committee. 

Sen.  Jackson  does  not  want  any  mention  of 
importation  studies  in  the  Colorado  River 
bill  that  his  committee  will  begin  marking 
up  today.  And  none  will  be,  despite  the  ob¬ 
jections  of  Sen.  Kuchel. 

Arizona,  however,  seems  willing  to  pay  al¬ 
most  any  price  for  its  long-sought  project 
and  has  all  but  repudiated  its  prior  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  other  basin  states. 

It  knows  that  without  such  importation 
there  won’t  be  enough  water  in  the  river  to 
supply  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  to 
meet  the  minimum  amounts  guaranteed  to 
other  basin  states  by  law  and  to  Mexico  by 
treaty. 

Although  Arizona  may  be  willing  to  take 
that  chance,  California  cannot.  Nor  can  the 
other  members  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
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If  the  authorization  again  fails,  Arizona 
will  have  only  itself  to  blame.  There  isn’t 
room  on  the  river  for  a  project  that  can  be 
built  only  at  the  expense  of  other  states’ 
water  rights. 

President  Johnson,  therefore,  ought  to 
step  up  in  now  to  assure  that  a  proper 
regional  solution  is  achieved  before  the  polit¬ 
ical  well  runs  dry. 

[From  the  Desert  Hot  Springs  (Calif.) 

Desert  Sentinel,  June  8,  1967] 

Kuchel  Bill  Needs  Support 
The  Colorado  River  Basin  is  a  water-de¬ 
ficient  area.  The  Southwest,  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  particular,  is  dependent  upon  the 
Colorado  River  water  supply:  A  supply  which 
has  been  over-committed  by  compact,  court 
decrees  and  present  long-time  uses. 

Today,  Southern  California  must  again 
battle  to  protect  its  rights  in  the  river  or 
face  a  drying  up  of  more  than  $600  million 
invested  in  water  facilities  unless  Congress 
faces  up  to  the  obligation  of  enacting  mean¬ 
ingful  legislation  to  provide  realistic  solu¬ 
tions  to  the  inevitable  water  shortage  that 
will  follow  unrestricted  authorization  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project. 

The  Colorado  River  Board  of  California 
and  Coachella  Valley  County  Water  District, 
imperial  Irrigation  District  and  other  Colo¬ 
rado  River  users  have  firmly  resolved  to  op¬ 
pose  river  legislation  now  before  Congress 
which  is  proposed  by  Arizona  and  the  federal 
administration. 

These  California  agencies  take  the  stand 
that  the  proposed  CAP  bills  of  Arizona  and 
Secretary  of  Interior  Udall  fail  to  recognize 
the  water  deficiencies  and  demands  already 
caused  by  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  exist¬ 
ing  water  rights  and  other  authorized  uses 
as  well  as  evaporation  losses  upon  all  of 
which  would  be  added  the  new  burden  of  the 
Arizona  proposal. 

California,  which  has  been  using  5.1  mil¬ 
lion  acre  feet  for  many  years,  has  projects  de¬ 
signed  to  take  5.4  million  acre  feet  per  year. 
Californians  will  recall  that  in  1929  this  state 
agreed  to  limit  itself  to  4.4  million  acre  feet. 
California’s  right  to  4.4  million  acre  feet,  its 
limitation  underscored  by  the  Supreme 
Court  ruling,  has  been  regularly  acknowl¬ 
edged  by  Arizona.  Simple  arithmetic  shows 
this  is  700,000  acre  feet  less  than  we  are 
currently  using. 

The  problem  is  that  even  with  the  opti¬ 
mum  flow  of  7.5  million  acre  feet  per  year 
in  the  lower  Colorado  River,  the  Lower  Basin 
will  be  short  of  river  water.  It  is  intolerable 
to  contemplate  a  project  such  as  the  CAP 
without  assurance  that  present  rights  are 
protected  or  that  more  water  is  assured  from 
other  sources.  Who  will  bear  the  burden? 
What  principles  should  apply? 

California  supports  the  Colorado  River  Bill 
S-861  introduced  by  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel  in 
which  he  is  joined  by  Sen.  George  Murphy. 
California  also  supports  the  counterpart  in 
the  House,  H.R.  3300  by  Rep.  Wayne  Aspinall 
of  Colorado.  California  does  so  because  S-861 
embodies  the  principles  on  which  all  seven 
Colorado  River  basin  states  agreed  last  year. 
Sen.  Kuchel’s  S-861  states  the  conditions  on 
which  the  basin  states  could  support  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

Basically,  the  stand  of  most  basin  states 
and  the  California  agencies  contains  these 
points : 

That  when  there  are  shortages  of  water  in 
the  river,  Arizona  shall  be  limited  in  diver¬ 
sions  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project  to  as¬ 
sure  water  to  supply  the  existing  projects 
in  Arizona  and  Nevada  and  existing  proj¬ 
ects  in  California  not  in  excess  of  4.4  million 
acre  feet.  In  other  words,  Central  Arizona’s 
project  must  bear  its  portion  of  any  shortages 
that  project  may  create. 

That  this  priority  for  the  existing  projects 
would  terminate  when  2.5  million  acre  feet 
of  surplus  water  is  imported  from  another 
basin  into  the  Colorado  River.  In  other 
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words,  meaningful  studies  of  water  importa¬ 
tion  projects  must  be  made  now  and  must 
be  realistic  and  purposeful  before  the  CAP 
can  be  approved. 

That  California's  protection  of  its  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre  feet  limitation  must  be  maintained, 
and  the  future  augmentation  of  the  river  by 
2.5  million  acre  feet  is  a  realistic  goal. 

That  the  high  Hualapai  Dam  and  power 
generating  plant  is  also  an  integral  part  of 
the  program  which  must  be  incorporated  into 
any  Central  Arizona  Project  legislation.  Hua¬ 
lapai  Dam  would  provide  development  funds 
for  underwriting  costs  of  works  to  import  the 
necessary  supplemental  wafers . 

These  principles  must  be  included  in  any 
Colorado  River  legislation.  Sen.  Kuchel’s 
S-861  does  this.  It  is  the  only  solution  to 
what  otherwise  will  mean  a  drying  up  of  the 
already  over-burdened  river. 

Southern  California,  indeed,  all  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  the  Southwest  should  so  advise 
their  senators  and  congressmen  of  their  sup¬ 
port  of  S-861  today.  We  ought  to  all  rise 
up  and  tell  President  Johnson  we  mean  busi¬ 
ness  and  we  need  water! 


[Prom  the  Desert  Hot  Springs  (Calif.)  Desert 
Sun,  June  7,  1967] 

The  Heart  op  a  Water  Problem 

The  famed  Colorado  River  Water  Fight  is 
still  being  waged,  and  we  might  as  well  rec¬ 
ognize  it.  The  term  itself  has  been  heard 
seldom  since  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  deci¬ 
sion  settling  the  California-Arizona  legal 
battle.  But  the  one  agonizing  fact  that  can¬ 
not  be  eluded  remains,  and  that  fact  sup¬ 
ports  continuing  struggle: 

The,  Southwest  is  dependent  upon  a  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  supply  which  has  been 
over-committed  by  compact,  court  decrees 
and  long-time  uses. 

And  all  of  the  fighting,  the  jockeying  of 
legislation  and  other  politicking,  comes 
down  to  various  sections  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  trying  to  finagle  more  water  or 
hold  onto  rights  they  believe  they  already 
have. 

The  situation  as  it  exists  today  is  vastly 
complex,  involving  all  sorts  of  statistical, 
engineering  and  political  issues,  but  that 
over-commitment  is  the  key  to  California’s 
stand  against  bills  proposed  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project. 

This  state’s  Colorado  River  users  take  the 
stand  that  the  proposed  CAP  bills  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  Secretary  of  Interior  Udall  fail  to 
recognize  the  water  deficiencies  and  de¬ 
mands.  The  view  simply  is  that  it  is  intol¬ 
erable  to  contemplate  a  project  such  as  the 
CAP  without  assurance  that  present  rights 
are  protected  or  that  more  water  is  assured 
from  other  sources. 

Any  attempt  to  discuss  this  great  issue 
without  reference  to  specific  details — par¬ 
ticularly  acre  feet  of  water — is  difficult,  but 
let’s  accept  a  bit  of  oversimplification  in 
hopes  of  better  understanding. 

Basically,  the  stand  of  California  and  most 
of  the  basin  states  is  embodied  in  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Coa¬ 
chella  Valley  County  Water  District  sup¬ 
porting  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel’s  Colorado  Bill 
S-861,  which,  the  resolution  states,  contains 
the  essential  features  for  a  settlement  of  the 
issues. 

That  resolution,  oversimplified,  calls  for: 

Works  to  augment  the  Lower  Basin  water 
supply.  This  includes  authorization  for 
meaningful  studies  for  that  purpose,  includ¬ 
ing  studies  on  importations  necessary  to  firm 
up  the  water  apportioned  to  the  Lower  Basin 
by  the  Supreme  Court  Decree  and  studies  of 
adequate  protection  of  areas  and  states  where 
that  imported  water  originates. 

Acceptance  of  a  proposal  which  would 
provide  Colorado  River  basin  project  funds 
from  sale  of  power  from  a  high  Hualapai 
Dam. 

Provision  that  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
would  bear  its  portion  of  any  shortages  which 


Protection  of  existing  projects  and  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  allocation  by  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  gut  issue,  it  appears,  is  that  California 
insists  that  the  over-commitment  of  water 
be  recognized  and  enough  water  be  provided 
to  meet  that  commitment.  Sen.  Kuchel’s  bill 
seeks  that.  The  other  two  bills  ignore  that 
demand. 

But  the  details — the  acre-feet,  the  dates  of 
compacts  and  court  decisions,  the  state  and 
area  loyalties — can  and  do  confuse  that  is¬ 
sue  for  many  of  us. 

That  they  do  is  a  shame.  The  problem  is 
truly  a  regional  one.  The  Southwest  simply 
does  not  have  enough  water  and  finding  a 
way  to  provide  enough  water  is  the  reason¬ 
able  approach,  not  deciding  who  will  have 
and  who  will  not  have. 

This  is  important  to  all  areas  of  the  South¬ 
west,  directly  or  indirectly.  Palm  Springs, 
which  uses  not  a  drop  of  Colorado  River 
water,  is  almost  directly  affected  by  the  well¬ 
being  of  those  areas  which  do. 

The  solution  sought  by  the  Kuchel  bill  is 
the  only  satisfactory  solution:  The  solution 
to  the  Southwest  Water  Problem. 

And  we  should  let  our  legislators  know  we 
believe  in  that. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Herald 
Examiner,  May  25,  1967] 

Fighting  Back 

Cornered  and  with  their  patience  worn 
out  by  Colorado  River  water  decisions  which 
may  be  running  against  them,  the  people  of 
California  have  decided  they  must  fight  to 
protect  their  rights  in  the  great  water  con¬ 
troversy. 

The  Colorado  River  Board  of  California 
announced  it  had  unanimously  voted  to  op¬ 
pose  in  Congress  the  Colorado  River  legisla¬ 
tion  now  being  supported  by  Arizona  and 
the  national  Administration. 

In  so  doing  they  will  be  backing  the 
opinions  of  Gov.  Ronald  Reagan,  Atty.  Gen. 
Thomas  C.  Lynch  and  Senators  Thomas 
Kuchel  and  George  Murphy.  They  also  will 
support  the  Kuchel  Colorado  River  bill, 
S.  861,  in  which  Kuchel  is  joined  by  Sen. 
Murphy. 

Here  is  the  Colorado  River  Board’s  posi¬ 
tion: 

1.  Loss  to  the  Metropolitan  Water  District 

must  be  limited  to  662,000  acre-feet  annually 
against  any  demand  from  newer  projects — 
such  as  the  contemplated  Central  Arizona 
water  plan.  \ 

2.  A  comprehensive  study  of  water  to  aug¬ 
ment  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
mainstream,  including  studies  if  importa¬ 
tion  possibilities,  should  get  under  way  at 
once.  (This  would  include  the  possibility 
of  obtaining  water  from  the  Columbia 
River.) 

3.  A  5  million  kilowatt  hydroplant  at 
Hualapai  Dam  in  Bridge  Canyon,  with 
pumped  storage  features  to  meet  power  de¬ 
mand  peaks,  should  be  authorized  as  an 
essential  source  of  low  cost  electricity  for 
the  growing  economy  of  the  Southwest  as 
well  as  a  source  of  funds  to  finance  facili¬ 
ties  to  add  water  to  the  Colorado  River. 

Arizona  and  California  formerly  worked 
together  in  an  attempt  to  protect  the  in¬ 
terests  of  both.  Arizona  in  recent  months 
has  made  it  obvious  that  it  no  longer  intends 
to  pursue  this  common  defense  policy — 
that  it  planned  to  act  alone. 

There  is  only  one  move  that  can  be  made 
now  if  California  is  to  protect  its  present 
and  future  water  supplies. 

The  people  of  this  state  and  all  their  sen¬ 
ators  and  congressmen  must  get  out  and 
fight! 

Otherwise,  the  waters  of  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  will  be  drained  off  so  extensively  by 
the  Central  Arizona  and  other  projects  that 
the  great  Metropolitan  Aqueduct  will  run 
dry,  the  California  economy  will  be  effected 
and  thousands  of  Californians  will  face  the 
ruin  that  goes  with  lack  of  sufficient  water. 


[From  the  Denver  (Colo.)  Post, 

March  19,  1967] 

Water:  Every  Man  for  Himself 

The  biggest  mistake  Interior  Secretary 
Stewart  Udall  could  make  in  assessing  the 
Colorado  River  hearings  in  Washington 
would  be  to  assume  that  Colorado  and  other 
upstream  states  are  perverse  in  expressing 
purely  local  viewpoint. 

To  some  extent,  we’re  forced  to  seek  lim¬ 
ited  goals — for  two  reasons: 

Udall  himself  has  offered  his  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  (CAP)  legislative  proposal  as  a 
purely  local  benefit  (including  a  federal  sub¬ 
sidy)  for  Arizona.  We  in  the  upper  basin 
have  had  to  react  by  pushing  our  own 
interests. 

The  administration  has  abandoned  na¬ 
tional  water  planning  as  a  contemporary 
fact  of  life.  Udall  is  willing  to  study  the 
idea  in  the  abstract  but  that  isn’t  enough 
for  water-short  areas  in  the  Southwest.  As 
a  result,  it’s  every  man — or  state,  or  region — 
for  himself. 

What  we  need  in  the  long  run  is  intelli¬ 
gent  planning  on  a  regional  and  national 
basis.  This  concept  should  be  responsive  to 
local  interests.  Some  of  the  most  compre¬ 
hensive  knowledge  on  how  water  can  be  used 
is  available  in  states  and  regions. 

But  having  said  that,  there  is  no  question 
about  the  necessity  for  studies  of  future  wa¬ 
ter  use  on  an  intensive  scale  we  have  not 
yet  seen. 

Considering  population  trends  and  food 
needs  how  much  priority  should  be  placed 
on  irrigation  over  the  next  couple  decades 
and  for  what  kinds  of  crops?  How  much  in¬ 
dustry  should  there  be — in  relation  to  water 
use — in  dry  areas  of  the  West?  What  kind 
of  industry? 

In  the  absence  of  a  specific  interest  in 
these  questions  by  a  spceiflc  governmental 
agency — and  we’re  thinking  of  Udall’s  In¬ 
terior  Department — the  people  of  regions 
and  states  have  no  alternative  but  to  fight 
for  local  projects  as  a  quid  pro  quo  to  the 
parochialism  shown  by  Stewart  Udall  to¬ 
ward  his  home  state. 

We’re  not  speaking  theoretically.  Arizona 
is  not  alone  in  having  water  shortages.  The 
well-drilling  squabbles  in  Colorado’s  legis¬ 
lature  is  an  indication  of  an  incipient 
drought  crisis.  A  dry  year  would  bring  seri¬ 
ous  shortages  in  basins  all  over  the  state. 

What  we  need  is  a  combination  of  prac¬ 
tical  reclamation  efforts,  as  Rep.  Wayne  As- 
pinall,  D-Colo.,  so  ably  represents  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  some  really  visionary  priority¬ 
setting  under  state  and  federal  leadership. 
We  think  that  would  include  a  specific  call 
for  study  of  diversion  of  water  from  water- 
rich  areas. 

But,  basically,  we  need  leadership  and  it 
can  only  come  from  Washington.  We  hope  to 
secure  that  leadership  as  a  supplement  to 
our  own  efforts  which,  in  the  absence  of 
leadership,  must  remain  ‘‘local.” 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Times, 
Mar.  10,  1967] 

Compromise  on  the  Colorado 

The  Battle  of  the  Colorado  River  will  be 
resumed  Monday  in  Congress  with  new  plans 
and  new  tactics.  The  fighting,  however,  will 
be  as  senseless  and  unnecessary  as  ever. 

Again  the  states  of  the  Pacific  Southwest 
will  be  quarreling  over  how  to  divide  future 
water  shortages  rather  than  working  to  bring 
surplus  water  from  other  areas  into  the 
meager  Colorado. 

Last  year  California  and  the  rest  of  the 
states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  were 
joined  as  allies  in  support  of  legislation  that 
would  assure  them  enough  water  to  meet 
their  future  needs. 

Now,  however,  the  allies  threaten  to  be¬ 
come  adversaries,  a  division  that  could  be 
disastrous  for  their  common  cause. 

The  only  “victors”  would  be  those  mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  from  the  Pacific  Northwest 
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who  are  determined  that  every  drop  of  the 
vast  surplus  of  Columbia  River  water  should 
continue  to  be  wasted  into  the  Pacific  Ocean 
Instead  of  used  to  relieve  compelling  short¬ 
ages  in  other  states. 

The  split  in  the  Southwest  is  the  result 
of  an  extraordinary  flip-flop  by  Interior  Sec¬ 
retary  Stewart  Udall,  whose  new  regional 
water  development  plan  repudiates  most  of 
his  earlier  proposals.  About  the  only  resem¬ 
blance  to  the  previous  plans  is  authorization 
of  the  $1.2  million  Central  Arizona  Project. 

The  latest  Udall  proposal  backs  down  on 
the  necessary  dams  for  the  project,  makes 
no  provision  for  augmentation  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  and  dismisses  the  all-important  guar¬ 
antee  to  California  of  the  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  specified  in  the  Colorado  River 
Compact. 

Even  many  Arizonans  were  enraged  by  this 
collection  of  concessions  despite  its  provi¬ 
sion  for  their  long-cherished  project.  Sec¬ 
retary  Udall  has  ‘‘double-crossed  his  own 
state,”  declared  Arizona  State  Sen.  Ray 
Goetze,  Natural  Resources  Committee  chair¬ 
man. 

California  has  explored  every  avenue  of 
compromise  and  still  desires  to  support  Ari¬ 
zona,  but  not  at  the  expense  of  our  fun¬ 
damental  water  rights. 

Te  that  end.  Rep.  Craig  Hosmer  and  Sen. 
Thomas  Kuchel  have  introduced  compromise 
bills  for  CAP  construction  and  for  augmen¬ 
tation  studies  that  are  in  the  best  interests 
of  all  Colorado  Basin  states.  A  number  of 
other  legislators  are  joined  as  co-sponsors, 
and  Gov.  Reagan  has  spoken  out  in  strong 
support  of  the  bills. 

“Legislation  to  authorize  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,”  said  Reagan,  “must  recognize 
that  the  dependable  water  supply  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  available  to  the  Lower  Basin  is  insuf¬ 
ficient  to  meet  existing  uses  plus  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  CAP.” 

It  is  as  simple  as  that.  There  just  isn’t 
enough  water  in  the  river,  and  all  the  argu¬ 
ing  among  the  Colorado  Basin  states  won’t 
alter  that  obvious  fact. 

The  sooner  that  all  the  states  of  the 
Southwest  face  up  to  reality  the  sooner  will 
a  proper  solution  to  their  water  shortages 
be  achieved. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Herald- 
Examiner,  Feb.  21,  1967 J 
The  Big  Fault 

California’s  U.S.  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel  has 
thrown  a  stop-gap  bill  into  Congress  designed 
to  continue  protection  of  the  4.4  million  acre 
feet  of  Colorado  River  water  annually  guar¬ 
anteed  to  California. 

What  this  bill  really  amounts  to  is  the 
opening  of  a  new  battle  in  Congress  to  con¬ 
serve  and  distribute  to  all  of  the  Southwest 
states  whatever  water  becomes  available  over 
the  next  quarter  century. 

The  heart  of  it  is  what  it  always  has  been, 
a  comprehensive  study  of  the  availability  of 
a  small  portion  of  the  180  million  acre  feet 
of  water  from  the  mighty  Columbia  River 
which  annually  goes  to  waste  in  the  Pacific 
Ocean.  This  demand  for  such  survey  also  is 
Included  in  the  Kuchel  bill. 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart  Udall  has 
thrown  a  monkey  wrench  into  the  plans  of 
the  Southwest  states  by  dismissing  Califor¬ 
nia’s  guarantee  of  4.4  million  acre  feet 
annually  from  the  Colorado  by  declaring  this 
now  must  become  a  matter  of  congressional 
determination. 

It  is  significant  that  although  some  years 
ago  the  battle  for  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
was  between  only  two  states,  California  and 
Arizona,  now  the  other  states  along  the  Colo¬ 
rado  have  become  seriously  involved. 

The  influential  Denver  Post,  for  instance, 
relates  the  woes  of  Colorado  in  an  editorial 
which  includes  the  following: 

“He  (Udall)  would  drop  plans  to  build 
dams  in  Grand  Canyon — which  we  have  sug¬ 
gested.  But  he  also  would  drop  plans  to  study 


Importation  of  water  from  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west — plans  we  think  are  vital. 

"Logically,  if  it  makes  sense  for  Arizona  to 
borrow  surplus  waters  from  other  states  up¬ 
stream  on  the  Colorado  River  it  makes  sense 
to  consider  importation  of  surplus  water  from 
the  Pacific  Northwest.” 

In  other  words,  what’s  good  for  the  goose  is 
good  for  the  gander,  and  if  you  are  going  to 
take  water  away  from  Colorado  why  not  take 
it  away  from  Washington  and  Oregon  when 
the  taking  of  normally  wasted  water  is  vitally 
necessary  for  the  existence  of  arid  areas? 

On  Arizona’s  part,  the  people  there  are 
not  too  happy,  either.  They  must  either  gain 
the  cooperation  of  other  states  to  help  them 
get  Federal  funding  for  their  Central  Arizona 
Project  for  irrigation  or  try  to  do  the  job 
alone  at  vast  cost  to  the  state’s  citizens. 

The  Phoenix  Gazette  laments  editoriallv 
that:  * 

"In  retrospect  it  seems  quite  likely  that 
our  state’s  mistake  last  year  was  in  tying 
itself  down  to  specific  plans  and  compromises 
without  first  having  an  airtight  commitment 
from  others  which  would  have  resulted  in 
passage  of  project  (CAP)  legislation.” 

Last  year,  Arizona  and  California  had  fi¬ 
nally  reached  the  ultimate  in  rapport. 

California  was  going  to  support  legisla¬ 
tion  authorizing  the  Central  Arizona  Protect 
and  Arizona  was  to  acknowledge  California’s 
right  to  4.4  million  acre  feet  of  Colorado 
River  water  annually.  Other  Western  states 
had  joined  in  this  important  mutual  accord. 

And  then  there  was  a  slipup  and  the  nec¬ 
essary  Federal  legislation  failed  to  pass  in  the 
closing  days  of  that  Congress. 

What  has  just  occurred,  the  new  and  vast¬ 
ly  revised  Stewart-Udall  formula  is  due  we 
believe,  to  a  gradual  thaw  and  breakup  of 
the  Western  states  friendship  treaty  This 
newspaper  always  has  urged  the  necessity  of 
such  a  treaty  organization.  We  hope  the 
senators,  congressmen  and  governors  of  the 
Western  states  push  for  its  revival  again  in 
rousing  fashion. 

[From  the  Monrovia  (Calif.)  News  Post, 
Feb.  20,  1967] 

Long-Range  Needs:  Udall  Water  Plan  Is 
Awash 

Dividing  scarcity  is  an  exercise  in  futility 
yet  this  is  what  Secretary  of  Interior  Stewart 
Udall  now  proposes  for  the  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

Three  years  ago  the  secretary  endorsed  a 
sensible  regional  water  conservation  plan 
that  included  a  guarantee  of  all  the  states’ 
basic  rights  to  water. 

It  included  the  Central  Arizona  Project  to 
bring  water  to  Phoenix  and  Tucson  and  lift¬ 
ed  sights  to  the  time  when  water  would  have 
to  be  imported  into  the  basin  from  other 
sources. 

Implementation  of  regional  water  plans 
depends  on  funds  to  be  obtained  from  the 
sale  of  power  to  be  generated  at  proposed 
Marble  Canyon  and  Bridge  (Hualapai)  Can¬ 
yon  dams. 

Now  in  an  astonishing  reversal,  Mr.  Udall 
has  abandoned  this  imaginative  and  realistic 
regional  approach  in  favor  of  a  Central 
Arizona  Plan  without  the  dams,  but  with 
construction  of  a  thermal  power  plant.  It 
is  a  retreat  from  pressure  opposing  the  two 
dams  in  the  name  of  “conservation.” 

And  it  is  a  plan  that  will  again  divide  the 
basin  into  sectionalism,  set  neighbor  state 
against  neighbor  state  in  a  fight  for  water 
that  does  not  exist  and  put  the  Interior  De¬ 
partment  further  into  thermal  generation, 
where  it  does  not  belong. 

There  simply  is  not  enough  water  in  the 
Colorado  Basin  to  serve  the  needs  of  the 
190,000  square  mile  area.  The  river  produces 
about  16.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  a  year 
Demands  on  this  source  total  about  17.8  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet. 

Without  outside  sources  of  water,  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 


would  divert  1.2  million  acre-feet  to  Phoenix 
and  Tucson  and  cut  California’s  fundamen- 
tal  right  to  4.4  million  acre-feet  in  half.  It 
is  a  plan  the  Golden  State  could  not  tolerate. 

There  fortunately  is  a  sensible  compromise 
between  the  original  plan  for  a  regional  pro- 
and  the  unthinkable  retrogression  of 
Mr.  Udall.  It  is  in  the  measure  introduced 
by  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel,  Republican  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  patterned  after  a  bill  approved  by  the 
House  Interior  Committee  last  year. 

It  would  reinstate  the  original  regional 
approach,  but  construct  only  the  Hualapai 
Dam,  80.8  miles  down-stream  from  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  at  the  headwaters  of 
Lake  Mead.  As  a  concession  to  “conservation¬ 
ists”  Marble  Canyon  Dam,  12.5  miles  above 
the  eastern  boundary  of  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  would  be  eliminated.  California’s 
basic  water  rights,  fundamental  in  any  plan 
would  be  protected. 

It  is  a  minimally  essential  plan  to  protect 
the  regional  approach  and  provide  long  range 
water  needs  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  that 
should  be  approved  by  Congress. 

[From  the  San  Jose  (Calif.)  News,  Feb  18 
1967] 

New  Water  Plan  Threat  to  State 
The  Colorado  River  was  is  flaming  again, 
and  the  front  line  currently  is  on  the  banks 
of  the  far  away  Potomac. 

A  combine  of  senators  from  thirsty  Ari¬ 
zona  and  Jealously  apprehensive  Washing¬ 
ton  state  have  introduced  a  bill  that  runs 
completely  counter  to  California’s  interests. 

The  bill  would  revive  in  modified  form  the 
Arizona  water  project  which  failed  to  get 
through  the  89th  Congress.  Two  of  the  mod¬ 
ifications  are  deadly,  from  California’s  point 
of  view.  Missing  from  the  bill  are  a  guaran¬ 
tee  that  California  will  continue  to  get  some 
Colorado  River  water  and  that  a  study  will 
be  made  of  the  possibility  of  exporting  ex¬ 
cess  water  from  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Sen.  Kuchel  of  California  has  introduced 
his  own  bill  which  includes  these  vital  pro¬ 
visions. 

The  state  of  Washington  does  not  want 
anyone  even  talking  about  taking  water  out 
of  the  Northwest.  And  Arizona  is  willing  to 
go  along  with  this,  apparently  feeling  that 
an  alliance  with  the  Northwestern  bloc  will 
be  powerful  enough  to  put  the  bill  through. 
And  it  well  might. 

One  sponsor  of  the  anti-California  meas¬ 
ure  is  Arizona’s  Sen.  Carl  Hayden,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  potent  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee.  Another  sponsor  is  Washington’s  Sen. 
Henry  M.  Jackson,  chairman  of  the  Interior 
Committee,  which  will  conduct  hearings  on 
any  Colorado  River  bill  that  stands  a  chance 
of  getting  to  the  floor. 

And  the  Hayden-Jackson  bill  is  not  far 
removed  from  the  latest  Colorado  River  plan 
of  Interior  Secretary  Stewart  Udall,  him¬ 
self  an  Arizonan. 

That  is  a  tough  combination  to  beat.  Sen. 
Kuchel  may  have  to  call  in  all  the  political 
IOUs  he  has  collected  in  the  Senate  over  the 
years  to  curb  this  anti-California  move.  The 
state’s  delegation  in  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  must  start  mobilizing  its  resources  as 
well. 

The  Kuchel  bill,  like  its  predecessor  which 
was  killed  last  year,  benefits  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  This  is  important  to  the  northern 
section  of  the  state,  however,  because  a 
thirsty  South  can  be  a  heavy  drain  on  the 
North’s  water  supply. 


[From  the  Torrance  (Calif.)  S.  Bay  Daily 
Breeze,  Feb.  13,  1967] 

A  Rationing  of  Scarcity 
Dividing  scarcity  is  an  exercise  in  futility, 
yet  this  is  what  Secretary  of  Interior  Stewart 
Udall  now  proposes  for  the  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

Three  years  ago  the  Secretary  endorsed  a 
sensible  regional  water  conservation  plan 
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that  included  a  guarantee  of  all  the  states’ 
basic  rights  to  water. 

It  included  the  Central  Arizona  Project  to 
bring  water  to  Phoenix  and  Tucson  and 
lifted  sights  to  the  time  when  water  would 
have  to  be  imported  into  the  basin  from 
other  sources. 

Importation  of  water  studies  depended  in  a 
large  part  on  funds  to  be  obtained  from  the 
sale  of  power  to  be  generated  at  proposed 
Marble  and  Bridge  (Hualapai)  Canyon 
Dams. 

Now,  in  an  astonishing  reversal,  Mr.  Udall 
has  abandoned  this  imaginative  and  realistic 
regional  approach  in  favor  of  a  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  plans  without  the  dams,  but  with  con¬ 
struction  of  a  thermal  power  plant.  It  is  a 
retreat  from  pressure  opposing  the  two  dams 
in  the  name  of  “conservation.’.’ 

And  it  is  a  plan  that  will  again  divide  the 
basin  into  sectionalism,  set  neighbor  state 
against  neighbor  state  in  a  fight  for  water 
that  does  not  exist  and  put  the  Interior  De¬ 
partment  further  into  thermal  generation, 
where  it  does  not  belong. 

There  simply  is  not  enough  water  in  the 
Colorado  basin  to  serve  the  needs  of  the 
190,000-square-mile  area.  The  river  produces 
about  16.5  million  acre  feet  of  water  a  year. 
Demands  on  this  source  is  about  17.8  million 
acre  feet. 

Without  outside  sources  of  water,  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
would  divert  1.2  million  acre  feet  to  Phoenix 
and  Tucson  and  cut  California’s  funda¬ 
mental  right  to  4.4  million  acre  feet  in  half. 
It  is  a  plan  the  Golden  State  could  not 
tolerate. 

There  fortunately  is  a  sensible  compromise 
between  the  original  plan  for  a  regional  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  unthinkable  extreme  of  Mr. 
Udall.  It  is  in  the  measure  introduced  by 
Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel,  Republican  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  patterned  after  a  bill  approved  by 
the  House  Interior  Committee  last  year. 

It  would  reinstate  the  original  regional 
approach,  but  construct  only  the  Hualapai 
dam,  80.8  miles  downstream  from  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  at  the  headwaters  of 
Lake  Mead.  As  a  concession  to  “conservation¬ 
ists”  Marble  Canyon  dam,  12.5  miles  above 
the  eastern  boundary  of  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  would  be  eliminated.  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  basic  water  rights,  fundamental  in 
any  plan  would  be  protected. 

It  is  a  minimally  essential  plan  to  protect 
the  regional  approach  and  provide  long- 
range  water  needs  of  the  Colorado  River 
basin  that  should  be  approved  by  Congress. 


[From  the  San  Diego  (Calif.)  Union,  Feb. 

11,  1967] 

Kuchel’s  Regional  Proposal  Is  Sensible: 

Udall  Water  Plan  Doesn’t  Wash 

Dividing  scarcity  is  an  exercise  in  futility, 
yet  this  is  what  Secretary  of  Interior  Stewart 
Udall  now  proposes  for  the  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

Three  years  ago  the  secretary  endorsed  a 
sensible  regional  water  conservation  plan 
that  included  a  guarantee  of  all  the  states’ 
basic  rights  to  water. 

It  included  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
to  breing  wtaer  to  Phoenix  and  Tucson  and 
lifted  sights  to  the  time  when  water  would 
have  to  be  imported  into  the  basin  from  oth¬ 
er  sources. 

Implementation  of  regional  water  plans 
depends  on  funds  to  be  obtained  from  the 
sale  of  power  to  be  generated  at  proposed 
Marble  Canyon  and  Bridge  (Hualapai)  Can¬ 
yon  dams. 

Now  in  an  astonishing  reversal,  Mr.  Udall 
has  abandoned  this  imaginative  and  real¬ 
istic  regional  approach  in  favor  of  a  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Plan  without  the  dams,  but 
with  construction  of  a  thermal  power  plant. 
It  is  a  retreat  from  pressure  opposing  the 
two  dams  in  the  name  of  “conservation.” 

And  it  is  a  plan  that  will  again  divide  the 


basin  into  sectionalism,  set  neighbor  state 
against  neighbor  state  in  a  fight  for  water 
that  does  not  exist  and  put  the  Interior  De¬ 
partment  further  into  thermal  generation, 
where  it  does  not  belong. 

There  simply  is  not  enough  water  in  the 
Colorado  Basin  to  serve  the  needs  of  the 
190,000  square  mile  area.  The  river  produces 
about  16.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  a  year, 
Demands  on  this  source  total  about  17.8  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet. 

Without  outside  sources  of  water,  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
would  divert  1.2  million  acre-feet  to  Phoenix 
and  Tucson  and  cut  California’s  funda¬ 
mental  right  to  4.4  million  acre-feet  in  half. 
It  is  a  plan  the  Golden  State  could  not 
tolerate. 

There  fortunately  is  a  sensible  compro¬ 
mise  between  the  original  plan  for  a  regional 
program  and  the  unthinkable  retrogression 
of  Mr.  Udall.  It  is  in  the  measure  introduced 
by  Sen.  Thomas  Kuchel,  Republican  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  patterned  after  a  bill  approved  by 
the  House  Interior  Committee  last  year. 

It  would  reinstate  the  original  regional  ap¬ 
proach,  but  construct  only  the  Hualapai 
Dam,  80.8  miles  downstream  from  Grand 
Canyon  National  Park  at  the  headwaters  of 
Lake  Mead.  As  a  concession  to  “conservation¬ 
ists”  Marble  Canyon  Dam,  12.5  miles  above 
the  eastern  boundary  of  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  would  be  eliminated.  California’s 
basic  water  rights,  fundamental  in  any  plan, 
would  be  protected. 

It  is  a  minimally  essential  plan  to  protect 
the  regional  approach  and  provide  long 
range  water  needs  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  that  should  be  approved  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

[From  the  Tucson  (Ariz.)  Citizen,  Feb.  7, 
1967] 

New  CAP  Plan  Baffles  State 

Gov.  Jack  Williams  expressed  bewilderment 
last  week  when  he  was  advised  of  a  dras¬ 
tically  revised  Central  Arizona  Project  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Johnson  Administration. 

The  Arizona  governor  could  have  added 
that  he  was  stunned.  He,  as  were  most 
Arizonans,  was  caught  completely  off  guard 
by  Interior  Secretary  Stewart  Udall’s  pro¬ 
posal  which  reduces  the  seven-state  regional 
plan  to  a  three-county  Arizona  plan.  Sen. 
Paul  Fannin  was  wise  to  call  at  once  for  a 
meeting  of  Arizona’s  congressional  delega¬ 
tion  with  state  leaders. 

The  last  session  of  Congress  considered  a 
blockbuster  $2.1  billion  regional  water  plan 
to  develop  water  resources  in  the  lower  Col¬ 
orado  River  Basin.  The  Central  Arizona 
Project  was  part  of  the  regional  plan.  So  were 
two  dams  on  the  Colorado  River,  Hualapai 
and  Marble  Canyon  dams. 

The  bill  made  more  progress  than  ever 
before,  but  it  still  died  in  committee.  Some 
of  the  seven  states,  including  Arizona,  vowed 
to  renew  the  quest  for  vital  water  in  the 
90th  Congress. 

So  far  Arizona  and  two  other  states  have 
introduced  bills  which  are  modified  versions 
of  the  last  session’s  seven-state  regional 
plan.  Arizona’s,  for  instance,  whittled  the 
bill  down  by  eliminating  one  of  the  two  con¬ 
troversial  dams  opposed  by  the  conserva¬ 
tionist  Sierra  Club. 

These  states  and  Congress  in  general  were 
caught  by  surprise  by  Secretary  Udall’s  un¬ 
expected  $719  million  scaled-down  plan.  Re¬ 
action  generally  was  complete  bewilderment, 
but  among  Arizona  legislators  bewilderment 
slowly  has  turned  to  anger. 

Secretary  Udall’s  plan,  if  translated  into 
legislation,  means  that  Congress  will  enact 
legislation  which  would  increase  costs  of 
water  users  and  real  property  taxpayers  in 
just  three  counties  of  one  state. 

And,  this  is  what  makes  Arizonans  angry. 
If  the  CAP  is  going  to  be  an  Arizona  affair 
only,  why  is  this  a  matter  just  for  Con¬ 
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gress  to  decide?  And  why  is  it  necessary  to 
abandon  the  Marble  Canyon  Dam,  which 
would  not  spoil  the  Grand  Canyon  and  which 
would  help  finance  CAP? 

Certainly,  Arizona  is  in  a  better  position 
than  Congress  to  determine  how  to  proceed 
with  a  project  that  will  be  of  benefit  to  the 
entire  state,  not  Just  to  three  of  the  state’s 
counties  as  Secretary  Udall’s  plan  suggests. 

[From  the  Oakland  (Calif.)  Tribune, 

Feb.  7,  1967) 

Canyon  Fight 

When  he  announced  that  the  Administra¬ 
tion  was  dropping  its  plans  for  building  two 
controversial  dams  in  the  Grand  Canyon 
area,  Interior  Secretary  Stewart  L.  Udall 
denied  that  this  represented  capitulation  to 
conservationists  who  opposed  them. 

“This  is  not  a  big  victory  for  anyone,” 
Udall  said.  “It’s  a  victory  for  common  sense.” 

If  the  new  Colorado  River  development 
plan  represents  a  “common  sense”  approach, 
why  didn’t  the  Administration  propose  it  last 
year? 

[From  the  Long  Beach  (Calif.)  Independent 
Press-Telegram,  Feb.  5,  1967] 

Little  Choice  But  To  Fight  Udall  Plan 

Interior  Secretary  Stewart  L.  Udall  has 
scuttled  the  regional  plan  for  Colorado  River 
development. 

Instead,  he  announced  support  for  im¬ 
mediate  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  Under  his  proposal,  all  other  major 
elements  in  the  regional  plan  would  be  either 
abandoned  or  left  in  indefinite  suspension. 

To  California  water  officials  the  latest  ap¬ 
proach  is  flatly  unacceptable  because  it  junks 
a  guarantee  that  this  state  will  get  annual 
delivery  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water 
from  the  Colorado. 

This  minimum  allotment  was  a  vital  part 
of  the  package  legislation  introduced  in  Con¬ 
gress  a  year  ago  with  the  endorsement  of 
all  seven  of  the  Western  and  Southwestern 
states  directly  concerned.  It  was  no  less  in¬ 
tegral  to  the  regional  plan  than  the  building 
of  aqueducts  to  Central  Arizona. 

Udall  told  a  Washington  press  conference 
that  the  new  proposal  has  the  support  of 
the  White  House  and  the  Budget  Bureau. 
It  also  was  welcomed  by  Sen.  Henry  M.  Jack- 
son,  D-Wash.,  influential  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Interior  Committee.  His  attitude  prob¬ 
ably  reflects  that  of  other  lawmakers  from 
the  Northwest. 

The  California  delegation  in  Congress  thus 
faces  a  formidable  challenge,  as  was  implicit 
in  the  shocked  reactions  of  Sen.  Thomas  H. 
Kuchel  and  Rep.  Craig  Hosmer. 

Neither  Kuchel  nor  Hosmer  had  taken  it 
for  granted  that  the  regional  plan  would  be 
adopted  intact.  It  was  accepted  by  the  seven 
states  after  long  discussions  in  1965,  but  it 
never  got  out  of  committee  after  the  bill 
was  introduced  early  in  1966.  Pacific  North¬ 
west  interests,  the  conservationist  Sierra 
Club  and  other  behind-the-scenes  groups 
combined  to  stall  action. 

But  there  was  hope  that  some  workable 
variation  could  emerge  from  Senate  and 
House  committees.  While  California  sup¬ 
ported  the  whole  bill,  its  spokesmen  were 
willing  to  make  concessions  on  almost  any 
point  except  the  4.4  million  acre  feet  guar¬ 
antee. 

That  is  still  the  position  of  the  Colorado 
River  Board  of  California,  a  state  agency 
better  informed  than  anyone  else  on  the 
state’s  water  needs. 

It  seems  doubtful  now  that  a  genuine  re¬ 
gional  approach  can  be  salvaged  this  year. 
The  attempt  should  be  made,  however,  if 
any  reasonable  opportunity  appears. 

If  not,  Californians  and  their  friends  in 
the  river  valley  and  elsewhere  will  have  no 
choice  except  all-out  resistance  to  the  Udall 
proposal  for  the  Central  Arizona  project. 
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[From  the  Riverside  (Calif.)  Enterprise, 
Feb.  5,  1967] 

Udall  Undercuts  the  Water  Plan 

The  fight  for  comprehensive  regional  treat¬ 
ment  of  the  West’s  water  problems  is  by  no 
means  lost.  But  it  has  been  made  much  more 
difficult  by  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart 
Udall ’s  surprise  retreat  from  the  basis  of  the 
seven-state  plan  agreed  upon  last  year. 

Mr.  Udall’s  new  plan  would  satisfy  Arizona 
interests  that  are  pushing  for  more  water  for 
Phoenix  and  Tucson.  Also  it  will  come  as  a 
relief  to  conservation  groups  that  have  been 
fighting  the  proposed  Hualapai  and  Marble 
Canyon  dams  on  the  Colorado  River. 

But  it  would  do  so  at  the  expense  of  a 
guarantee  that  California  will  retain  a  sur¬ 
vival  ration  of  4.4  million  acre  feet  of  water 
annually  from  the  Colorado  until  such  time 
as  that  river  is  reinforced  by  an  annual  flow 
of  2.5  million  acre  feet  diverted  from  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest. 

The  Udall  plan  also  torpedoes  a  regional 
study  of  the  feasibility  of  sending  south  a 
small  portion  of  the  water  that  now  cascades 
down  the  Columba  and  spills,  unused,  into 
the  Pacific.  In  its  place  would  be  a  much 
more  general  study  to  be  made  on  a  nation¬ 
wide  basis  by  a  national  water  commission 
yet  to  be  created.  That’s  a  format  for  endless 
delay. 

Finally,  by  eliminating  the  hydroelectric 
dams  in  favor  of  a  more  constricted  output  of 
steam- generated  power,  the  Udall  program 
removes  a  large  source  of  public  revenue 
that  would  have  underwritten  both  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  works  and  at  least  the 
early  stages  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  develop¬ 
ment.  The  Secretary  says  the  three  Arizona 
counties  that  stand  to  benefit  could  pay  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

But  how  is  the  larger  propgram  to  be  fi¬ 
nanced?  The  Secretary  doesn’t  say'. 

What  he  has  undercut  here  is  an  infinitely 
delicate  and  finely  balanced  compact  among 
the  seven  states  of  the  Colorado  River  water¬ 
shed.  The  compact  ended  decades  of  unpro¬ 
ductive  feuding  between  California  and  Ari¬ 
zona,  but  only  by  virtue  of  the  guarantee  to 
California  of  interim  Colorado  River  water 
and  the  prospect  of  fresh  water  from  the 
Northwest. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Udall  plan  serves 
neither  California’s  rockbottom  needs  nor 
the  newfound  unity  among  the  Colorado 
Basin  states. 

Having  failed  to  secure  proper  leadership 
through  the  executive  branch  it  now  becomes 
important  for  the  seven  states  to  stick  to¬ 
gether,  for  Arizona  to  be  persuaded  of  the 
long-run  dangers  of  trying  to  go  it  alone,  and 
for  the  battle  for  a  rational  regional  water 
plan  to  be  pressed  harder  than  ever  in  Con¬ 
gress.  The  campaign  that  has  been  going 
badly  in  the  Interior  Department  can  still 
be  won  on  Capitol  Hill. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Herald- 
Examiner,  Feb.  5,  1967] 

The  Big  Switch 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart  Udall  has, 
to  use  an  old  expression,  sold  California  down 
the  river — the  Colorado — through  his  newly 
announced  plan  for  settlement  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  basin  controversy. 

Instead  of  helping  to  maintain  a  spirit  of 
cooperation  which  had  finally  been  built  up 
until  recent  months  between  California,  Ari¬ 
zona  and  the  other  Colorado  River  basin 
states,  he  only  has  succeeded  in  botching  the 
well  laid  plans  previously  pressed  to  guaran¬ 
tee  the  states  their  fair  share  of  Colorado 
River  water. 

Among  the  details  of  his  plan  which  will 
work  against  California’s  interest  are: 

1.  No  guarantee  to  California  that  It  will 
retain  its  4.4  million  acre-feet  annual  guar¬ 
antee  of  Colorado  River  water.  Instead,  Udall 
would  leave  that  determination  up  to  Con¬ 
gress. 


2.  No  specific  study  of  new  water  imports 
such  as  from  the  Columbia  River,  where  more 
than  170  million  acre  feet  of  water  annually 
wastes  in  a  great  flood  into  the  ocean. 

Instead,  the  Secretary  would  urge  a  "na¬ 
tional  study”  to  survey  all  water  resources 
on  a  national  scale.  This  opposes  the  prin¬ 
ciple  which  had  been  agreed  upon  by  most 
of  the  western  states  who  wanted  a  specific 
study  to  be  made  of  possible  water  imports 
to  the  Colorado  River  to  supply  the  wants 
of  all  western  states. 

Secretary  Udall  tried  to  explain  his  amaz¬ 
ing  new  position  on  the  Colorado  River  prob¬ 
lem  by  declaring  that  his  plan  would  result 
in  a  lower  cost  (presumably  because  of  the 
decision  not  to  construct  the  two  major 
dams),  and  to  eliminate  controversy  among 
the  states. 

If  Mr.  Udall  thinks  he  is  eliminating  con¬ 
troversy  among  the  states  he  will  discover 
that  this  time  he  really  has  stirred  up  a 
hornets’  nest. 

California’s  U.S.  Senator  Thomas  Kuchel 
declared  that  Udall  "has  performed  a  be¬ 
wildering  somersault,  shattering  the  regional 
approach  to  solving  the  Colorado  Basin  water 
problem  by  reversing  the  principles  he  es¬ 
poused  before.” 

It  is  the  belief  of  this  newspaper  that  Mr. 
Udall  has  succumbed  to  the  threatening  atti¬ 
tude  of  Washington  and  Oregon  national 
lawmakers,  whose  “dog  in  the  manger”  atti¬ 
tude  would  forever  deprive  California  and 
other  western  states  of  additional  water  from 
the  Colorado. 

If  that  is  the  case,  those  backing  Secretary 
Udall’s  so-called  administration  plan  will 
discover  that  the  legislators  from  California, 
the  nation’s  largest  state,  also  can  make 
themselves  heard  in  Washington. 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Times, 
Feb.  3,  1967] 

Udall’s  Watery  "Compromise” 

Interior  Secretary  Stewart  Udall  has  pro¬ 
posed  an  astonishing  new  plan  for  regional 
water  development  in  the  Pacific  Southwest 
that  is  neither  regional  in  scope  nor  crea¬ 
tive  in  development. 

It  is,  in  fact,  not  so  much  a  plan  as  a  series 
of  concessions. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  “compromise” 
announced  Wednesday  by  Udall  bears  little 
resemblance  to  the  imaginative  concept  of 
regional  co-operation  he  once  championed. 
Three  years  ago  the  secretary  was  urging  the 
Basin  states  to  Join  in  developing  new 
sources  of  supply  so  that  present  rights 
could  be  protected  and  future  needs 
satisfied. 

With  Secretary  Udall’s  support,  the  seven 
states  served  by  the  Colorado  agreed  last 
year  on  the  introduction  of  legislation  that 
would  achieve  the  individual  and  collective 
aims  of  the  states. 

That  regional  approach  is  “rudely  shat¬ 
tered”  in  Udall’s  new  proposal,  declared  Sen. 
Thomas  Kuchel  (R-Calif.)  one  of  the  leaders 
in  Congress  most  responsible  for  the  pro¬ 
gress  that  had  been  made.  "The  principles 
the  secretary  once  espoused,”  said  Sen.  Ku¬ 
chel,  "are  suddenly  abandoned  now.  We  have 
a  right  to  ask:  ‘Why  the  switch?’” 

Why  indeed? 

Secretary  Udall  explained  that  "This  is 
not  a  big  victory  for  anyone.  It's  a  victory  for 
common  sense.” 

“Conservationist”  groups,  however,  can 
claim  victory  in  the  dropping  of  plans  to 
build  Marble  Canyon  and  Hualapai  (Bridge) 
dams  in  spite  of  Udall’s  earlier  insistence 
that  hydroelectric  development  is  essential 
to  the  economic  integrity  of  a  regional  pro¬ 
gram.  And  Pacific  Northwest  members  of 
Congress  were  victorious  in  insisting  that 
no  provisions  for  water  importation  studies 
be  included. 

Many  Arizonans  also  will  be  elected  be¬ 
cause  their  cherished  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  is  included,  even  though  the  arrange- 
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ments  for  financing  and  necessary  power 
supply  are  at  least  debatable. 

Politics  thus  prevailed,  but  it  was  hardly 
a  “victory  for  common  sense.” 

For  as  the  secretary  must  know,  there 
simply  is  not  enough  water  in  the  Colorado 
to  divert  the  1.2  million  acre-feet  proposed 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  still 
provide  the  absolute  minimum  amounts 
guaranteed  by  law  and  court  decree  to  the 
other  basin  states  and  by  treaty  to  Mexico. 
Without  the  importation  of  new  water,  the 
CAP  could  be  built  only  by  cutting  Califor¬ 
nia’s  use  nearly  in  half  and  by  taking  water 
granted  to  the  upper  Basin  States  by  the 
original  Colorado  River  Compact. 

This  is  one  of  the  reasons  that  Rep.  Wayne 
Aspinall  (D-Colo.),  chairman  of  the  all-im¬ 
portant  House  Interior  Committee,  expressed 
immediate  opposition  to  the  new  Udall  plan. 
Chairman  Aspinall  had  already  introduced  a 
bill  authorizing  the  CAP  but  with  provision 
for  importation  studies  and  a  guarantee  of 
California’s  fundamental  right  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet. 

He  and  the  other  Colorado  River  Basin 
members  of  Congress  will  be  awaiting  a  much 
fuller  explanation  of  what  Sen.  Kuchel  called 
the  “bewildering  intellectual  somersault” 
of  Secretary  Udall. 

It  is  a  time  for  the  Pacific  Southwest  states 
again  to  join  in  the  common  cause  of  sound 
water  development.  Or,  as  the  1963  Secretary 
Udall  put  it,  if  we  do  not  work  together, 
“we  shall  shrivel  separately.” 

[From  the  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Times, 
Jan.  3,  1967] 

Congress  and  the  Colorado 
When  Congress  convened  one  year  ago 
prospects  were  never  brighter  for  settlement 
of  the  prolonged  controversy  over  Colorado 
River  water. 

Twelve  months  later  the  outlook  is  any¬ 
thing  but  optimistic. 

California  and  the  other  Colorado  Basin 
states  in  1965  had  reached  an  historic  agree¬ 
ment  in  support  of  a  regional  water  devel¬ 
opment  plan.  Past  differences  were  suspended 
in  the  awareness  that  only  a  joint  effort 
could  solve  individual  water  shortages. 

Each  of  the  seven  states  yielded  some¬ 
thing  in  the  resulting  compromise  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  bill  provided  for  construction  of 
water  projects  in  Arizona  and  Upper  Basin 
states  with  a  guarantee  to  California  of  at 
least  4.4  million  acre-feet'  from  the  river, 
considerably  less  than  our  present  annual 
usage. 

All-important  feature  of  the  bill — the  sine 
qua  non  of  any  Southwest  regional  water 
plan — was  provision  for  a  feasibility  study  of 
importing  new  water  into  the  Colorado  River 
system.  Without  such  importation,  the  Colo¬ 
rado  could  not  possibly  meet  the  future  needs 
of  Basin  states. 

Although  finally  afloat,  the  inter-state 
legislation  soon  ran  into  dangerous  political 
shoals. 

First,  the  militant  partisans  of  the  Sierra 
Club  attacked  the  proposed  Marble  and 
Bridge  Canyon  dams,  necessary  components 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  Club  mem¬ 
bers  couldn’t  prove  their  contention  that 
the  dams  would  “ruin”  the  Grand  Canyon, 
but  they  were  able  to  drum  up  a  lot  of  un¬ 
informed  sympathy  and  thus  weaken  the 
regional  plan’s  chances. 

Then  the  Pacific  Northwest’s  representa¬ 
tives  moved  in  to  prevent  any  congressional 
action  that  could  lead  to  even  the  slightest 
diversion  of  the  vast  surpluses  of  Columbia 
River  water  that  are  wasted  annually. 

In  the  face  of  such  opposition,  the  states 
fell  to  quarreling  among  themselves.  Their 
long-sought  unity  strained  at  the  seams,  and 
for  a  time  it  appeared  that  only  an  emascu¬ 
lated  bill  would  emerge  from  committee 
hearings. 

Fortunately,  Congress  adjourned  before 
the  measure  reached  the  House  floor. 
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In  the  months  that  followed,  a  great  deal 
of  soul  searching  has  gone  on  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  Basin  states.  The  temptation  to  scuttle 
the  inter-state  alliance  and  the  original  re¬ 
gional  plan  was  surely  strong,  particularly  in 
Arizona,  where  some  water  leaders  advocate 
that  the  state  build  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  on  its  own  as  a  last  resort.  Other 
states  are  prepared  to  accede  to  the  dam 
protestors  on  at  least  the  proposed  construc¬ 
tion  at  Marble  Gorge. 

Worst  of  all,  some  basin  states  seem  will¬ 
ing  to  give  up  on  the  feasibility  study  for 
water  importation. 

Yet  nothing  during  the  past  year  has 
changed  the  basic  principles  upon  which  the 
original  regional  plan  was  built. 

Only  the  stubbornness — and  political 
muscle — of  Northwest  senators  and  House 
members  prevents  serious  consideration  of 
diverting  surplus  Columbia  River  water. 
Only  the  vehemence  of  Sierra  Club  members 
and  like-minded  special  interests  could 
cause  the  abandonment  of  reclamation  dam 
projects  in  the  name  of  “conservation.” 

California’s  congressional  delegation  must 
not  yield  to  this  counsel  of  despair.  We  have 
joined  in  a  sound  and  proper  compromise  to 
further  the  common  cause  of  western  water 
development.  We  recognize  the  water  rights 
of  every  other  state  except  the  “right”  to 
hoard  water  that  it  can  never  use. 

If  water  justice  cannot  be  achieved  this 
year,  let  us  continue  to  fight.  California, 
however,  must  never  surrender  its  funda¬ 
mental  rights  on  the  river  for  any  kind  of  a 
spurious  political  “deal." 

TJDALL’S  PIHSRENTRAP 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Part  of  the  proposed 
bill,  as  Senators  understand,  provides  a 
unique  and,  I  believe,  rather  dangerous 
means  by  which  the  Federal  Government 
will  acquire  electricity.  Yesterday’s 
Washington  Post  carried  an  editorial 
which  began: 

Mr.  Udall,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has 
abandoned  the  public  interest. 

The  Post  was  discussing  the  10th 
Street  Mall,  but  the  Secretary  demon¬ 
strated  his  ability  to  abandon  the  public 
interest  much  more  dramatically  when 
he  deserted  years  of  work  toward  re¬ 
gional  cooperation  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  for  his  1967  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  package. 

The  dean  of  the  Senate  [Mr.  Hayden] 
and  his  colleague  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Farland]  first  introduced  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  legislation  on  February  1, 
1947.  From  that  day,  until  the  day  20 
years  later  when  the  new  Udall  scheme 
was  blazoned,  every  supporter  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  suggested  that 
new  dams  and  hydroelectric  facilities  be 
built  on  the  Colorado  River.  These  hy¬ 
droelectric  facilities  were  intended  to 
generate  pumping  power  for  the  central 
Arizona  project  water,  and  to  provide 
irrigation  assistance  through  the  sale  of 
power  in  accordance  with  reclamation 
law. 

Then,  with  capricious  abruptness,  the 
Secretary  announced  to  the  world,  and 
to  all  of  the  friends  with  whom  he  had 
worked  for  years  to  solve  the  basin’s 
problems,  that  in  a  victory  for  common 
sense  he  had  formulated  an  entirely  new 
scheme. 

Briefly,  the  Secretary  will  prepay  to  a 
group  of  utilities,  $103  million  for  the 
privilege  of  receiving,  for  a  period  of  50 
year,  the  output  of  470  megawatts  of 
capacity  in  a  coal-fired,  electric  gener¬ 
ating  plant.  In  addition  to  paying  $103 


million,  which  represents  the  capital  cost 
of  building  470  megawatts  of  capacity, 
the  Secretary  will  pay  $7.2  million  per 
year,  the  cost  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement,  including  the  cost  of 
fuel  for  that  470  megawatt  portion  of  the 
plant. 

Some  of  the  electricity  acquired  by  the 
Secretary  will  be  used  to  pump  water 
from  the  Colorado  River  into  the  central 
Arizona  project  system.  Some  will  be  re¬ 
sold  by  the  Federal  Government  to  help 
subsidize  construction  of  the  aqueduct 
and  other  central  Arizona  project  works. 

This  would  be  the  first  venture  by  the 
Secretary  into  the  business  of  selling 
thermal-generated  energy,  inaugurating 
a  wholly  new  policy  of  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  thermal  generation  and  sale  of 
electricity. 

Secretary  Udall  says  his  plan  is  a  bene¬ 
ficial  partnership  of  non-Federal  utili¬ 
ties  and  the  Federal  Government.  In  a 
penetrating  analysis  of  the  new  Udall 
scheme,  the  word  “partnership,”  like  the 
Secretary’s  position,  is  reversed.  I  shall 
read  portions  of  that  analysis  from  the 
March  6,  1967,  Electrical  World,  entitled 
“  ‘Pihsrentrap’:  A  New  Policy,  or  Ex¬ 
pediency?” 

Washington  is  watching  Interior  Secretary 
Stewart  Udall’s  power  purchase  plan  for  the 
proposed  Central  Arizona  Project  [CAP]  with 
much  interest,  trying  to  figure  out  if  it  is  an 
intentional  shift  to  a  new  reclamation  power 
policy,  or  just  incidental  to  an  effort  to 
shuck  cost  and  criticism  from  his  earlier, 
larger  Colorado  River  plan. 

***** 

As  implications  of  this  reversal  are  still 
being  studied,  most  reaction  hasn’t  jelled  and 
few  public  comments  have  been  made. 

If  Udall’s  plan  is  an  intentional  policy 
shift,  it  is  highly  significant,  raising  the 
possibility  of  a  foot  in  the  door  toward  fed¬ 
eral  operation  or  ownership  of  steam  units. 
One  government  official  sees  only  a  “thin 
line”  between  Udall’s  plan  and  actual  fed¬ 
eral  ownership  of  capacity.  Interior  has,  at 
least,  an  academic  interest  in  thermal  gen¬ 
eration,  as  attractive  hydro  sites  vanish.  It 
would  be  interesting  to  know  all  34  “alterna¬ 
tives”  Udall  said  were  studied  for  the  CAP 
plan  seems  to  satisfy  only  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west.  It  has  stirred  up  Reclamation  tradi¬ 
tionalists  and  Californians.  It  fails  to  satisfy 
conservationists  and  some  Arizonans.  It  may 
win  Senate  approval  under  Sen.  Carl  Hay¬ 
den’s  aegis,  but  more  likely  it  will  galvanize 
the  House  into  action  on  a  Colorado  Project 
different  from  what  Udall  now  proposes. 

If  the  House  does  indeed  become  stirred 
to  act  on  a  different  proposal,  such  as  Bridge 
Canyon,  Udall  would  not  be  overly  dis¬ 
mayed — this  is  his  second  choice  anyway, 
and  the  prime  choice  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  purchase  pro¬ 
posal  does  clear  the  Congress,  there  is  also 
the  chance  that  utility  power  requirements 
could  be  stiffened,  opening  up  a  Pandora’s 
Box.  These  possibilities — the  resurrection  of 
Bridge  Canyon  or  the  changing  power  sale 
requirements — raises  a  final  question  about 
Udall’s  plan.  Is  it  only  part  of  an  unsuccess¬ 
ful  political  maneuver?  Or  is  it  deliberately 
aimed  at  either  of  these  alternatives? 

Secretary  Udall  obviously  knew  the 
enormous  problems  involved  in  congres¬ 
sional  approval  for  building  a  big  fed¬ 
erally  owned  thermal  generating  plant, 
but  he  might  reach  the  same  result  with¬ 
out  the  offensive  label  of  “Federal 
ownership.”  What  he  was  really  after 
was  Federal  control  of  thermal  generat¬ 
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ing  capacity,  and  if  objections  could  be 
stifled  by  leaving  “title”  in  a  “straw 
man”  so  much  the  better. 

So  Secretary  Udall  developed  a  plan 
to  do  just  that.  He  decided  to — 

Contribute  the  capital  cost  of  a  por¬ 
tion  of  steam  generating  plant,  a  cost 
of  one  tenth  of  a  billion  dollars,  and 
leave  title  in  a  group  of  utilities  which 
own  the  remainder  of  the  plant. 

Build  the  Federal  portion  big  so  there 
will  be  more  power  than  is  needed  to 
pump  project  water;  the  surplus  power 
can  be  sold  commercially  to  subsidize 
the  water  features  of  the  project. 

Let  the  Federal  Government  hold  a 
mortgage,  and  keep  operational  control 
over  the  Federal  portion  of  the  plant. 

Pay  the  costs  of  operation,  including 
the  cost  of  fuel,  the  cost  of  maintenance 
and  the  replacement  cost  of  the  Federal 
portion  of  the  plant. 

At  the  end  of  50  years  the  American 
taxpayer  will  own  nothing  for  the  in¬ 
vestment  of  capital  costs,  operating 
costs,  maintenance  costs,  and  replace¬ 
ment  costs  in  the  plant  for  five  decades 

It  see'ms  to  me  that  it  is  an  indefensi¬ 
ble  position  to  ask  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  pay  half  a  century  in  advance, 
to  a  group  of  utilities,  public  and  private, 
for  the  electricity  the  Government  in¬ 
tends  to  use — plus,  incidentally,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  share  of  the  cost  of  mainte¬ 
nance,  operation,  and  replacement. 

Speaking  simply  for  myself,  I  hold  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  no  other 
person  or  agency,  responsible  for  con¬ 
ceiving  this  scheme.  It  is  against  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  and  it  is  one  of  the  features 
upon  which  I  find  myself  compelled  to 
vote  against  the  bill  on  final  passage. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  selected  portions  of  the  mi¬ 
nority  views  dealing  with  the  power 
aspects  of  this  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  portions 
of  the  minority  views  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Under  S.  1004,  the  Federal  Government  will 
prepay  to  three  utilities  $103  million  (rather 
than  $92  million  as  contemplated  in  the 
Secretary’s  scheme) .  Under  S.  1004  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  each  year  will  pay  to  those 
utilities  operation,  maintenance,  and  re¬ 
placement  costs  of  $7.2  million,  rather  than 
$6.5  million  as  proposed  by  the  Secretary.  The 
Government  would  receive  the  use  of  470 
megawatts  of  capacity  in  the  companies’ 
plant. 

If  the  utilities  should  themselves  finance 
the  construction  of  a  steam  generating  plant, 
they  would  pay  commercial  rates  of  interest 
on  the  borrowed  funds.  To  the  extent  that 
the  Federal  Government  finances  construc¬ 
tion  of  their  plant,  the  three  owners  receive 
the  advantages  of  lower  unit  costs  of  a  larger 
powerplant.  In  effect,  S.  1004  makes  avail¬ 
able  to  the  utilities  over  one-tenth  of  a  bil¬ 
lion  dollars  of  Federal  money  interest  free, 
save  for  minimal  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  to  construct  a  company-owned  plant 
which  will  sell  energy  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

***** 

THE  SECRETARY  WILL  ENGAGE  IN  LARGE-SCALE 

COMMERCIAL  SALES  OF  STEAM-GENERATED 

POWER 

The  Federal  steamplant  will  generate  large 
quantities  of  energy  for  commercial  sale,28 
to  subsidize  the  Arizona  water  users,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  subsidizing  their  aqueduct.  This  is, 
in  part,  due  to  the  fact  that  the  size  of  the 
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aqueduct  has  been  inflated  by  S.  1004  to  a 
capacity  of  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second,  40 
percent  larger  than  the  one  the  Secretary 
first  proposed  (1,800  cubic  feet  per  second), 
and  25  percent  larger  than  the  one  to  which 
the  other  States  reluctantly  agreed  in  the 
89th  Congress  (2,500  cubic  feet  per  second). 
The  470,000  kilowatts  of  steam-generated 
power  which  the  Secretary  will  own  is  cal¬ 
culated  to  furnish  the  power  needed  for 
pumping  enough  water  to  fill  a  3,000-cubic- 
foot-per-second  aqueduct;  this  is  about  2 
million  acre-feet  annually.  But  there  will 
not  be  that  much  water  available.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  concedes  that  he  expects  to  sell  sur¬ 
plus  power  from  the  very  beginning,  and 
these  sales  will  rise  to  1,510  megawatt  hours 
annually,  more  than  the  combined  output  of 
Parker  and  Davis  powerplants. 

There  will  not  be  2  million  acre-feet  to 
pump  through  a  3,000-cubic-foot-per-second 
aqueduct  unless  the  upper  basin  is  denied 
the  right  to  accumulate  storage  in  Lake 
Powell  as  other  features  of  this  bill  con¬ 
template.  The  same  water  cannot  be  stored  in 
Lake  Powell  and  drained  out  of  the  river 
through  an  oversized  Central  Arizona  aque¬ 
duct.  As  the  available  water  decreases,  the 
sales  of  commercial  power  will  grow. 

FEDERAL  COMMERCIAL  SALES  OF  STEAM-GENERATED 
POWER  UNDER  S.  1004 


Power  sold  Revenue  at 

(millions  of  5  mills  per 

kilowatt-  kilowatt-hour 
Year  hours)  (thousands) 


1973 

1974, 

1975. 
1976 
1977. 

1979. 

1980. 

1981. 

1982. 

1983. 

1984. 

1985. 
1986 

1987. 

1988. 

1989. 

1990. 

1991. 

1992. 

1993. 

1994. 

1995. 

1996. 

1997. 

1998. 

1999. 

2000. 
2001. 
2002. 

2003. 

2004. 

2005. 

2006. 

2007. 

2008. 

2009. 

2010. 
2011. 
2012. 

2013. 

2014. 

2015., 

2016., 

2017.. 
2018. 

2019.. 

2020.. 
2021.. 
2022. 

2023.. 

2024.. 

2025.. 


175 

175 

224 

228 

274 

320 

365 

410 

458 

504 

549 

597 

641 

687 

734 


855 

886 

915 

946 


* ,  uuo 

1,037 
1,066 
1,097 
1,124 
1,139 
1, 156 
1,171 
1, 185 
1,201 
1,217 
1,232 
1,247 
1,264 
1,279 
1,294 
1,310 
1,325 
1,340 
i,  356 
1,372 
1,387 
1,402 
1,418 
1,433 
1,448 
1,464 
1,480 
1,495 
1,510 


$875 
875 
1,120 
1, 140 
1,370 
1,600 
1,825 
2, 050 
2, 290 
2,520 

2,  745 
1,985 
3, 205 
3, 435 
3, 670 

3,  890 
4, 120 
4,275 
4, 430 
4, 575 
4,730 
4, 880 
5,030 
5,185 
5,330 
5, 485 
5,620 
5,695 

5. 780 

5,  855 
5,925 
6,005 
6, 085 
6, 160 
6,235 

6.320 
6, 395 

6,  470 
6,  550 
6,625 

6,  700 

6.780 
6, 860 
6,935 
7, 010 
7,090 
7,165 
7, 240 

7. 320 
7,400 
7, 475 

7,  550 


Total 


50, 976  254, 880 


the  prepurchase  arrangement  amounts  to 

FEDERAL  OWNERSHIP  OF  STEAM-GENERATING 

FACILITIES 

Although  bare  “title”  to  the  Federal  por¬ 
tion  of  the  steamplant,  having  a  generating 
capacity  of  470  megawatts,  will  remain  with 
the  three  participating  non-Federal  agencies, 
the  Secretary  will  assemble  a  cluster  of  rights 
and  privileges  which,  when  taken  together. 


will  bear  no  definition  short  of  “Federal  own¬ 
ership.”  The  Federal  Government  will  pay 
the  total  construction  cost  of  470  megawatts 
of  capacity  in  the  powerplant,  associated 
switchyard  and  transmission  facilities;  it  will 
pay  the  total  cost  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  allocable  to  that  470  mega¬ 
watts  of  capacity  in  the  steampower  plant; 
it  will  hold  “adequate  security  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  investment,”  presumably  meaning 
that  upon  default  by  any  of  the  three  partici¬ 
pating  agencies  in  its  obligations,  the  Federal 
Government  would  acquire  title  to  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  plant;  and,  finally,  it  will  become 
a  seller  of  substantial  quantities  of  steam¬ 
generated  power. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  on  June 
5, 1967,  Mr.  Alex  Radin,  general  manager, 
American  Public  Power  Association, 
wrote  each  member  of  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  Committee,  to  spell  out  the  asso¬ 
ciation’s  strong  objections  to  Secretary 
Udall’s  new  proposal.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  Mr.  Radin’s  letter  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

American  Public  Power  Association, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  5, 1967. 
Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  The  American 
Public  Power  Association  is  a  national  trade 
organization  representing  more  than  1,400 
local  publicly  owned  electric  utilities,  mainly 
municipal  systems,  in  45  States,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

On  May  11,  1967,  at  the  APPA  24th  an¬ 
nual  conference  held  in  Denver,  the  Associa¬ 
tion’s  membership  adopted  the  attached 
resolution  endorsing  Federal  construction  of 
Hualapai  Dam  on  the  Colorado  River  and 
investigation  of  a  proposed  5  million  kilowatt 
pumped  storage  project  at  this  site.  The  reso¬ 
lution  opposes  the  principle  proposed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  S.  1013  which 
would  substitute  a  plan  calling  for  pre-pay¬ 
ment  to  utilites  for  steam  power  in  place  of 
Federal  construction  of  the  hydroelectric 
plant  at  the  Hualapai  Dam  site.  In  addition, 
the  resolution  reaffirms  the  Association’s 
support  of  a  National  Water  Commission. 

Because  our  resolution  was  adopted  after  - 
the  close  of  hearings  conducted  by  your 
Committee  on  S.  1013,  it  was  of  course  not 
possible  for  us  to  submit  our  views  at  the 
hearings.  We  are  therefore  taking  this  means 
of  transmitting  our  resolution  to  you  and 
the  other  members  of  your  committee,  and 
would  also  like  to  elaborate  somewhat  on 
the  position  taken  in  our  resolution. 

In  February,  1967,  Secretary  Udall  an¬ 
nounced  his  proposal  by  which  the  Federal 
government  would  pre-pay  for  400  megawatts 
of  power  from  a  non -federal  thermal  plant  to 
obtain  pumping  power  for  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project.  He  has  termed  this  plan  “non- 
controversial”;  however,  a  pre-payment  plan 
constituting  a  purchase  of  power  represents 
a  major  step  away  from  Federal  multiple- 
purpose  water  resource  development  policies 
and  programs  approved  by  Congress  in  the 
past  and  eliminates  entirely  the  concept  of 
hydroelectric  power  as  a  “paying  partner” 
for  reclamation. 

The  Colorado  River  is  the  life-blood  of 
many  thousands  of  people  throughout  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  Taken  together,  exist¬ 
ing  and  planned  dams  on  the  Colorado  con¬ 
stitutes  a  system  for  conserving  and  utilizing 
water  resources  for  the  entire  Pacific  South¬ 
west.  They  provide  power,  flood  control, 
water  storage,  stream  flow  control  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  water  for  irrigation,  municipal 
and  industrial  uses,  silt  control,  recreation, 
and  fish  and  wildlife  conservation.  The  com¬ 
ponents  of  the  basin  system  do  not  all  pro¬ 
vide  the  same  services  or  to  the  same  degree; 


indeed,  they  are  not  designed  to  do  so.  On 
the  contrary,  they  supplement  and  comple¬ 
ment  each  other. 

Hualapai  Dam  would  constitute  a  new 
part  of  the  system.  It  would  provide  power, 
water  storage,  and  silt  control.  Its  power 
plant  would  be  integrated  with  other  re¬ 
gional  generating  plants,  both  hydraulically 
and  electrically. 

An  essential  component  of  Hualapai  Dam 
is  the  power  generating  capability  of  this 
project  which  could  provide  substantial 
revenues — not  only  for  repaying  the  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  of  the  dam,  but  also  for  a 
development  fund  financing  facilities  to 
make  maximum  use  of  existing  water  in  the 
region.  Under  the  Administration  proposal, 
however,  the  Government  would  share  in  the 
cost  of  the  power  plant  without  benefit  of 
ownership  or  the  revenues  that  would  accrue 
from  Government  constrcution  of  the  dam. 

An  innovating  approach  to  Hualapai  Dam, 
made  possible  by  technological  advances, 
was  proposed  by  Floyd  Goss,  Chief  Electrical 
Engineer  and  Assistant  Manager  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power, 
earlier  this  year.  By  use  of  reversible  pump 
turbines,  a  5  million  kilowatt  (leaking 
pumped-storage  project  could  be  constructed 
at  the  Hualapai  site.  The  Los  Angeles  analy¬ 
sis  of  this  proposal  indicates  its  feasibility 
and  its  economic  benefits. 

Growing  demand  for  electricity  in  the 
Southwest,  plus  the  necessary  increased  use 
of  thermal  plants,  insures  the  marketability 
of  this  peaking  power.  In  the  years  1970  to 
1980,  an  additional  six  to  nine  million  kilo¬ 
watts  of  peaking  power  will  be  required  in 
the  states  surrounding  the  Hualapai  site,  and 
by  1990  the  regional  need  for  peaking  power 
will  reach  approximately  19  million  kilo¬ 
watts.  These  states  are  interconnected  with 
other  states,  which  will  also  provide  a  mar¬ 
ket  area  for  this  power. 

While  power  available  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Hualapai  site  will  serve  Ari¬ 
zona,  Southern  California,  and  Southern 
Nevada  directly,  its  influence  will  extend 
broadly  over  the  area  referred  to  as  Region 
VIII  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  which 
encompasses  most  of  Arizona,  Nevada  and 
California. 

Region  VIII  is  in  the  midst  of  a  tre¬ 
mendous  population  explosion.  Southern 
California  is  expected  to  have  30  million 
people  by  the  year  2000.  The  Phoenix  metro¬ 
politan  area  is  expected  to  reach  2.5  million 
by  the  year  2000. 

FPC  projections  indicate  that  overall  per- 
capita  energy  demand  will  grow  in  a  spec¬ 
tacular  fashion.  In  Southern  California  and 
Central  Nevada,  the  per-capita  demand  will 
increase  from  the  current  average  of  4200 
kwh  per  annum  to  over  10,000  by  1990;  in 
Arizona,  the  per-capita  demand  will  increase 
from  8300  kwh  per  annum  to  14,200.  In  Re¬ 
gion  VIII  from  1965  to  1980  the  total  peak 
demand  for  power  will  increase  from  about 
20  million  KW  in  1965  to  52  million  KW  in 
1980. 

In  view  of  the  historic  role  of  Federal 
power  in  this  region,  and  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  power  produced  from  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  project  will  be  marketed 
under  Reclamation  law,  every  effort  should 
be  made  to  insure  that  preference  customers 
are  given  a  full  opportunity  to  share  equi¬ 
tably  in  the  benefits  of  hydro  peaking  ca¬ 
pacity — directly  or  indirectly. 

If  the  feasibility  analysis  made  by  Los 
Angeles  is  confirmed,  the  American  Public 
Power  Association  endorses  prompt  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project  by  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment,  in  conjunction  with  the  traditional 
preference  clause  for  marketing  the  output 
of  the  project.  We  believe  that  a  potential 
asset  of  5  million  kilowatts  of  capacity,  and 
5  billion  kilowatt-hours  of  energy,  available 
to  preference  customers,  is  too  important  a 
resource  to  forgo. 

The  Administration  has  recommended  de¬ 
ferral  of  authorization  of  Hualapai  Dam  be- 
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cause  of  concern  over  scenic  considerations. 
We  feel  the  project’s  cost-benefit  ratio  and 
the  future  demands  for  power  suggest  that 
it  be  made  an  integral  part  of  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  development  now.  From  the 
standpoint  of  accepted  tests  of  economic  and 
financial  feasibility,  Hualapai  Dam  represents 
an  exceptionally  sound  investment.  Further, 
it  lays  an  impressive  financial  foundation 
for  works  to  develop  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  the  future.  The  effects 
of  Hualapai  Dam  on  the  scenic  grandeur  of 
the  Grand  Canyon  would  be  imperceptible, 
while  access  to  more  remote  portions  of  the 
Grand  Canyon  would  be  greatly  enhanced. 
Construction  of  Hualapai  Dam  would  enable 
thousands  of  people  annually  to  appreciate 
the  scenic  beauties  of  areas  of  the  Canyon 
which  only  a  handful  of  “river-runners”  are 
able  to  view  today.  We  feel  that  deferring 
action  on  this  aspect  of  the  project  on  the 
ground  of  destroying  aesthetic  values  is  not 
justified. 

In  1919,  when  Grand  Canyon  National  Park 
was  created  by  an  act  of  Congress,  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  multiple  use  was  anticipated,  requir¬ 
ing  the  balancing  of  water-development  and 
park -preservation  values.  Accordingly,  the 
following  language  was  included  in  the  Act: 

“That  whenever  consistent  with  the  pri¬ 
mary  purposes  of  said  park,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  permit  the  util¬ 
ization  of  areas  therein  which  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  development  and  maintenance 
of  a  Government  Reclamation  project  .  .  .” 

In  the  debate  in  the  House  at  that  time, 
Arizona’s  Senator  Carl  Hayden,  then  a  Rep¬ 
resentative,  expounded  the  purpose  of  this 
amendment  as  follows: 

The  provision  contained  in  the  bill  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
when  consistent  with  the  primary  purposes 
of  the  Park — that  is,  not  to  impair  the  scenic 
beauty — to  allow  storage  reservoirs  to  be 
constructed  for  conserving  the  water  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  irrigation  puposes. 

Furthermore,  as  Hualapai  Dam  (for¬ 
merly  called  Bridge  Canyon  Dam)  relates  to 
Grand  Canyon  Natonal  Monument,  which 
was  established  with  its  present  boundaries 
by  Presidential  proclamation  on  December 
22,  1932,  there  is  the  following  letter  of 
January  11,  1933,  from  Horace  M.  Albright, 
then  Director  of  the  National  Park  Service, 
to  Dr.  Elwood  Mead,  then  Commissioner  of 
Reclamation : 

As  I  see  it,  the  Bridge  Canyon  Project  is 
in  no  way  affected  by  the  Grand  Canyon 
National  Monument  proclamation  .  .  .  We 
have  had  in  mind  all  the  time,  the  Bridge 
Canyon  project.  While  I  did  not  handle 
this  personnaly,  I  am  absolutely  certain 
that  the  men  who  did  handle  it  for  me  kept 
the  project  in  mind  in  formulating  the 
Grand  Canyon  National  Monument  plan. 

Thus,  we  have  this  evidence  of  long  range 
recognition,  extending  back  to  the  days  when 
the  National  Park  and  Monument  were 
created,  that  ultimately  there  would  be  a 
Reclamation  project  that  would  affect  the 
Park  and  Monument. 

Although  Hualapai  Dam  would  not  in¬ 
vade  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park,  it 
has  been  claimed  that  if  reclamation  pro¬ 
jects  are  constructed  within  national  parks, 
a  dangerous  precedent  may  be  established 
which  will  threaten  the  unaltered  appear¬ 
ance  of  all  our  National  Parks.  This  argu¬ 
ment  is  misleading.  There  are  at  least  four 
precedents,  that  I  am  aware  of,  for  com¬ 
bining  reclamation  projects  and  national 
parks. 

1.  Jackson  Lake  Dam  is  within  Grand 
Teton  National  Park.  It  stores  water  for  the 
Minidoka  Reclamation  Project,  providing 
irrigation  for  1,162,000  acres  of  land  in 
Southern  Idaho.  Although  the  Park  was 
created  after  the  dam  was  built,  this  is  rec¬ 
ognition  by  Congress  that  a  reclamation 
project  may  complement  a  national  park. 


2.  The  reclamation  reservoir  behind  Sher¬ 
burne  Dam  is  almost  entirely  within  Glacier 
National  Park.  In  this  instance  the  park 
was  created  first.  The  Milk  River  Project 
which  it  serves  provides  irrigation  for  120,000 
aces  aound  Havre  Montana. 

3.  The  Lower  Two  Medicine  Dam  also  is 
in  Glacier  National  Park.  This  is  a  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  operation  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Black  Feet  Tribe.  While  it  was  washed 
out  last  year,  it  is  now  being  rebuilt  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

4.  Fontana  Lake  forms  the  boundary  for 
miles  of  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National 
Park  and  provides  248  miles  of  shoreline.  It 
was  built  by  TVA  for  power  generation  and 
flood  control. 

No  one  has  asserted  that  Grand  Teton, 
Glacier,  or  Great  Smoky  Mountains  are  less 
majestic  because  of  these  dams.  To  the  con¬ 
trary,  an  argument  can  be  made  that  their 
beauty  and  usefulness  have  been  greatly  en¬ 
hanced. 

Some  contend  that  Hualapai  Dam  would 
“flood”  the  Grand  Canyon.  If  a  dam  could 
be  built  big  enough  to  flood  the  Grand  Can¬ 
yon,  the  stored  water  would  solve  the  water 
problems  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  for  cen¬ 
turies.  Nobody  advocates  this  solution  to  the 
water  problem. 

The  fact  is  that  after  the  Hualapai  Dam 
reservoir  is  constructed,  over  99  percent  of 
the  park  will  remain  in  its  natural  condition. 
The  Colorado  River  forms  the  northwest 
boundary  for  the  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park  and  serves  as  the  southern  boundary 
for  most  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Mon¬ 
ument.  Hualapai  Dam  would  back  water  up 
the  Colorado  for  93.8  miles,  and  the  last  13 
miles  at  the  head  of  the  reservoir  would  form 
the  park  boundary.  Hence,  the  water  im¬ 
pounded  by  Hualapai  Dam  would  not  back 
up  "into”  the  park  or  “throughout”  the  mon¬ 
ument.  Nor  can  it  be  considered  to  “flood” 
this  area.  For  instance,  the  normal  level  of 
the  river  at  the  extreme  northwest  boundary 
of  the  park  with  Hualapai  Dam  would  be 
raised  by  only  90  feet,  and  this  added  depth 
would  decrease  to  nothing  13  miles  upstream. 
The  canyon  wall  of  the  inner  gorge  at  this 
point  is  1200  to  1500  feet  above  the  river 
bed.  Furthermore,  this  stretch  of  river  is  in¬ 
accessible  by  normal  means  and  cannot  be 
seen  from  any  viewpoint  on  the  canyon  rim 
within  the  park.  A  stretch  of  104  miles  of 
natural  river  will  remain  between  the  head¬ 
waters  of  Hualapai  Dam  and  the  Marble  Can¬ 
yon  Dam  site.  This  104  miles  of  natural  river 
will  include  about  91  miles  within  the 
boundaries  of  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 
The  same  matchless  and  unaltered  view  will 
be  available  from  the  North  or  South  rims. 
The  same  mule-back  trips  or  long  arduous 
foot  descent  and  climb  will  be  possible  and 
in  no  way  deteriorated  or  impaired. 

The  National  Park  Service  has  reported 
that  from  1955  to  1963,  1,300  persons  made 
the  boat  trip  through  the  Grand  Canyon  and 
viewed  the  area  where  Hualapai  Dam  reser¬ 
voir  would  be  if  the  project  were  constructed. 
Accessibility  to  this  part  of  the  river  would 
be  increased.  The  National  Park  Service  es¬ 
timates  that  hundreds  of  thousands  of  peo¬ 
ple  would  be  able  to  visit  the  area  annually. 
The  beauty  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  reservoir 
would  be  comparable  to  that  of  Lake  Powell 
and  Flaming  Gorge.  Making  this  area  accessi¬ 
ble  to  interested  persons  is  certainly  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  National  Park  program.  Creating 
a  lake  with  the  beauties  of  Flaming  Gorge 
and  Lake  Powell  is  certainly  not  inconsistent 
with  the  objectives  of  the  National  Park  pro¬ 
gram. 

Intrinsic  to  the  APPA  resolution  endorsing 
development  of  the  Hualapai  site  is  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  separate  National  Water  Commission 
as  approved  this  year  by  the  Senate  Inde¬ 
pendent  of  any  government  agency,  this 
commission  would  be  able  to  make  an  objec¬ 
tive  study  of  water  resources  and  needs  of 
the  nation,  and  to  formulate  recommenda¬ 


tions  for  meeting  projected  water  needs. 
Without  a  specified  importation  proposal,  de¬ 
velopment  of  Hualapai  Dam  proposes  no 
threat  to  the  present  water  supply  of  any  re¬ 
gion  of  the  country.  Water  needs  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  meeting  these  needs  would  be  en¬ 
tirely  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  National 
Water  Commission,  which  could  consider, 
among  other  matters,  means  for  further  sup¬ 
plementing  the  water  supply  of  the  South¬ 
west. 

APPA  urges  that  the  Senate  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  support  Federal  development  of  the 
Hualapai  site,  and  encourage  immediate 
studies  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  of 
the  feasibility  of  the  Goss  plan  to  insure  max¬ 
imum  utilization  of  this  reach  of  the  Lower 
Colorado  River. 

Sincerely, 

Alex  Radin. 


Endorsement  of  Maximum  Development 
of  Hualapai  Dam  Site 

The  American  Public  Power  Association  ap¬ 
proves  and  endorses  the  maximum  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  nation's  hydroelectric  sites  as 
sources  for  electric  power  to  satisfy  the 
needs  of  public  agencies.  The  Association  op¬ 
poses  the  principle  proposed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  in  S.  1013  which  would  substi¬ 
tute  a  plan  calling  for  pre-payment  to  utili¬ 
ties  for  steam  power  in  place  of  federal  con¬ 
struction  of  the  badly  needed  hydroelectric 
plant  at  the  Hualapai  Dam  site  on  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River. 

The  American  Public  Power  Association  re¬ 
affirms  its  endorsement  of  the  federal  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  to  such  height 
and  with  such  installed  capacity  as  will  effect 
the  maximum  economic  development  of  the 
power  resource  at  this  site,  subject  to  the 
preference  rights  of  public  agencies  under 
applicable  federal  statutes.  It  recommends 
the  immediate  investigation  of  the  pumped- 
storage  plan  for  the  Hualapai  power  plant 
with  a  capacity  of  approximately  5  million 
kilowatts,  proposed  by  the  Los  Angeles  De¬ 
partment  of  Water  and  Power,  and,  if  the 
City’s  analysis  is  confirmed,  recommends  the 
adoption  of  that  plan  in  the  federal  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Hualapai  Dam  and  power 
plant. 

The  Association  reaffirms  its  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  associated  water  resource  studies 
proposed  be  conducted,  as  expeditiously  as 
feasible,  under  the  direction  and  control  of 
a  National  Water  Commission  composed  of 
citizens  outside  of  federal  government  serv¬ 
ice,  as  proposed  in  Senator  Jackson’s  bill, 

S.  20,  90th  Congress. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  an  article 
entitled  “Dams  and  Conservation,”  by 
Mr.  Alex  Radin,  appeared  in  the  July 
1967  issue  of  Public  Power.  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  Mr.  Radin’s  com¬ 
ments  be  included  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Dams  and  Conservation 

The  building  of  hydroelectric  power  proj¬ 
ects  has  fallen  upon  hard  times,  and  the  word 
“dam”  seemingly  has  become  a  dirty  word 
whether  it  is  spelled  with  three  or  four  let¬ 
ters. 

Last  month  was  a  particularly  tragic  one 
for  dam  buildng.  First,  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  Stwart  L.  Udall  announced  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  was  submitting  an 
adverse  report  on  the  Rampart  Canyon  proj¬ 
ect  in  Alaska.  Thirteen  days  later,  the  Senate 
Interior  Committee  reported  out  a  bill  au¬ 
thorizing  development  of  the  Lower  Colorado 
River,  including  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
but  without  the  Hualapa  (formerly  Bridge 
Canyon)  Dam. 

A  significant  factor  in  the  rejection  of  both 
dams  was  the  opposition  of  "conservation¬ 
ists.”  They  opposed  the  Rampart  Canyon 
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project  because  of  alleged  damage  to  wild¬ 
life  and  fisheries  interests,  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior’s  formula  for  “mitiga¬ 
tion”  of  these  resources  so  inflated  the  cost 
of  the  project  that  there  was  an  adverse 
effect  on  economic  feasibility.  And  although 
“conservationists”  proclaimed  through  news¬ 
paper  ads  that  the  Hualapai  Dam  would 
“flood”  the  Grand  Canyon  (quite  an  engi¬ 
neering  feat,  if  it  were  possible),  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  Hualapai  Dam,  would  back 
water  for  only  13  miles  along  the  border  of 
the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park — and  in  an 
area  that  Is  not  visible  from  any  present 
public  vantage  point  within  the  Grand 
Canyon. 

Although  dam  building  sadly  seems  to  have 
fallen  into  disfavor  in  some  quarters,  I  can 
remember  when  construction  of  dams  was 
considered  to  be  a  blessing  for  an  area.  Grow¬ 
ing  up  on  the  banks  of  the  Tennessee  River 
before  the  building  of  the  TV  A  dams,  I  re¬ 
call  when  the  Tennessee  River  dried  to  prac¬ 
tically  a  trickle  near  Chattanooga,  while  at 
other  times  large  sections  of  the  city  were 
flooded  by  the  rampaging  river. 

The  building  of  Chickamauga  Dam  on  the 
Tennessee  River  and  other  dams  in  the  TV  A 
system  was  regarded  as  one  of  the  greatest 
things  that  had  ever  happened  in  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley.  And  indeed  it  was.  There  was 
real  drama  in  the  damming  up  and  control¬ 
ling  of  this  river.  The  lakes  that  were  cre¬ 
ated  by  TVA  dams  made  is  possible  to  have 
water-based  recreation  on  a  scale  that  was 
never  feasible  heretofore.  Fish  thrived  in 
TVA  lakes,  and  boating  became  a  popular 
sport.  TVA  dams  won  prizes  for  their  out¬ 
standing  architectural  characteristics,  and 
they  were  frequently  the  subject  of  magnifi¬ 
cent  photographs  of  real  artistic  merit. 

Even  today,  some  of  those  who  oppose 
Hualapai  Dam — and  who  have  seen  Glen 
Canyon  Dam  on  the  Colorado  River — admit 
privately  that  Glen  Canyon  has  actually  en¬ 
hanced  the  beauty  of  that  stretch  of  the 
river. 

REACTION  IS  MISPLACED 

It  is  my  belief  that  the  reaction  that  has 
set  in  against  dam  building  in  reality  is  a 
misplaced  reaction  against  the  uglification 
that  has  taken  place  in  so  many  aspects  of 
American  life.  Many  of  us  are  repelled  by 
the  manner  in  which  home  builders  have 
bulldozed  trees  and  other  natural  vegetation, 
and  have  replaced  wooded  hills  with  monot¬ 
onous  lines  of  “cracker-box”  houses.  We  are 
disgusted  with  the  manner  in  which  osten¬ 
tatious  hotels  have  taken  over  beautiful 
beaches.  We  are  offended  by  the  noxious 
fumes  that  are  emitted  from  automobiles 
that  choke  our  streets.  We  are  revolted  by 
the  pollution  of  our  rivers. 

Nature  deserves  better  at  the  hands  of  man, 
and  we  are  frustrated  that  we  are  able  to 
accomplish  so  little  in  correcting  the  abuses 
which  violate  our  sensitivity  every  day  of 
the  year. 

But  I  ask  those  who  regard  themselves  as 
conservationists:  Are  you  focusing  on  the 
really  important  issues  in  opposing  dams  that 
are  located  away  from  population  centers, 
and  that  actually  enhance  the  opportunity 
for  mankind  to  enjoy  nature?  Wouldn’t  your 
efforts  be  spent  to  better  advantage  if  you 
directed  your  ire  at  the  developers  who  de¬ 
stroy  the  trees  in  areas  where  people  live  .  .  . 
the  auto  manufacturers  who  have  done  little 
to  curb  air  pollution  .  .  .  the  industries  that 
have  polluted  our  rivers  .  .  .  and  the  entre¬ 
preneurs  who  have  decimated  our  beaches? 
It  is  these  who  do  violence  to  the  environ¬ 
ment  where  people  spend  virtually  all  of 
their  time — an  environment  that  is  infinitely 
more  important  to  far  more  people  than  the 
wilds  of  Alaska  or  the  treacherous  waters  of 
the  Colorado  River. 

Yes,  we  need  to  preserve  the  beauty  of  na¬ 
ture  in  remote  areas  that  people  must  jour¬ 
ney  to  enjoy.  But  in  my  opinion  the  vastly 


more  important  need  is  to  preserve  the 
beauty  of  nature  in  the  environment  where 
people  live  and  work.  People  should  be  able 
to  live  in  surroundings  of  natural  beauty; 
they  should  not  have  to  travel  hundreds  of 
miles  to  enjoy  nature. 

HYDRO  IS  RENEWABLE  ENERGY  SOURCE 

Those  who  are  interested  in  conservation 
might  also  take  note  of  the  fact  that  the 
production  of  electric  power  by  falling  water 
is  our  only  renewable  energy  source.  The 
failure  to  build  Hualapai  Dam  or  the  Ram¬ 
part  Canyon  project  does  not  diminish  the 
need  for  electric  power  by  one  kilowatt-hour; 
the  need  will  remain,  and  it  will  be  filled  by 
the  burning  of  coal  or  uranium — both  of 
which  are  not  renewable  energy  sources,  and 
both  of  which,  unfortunately,  add  somewhat, 
at  this  time,  to  environmental  pollution 
problems. 

Opponents  of  dam  building  have  somehow 
gotton  the  notion  that  nuclear  power  has 
made  hydroelectric  power  obsolete  or  old 
fashioned.  It  is  true,  of  course,  that  hydro¬ 
electric  power  does  not  have  the  capacity  to 
provide  all  or  even  a  major  portion  of  our 
energy  requirements.  But  where  hydro  power 
can  be  developed  in  a  feasible  manner,  it 
would  seem  to  me  to  be  contrary  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  conservation  to  burn  other  fuels  as  a 
substitute  for  our  only  non-polluting,  renew¬ 
able  energy  resources. 

It  should  also  be  kept  in  mind  that  hydro¬ 
electric  power  projects  also  are  especially 
valuable  in  providing  more  reliable  electric 
service  (as  was  pointed  out  by  FPC  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Northeast  blackout  of  No¬ 
vember,  1965),  and  they  will  become  increas¬ 
ingly  valuable  for  storage  of  water — at  a  time 
when  water  supplies  are  becoming  ever  more 
critical. 

Hydroelectric  dam  building  is  far  from  be¬ 
ing  obsolete,  and  I  am  confident  that  in  time 
the  present  trend  will  be  reversed. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the  bill, 
in  my  opinion,  will  not  become  the  law 
of  this  land.  But  I  pledge  myself,  as  a 
Senator  and  as  a  Californian,  to  stand 
ready  to  assist,  as  best  I  can,  in  accom¬ 
plishing  constructive  legislation  by 
which  the  people  of  Arizona  may  have 
more  water  brought  to  them  and  by 
which  the  people  of  the  other  basin 
States  also  may  participate  in  an  aug¬ 
mentation  program,  rather  than  in  a 
program  of  dividing  scarcities  and 
shortages. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (S.  1004)  was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

Tlie  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  patriarch  of  the  Senate, 
has  consistently  supported  projects  that 
have  sought  to  develop  and  preserve  the 
Nation’s  resources.  The  fact  that  the 
project  just  authorized  overwhelmingly 
by  the  Senate  benefits  his  own  State 
merely  emphasizes  his  continuing  and 
abiding  interest  in  natural  resources. 

Over  the  years.  Senator  Hayden’s 
broad  and  deep  understanding  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  resources  problems  has  bene- 
fitted  the  Senate  time  and  time  again. 
Whether  it  was  for  the  improvement  of 
rivers  and  harbors,  for  the  establishment 


of  parks  and  recreation  facilities,  for 
flood  control,  or,  as  here,  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  utilization  of  a  waterway,  Sen¬ 
ator  Hayden  has  always  lent  his  valuable 
and  tireless  efforts  and  energy  to  the  en¬ 
deavor.  He  is  to  be  commended  today  for 
another  outstanding  achievement.  With¬ 
out  his  splendid  support,  this  measure 
unquestionably  would  not  have  received 
such  favorable  and  decisive  Senate  ap¬ 
proval.  We  are  most  grateful. 

Of  course,  the  interests  of  some  of  the 
other  affected  States  were  ably  repre¬ 
sented  by  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott].  He  en¬ 
visioned  and  advocated  a  program  of 
much  broader  scope — a  program  which 
the  Senate  apparently  does  not  favor  at 
the  present  time.  This  in  no  way  reflects 
upon  the  high  caliber  of  his  presentation 
or  even  the  merits  of  the  program  he 
seeks.  Senator  Allott,  like  Senator 
Hayden,  is  highly  informed  about  mat¬ 
ters  of  this  nature  and  the  Senate  always 
welcomes  his  views.  He  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  the  clarity  of  his  argument 
and  for  the  sincerity  of  his  views — urging 
them  strongly  but  in  no  way  inhibiting 
the  Senate’s  efficient  disposition  of  the 
measure. 

The  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Fannin]  played  a  vital 
role  in  assuring  favorable  action.  He  dis¬ 
played  a  deep  understanding  of  all  of 
the  issues  involved  and  expressed  his  in¬ 
terest  clearly,  concisely,  and  very  per¬ 
suasively^  He  too  is  to  be  commended  for 
representing  so  well  the  people  of  his 
State. 

The  senior  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  contributed  immensely 
to  the  discussion.  He  also  urged  his  own 
strong  and  sincere  views  but  in  no  way 
inhibited  Senate  action.  As  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  committee,  he, 
as  much  as  any  Member  of  this  body, 
appreciates  the  importance  of  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  resources,  their  preservation  and 
their  proper  use.  The  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son]  offered  his  capable  and  outstanding 
talents  in  the  consideration  of  this  meas¬ 
ure.  He  likewise  is  to  be  commended  for 
his  support  and  splendid  advocacy. 

Adding  their  wisdom  to  the  discus¬ 
sion  were  the  junior  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Moss],  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  They  and 
many  others  displayed  their  ingenuity 
and  initiative  in  the  discussion  „nd  we 
are  most  grateful.  The  leadership  wishes 
to  commend  all  Senators  for  joining  to 
assure  final  action  on  this  measure  today 
so  that  we  may  continue  on  with  the 
legislative  program,  disposing  of  as  many 
major  items  as  possible  before  the  Labor 
Day  recess. 


WILD  AND  SCENlb^  RIVERS  ACT  ~ 
Mr.  MANSFIELD.  MrNPresident,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  tbe  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  oDCalendar  No. 
476,  S.  119.  I  do  this  so  that  ihe  bill  will 
become  the  pending  business.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.Vhe  bill 
will  be  read  by  title.  \ 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Cleric.  A 
bill  (S.  119)  to  reserve  certain  pimlic 
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tionalNjublic  and  other  lands  to  the  sys¬ 
tem,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  w^the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  beinjK.no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  cohsider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  frsjm  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

SHORT  T 

Section  1.  This  Act  mayNbe  cited  as  the 
“Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act’> 

STATEMENT  OF  POLIi 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  find^Sthat  some 
of  the  free-flowing  rivers  of  tnte  United 
States  and  related  adjacent  land  areaKpossess 
outstanding  scenic,  fish,  wildlife,  and  outdoor 
recreation  values  of  present  and  potential 
benefit  to  the  American  people.  The  Confess 
also  finds  that  our  established  nations 
policy  of  dam  and  other  construction  at  ap¬ 
propriate  sections  of  the  rivers  of  the  United 
States  needs  to  be  complemented  by  a  policy 
that  would  preserve  other  selected  rivers  or 
sections  thereof  in  their  free-flowing  condi¬ 
tion  to  protect  the  water  quality  of  such 
rivers  and  to  fulfill  other  vital  national  con¬ 
servation  purposes.  It  is  the  policy  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  preserve,  develop,  reclaim,  and  make 
accessible  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people,  selected  parts  of  the  Nation’s 
diminishing  resource  of  free-flowing  rivers. 
For  this  purpose  there  is  hereby  established 
a  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  to 
be  composed  of  (a)  the  areas  designated  by 
this  Act  or  subsequent  Acts  as  “national  wild 
river  areas”  and  “national  scenic  river  areas,” 
and  (b)  those  State  or  locally  administered 
wild  or  scenic  river  areas  designated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  as  part  of  the  system. 
Areas  designated  as  national  “wild”  or 
“scenic”  river  areas  by  subsequent  Acts  of 
Congress  shaU  be  administered  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  unless  the 
subsequent  Acts  provide  otherwise. 

DEFINITION  OF  WILD  RIVER  AREA 

(b)  A  wild  river  area  eligible  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  System  is  a  stream  or  section 
of  a  stream,  tributary,  or  river — and  the  re¬ 
lated  adjacent  lands — located  in  a  sparsely 
populated,  natural,  and  rugged  environment 
where  the  river  is  free  flowing  and  unpol¬ 
luted,  or  where  the  river  should  be  restored 
to  such  condition,  in  order  to  promote  sound 
water  conservation,  and  promote  the  public 
use  and  enjoyment  of  the  scenic,  fish,  wild¬ 
life,  and  outdoor  recreation  values. 

DEFINITION  OF  SCENIC  RIVER  AREA 

(c)  A  scenic  river  eligible  to  be  inc/ided 
in  the  System  is  a  stream  or  section  of  a 
stream,  tributary,  or  river- — and  the/  related 
adjacent  lands — that  is  unpolluted  and 
should  be  left  in  its  pastoral  o y  scenic  at¬ 
tractiveness,  or  that  should  hg  restored  to 
such  condition,  in  order  to  protect,  develop, 
and  make  accessible  Its  significant  national 
outdoor  recreational  resources  for  public  use 
and  enjoyment. 

NATIONAL  WfLD  RIVERS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  following  rivers,  or  seg¬ 
ments  thereof,  any  related  adjacent  lands, 
are  hereby  designated  as  “national  wild  river 
areas”: 

(1)  Salmon, /Middle  Fork,  Idaho — from  its 
origin  to  it/  confluence  with  the  main 
Salmon  Rivi 

(2)  ClMfr  water,  Middle  Pork  Idaho — the 
Middle  Fork  from  the  town  of  Kooskia  up- 
stream/to  the  town  of  Lowell;  the  Lochsa 
River/from  its  junction  with  the  Selway  at 
Lowell  forming  the  Middle  Fork,  upstream 


to  the  Powell  Ranger  Station;  and  the  Selway 
River  from  Lowell  upstream  to  its  origin. 

(3)  Rio  Grande,  New  Mexico — the  segment 
extending  from  the  Colorado  State  line 
downstream  to  the  State  Highway  96  cross¬ 
ing,  and  the  lower  four  miles  of  the  Red 
River. 

(4)  Saint  Croix,  Minnesota  and  Wiscon¬ 
sin— the  segment  between  the  dam  near 
Taylors  Falls,  Minnesota,  and  the  dam  near 
Gordon,  Wisconsin,  and  its  tributary,  the 
Namekagon,  from  its  confluence  upstream 
with  the  Saint  Croix  to  the  dam  near  Trego, 
Wisconsin. 

(5)  Wolf,  Wisconsin — From  Langlode- 
Menominee  County  Line  downstream  to 
Keshena  Falls. 

(6)  Rogue,  Oregon — The  segment  of  the 
river  extending  from  the  mouth  of  Graves 
Creek  downstream  to  river  mile  38,  below 
Flea  Creek. 

(7)  Illinois,  Oregon — The  segment  of  the 
river  extending  from  Briggs  Creek  down¬ 
stream  to  Lawson  Creek. 

NATIONAL  SCENIC  RIVERS 

(b)  The  following  rivers,  or  segments 
thereof,  and  related,  adjacent  lands,  are 
^hereby  designated  as  “national  scenic  river 
reas”: 

f  1 )  Saint  Croix,  Wisconsin  and  Minne¬ 
sotan-downstream  from  the  dam  near  Tay¬ 
lors  Stalls,  Minnesota,  to  its  confluence  wit 
the  Mississippi  River. 

(2)  Eleven  Point,  Missouri — the  segment/of 
the  river  extending  downstream  #rom 
Thomasvillte  to  State  Highway  142. 

(3)  Rogue,  Oregon — the  segmenE/of  the 
river  extending from  t;he  mouth  of  tfa  Apple- 
gate  River,  doVnstream  to  the  /mouth  of 
Graves  Creek;  and  that  segmenyof  the  river 
extending  from  river  mile  below  Flea 
Creek  downstream\to  the  /Lobster  Creek 
Bridge. 

(4)  Illinois,  Oregon-\th/t  segment  of  the 
river  extending  from  rae  mouth  of  Deer 
Creek,  downstream  to  Briggs  Creek;  and  that 
segment  of  the  river  extending  from  Lawson 
Creek  downstream  t ft  its  confluence  with  the 
Rogue. 

(5)  Namekago/,  Wisconsin — \hat  section 
of  the  river  ejftending  from  Lake  Name¬ 
kagon  downs jream  to  the  dam  negr  Trego, 
Wisconsin. 

FEDERAL  -  j/ATE  PLANNING  FOR  ADDITION 
SYSTEM 

Sec.  if.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Inter? 
and  fae  Secretary  of  Agriculture  where  na\ 
tionftl  forest  lands  are  involved,  after  con-' 
stmation  with  interested  Federal  agencies, 
re  directed  to  consult  with  the  Governors 
ind  officials  of  the  States  in  which  the  rivers 
listed  below  are  located  to  ascertain  whether 
a  joint  Federal-State  plan  is  feasible  and  de¬ 
sirable  in  the  public  interest  to  conserve 
segments  of  these  rivers.  The  appropriate 
Secretary  shall  submit  to  the  President  with¬ 
in  five  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  his  recommendations  for  inclusion 
of  any  or  all  of  them  in  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  and  the  President 
shall  submit  to  the  Congress  his  recommen¬ 
dations  for  such  legislation  as  he  deems 
appropriate : 

(1)  Salmon,  Idaho — from  the  town  of 
North  Fork  downstream  to  its  confluence 
with  the  Snake  River. 

(2)  Buffalo,  Tennessee — the  entire  river 
from  its  beginning  in  Lawrence  County  to  its 
confluence  with  the  Duck  River. 

(3)  Big  Fork,  Minnesota — the  entire  river. 

(4)  Hudson,  New  York — the  segment  of 
the  main  stem  extending  from  its  origin  in 
the  Adirondack  Park  downstream  to  the  vi¬ 
cinity  of  the  town  of  Luzerne:  Boreas  River 
from  its  mouth  to  Durgin  Brook;  Indian 
River  from  its  mouth  to  Abanakee  Dam;  and 
Cedar  River  from  its  mouth  to  Cedar  River 
flow. 


(5)  Missouri,  Montana — the  segment  up¬ 
stream  from  Fort  Peck  Reservoir  toward 
town  of  Fort  Benton. 

(6)  Niobrara,  Nebraska — the  malnsjfem 
segment  lying  between  the  confluence  of 
Antelope  Creek  downstream  to  the/head- 
waters  of  the  proposed  Norden  Reservoir 
east  of  the  town  of  Valentine,  and/the  lower 
eight  miles  of  its  Snake  River  tributary. 

(7)  Skagit,  Washington — the /Skagit  from 
the  town  of  Mount  Vernon/ upstream  to 
Gorge  powerhouse  near  thy  town  of  New- 
halem;  the  Cascade  River  mm  its  mouth  to 
■the  confluence  of  the  jtforth  and  South 
Forks;  the  Sauk  from  fa  mouth  to  Elliott 
Creek;  and  the  Suiatt/e  from  its  mouth  to 
Milk  Creek. 

(8)  Susquehanna^ New  York  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania — the  segment  of  the  Susquehanna 
River  from  a  danr  at  Cooperstown,  New  York, 
downstream  to  fae  town  of  Pittston,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

(9)  Suwajfnee,  Georgia  and  Florida — en¬ 
tire  river  from  its  source  in  the  Okefenokee 
Swamp  Georgia  to  the  gulf,  and  the  out¬ 
lying  Icfietucknee  Springs,  Florida. 

(lOy  Youghiogheny,  Maryland  and  Penn¬ 
sylvania — from  Oakland,  Maryland,  to  the 
Yo/ghiogheny  Reservoir,  and  from  the 
ughiogheny  Dam  downstream  to  the  town 
if  Connellsville,  Pennsylvania. 

(11)  Little  Miami,  Ohio — the  segment  of 
the  Little  Miami  River  in  Clark,  Greene, 
Warren,  and  Clermont  Counties  from  a  point 
in  the  vicinity  of  Clifton,  Ohio,  downstream 
to  a  point  in  the  vicinity  of  Morrow,  Ohio. 

(12)  Little  Beaver,  Ohio — the  segment  of 
the  North  and  Middle  Forks  of  the  Little 
Beaver  River  in  Columbiana  County,  from  a 
point  in  the  vicinity  of  Negly  and  Elkton, 
Ohio,  downstream  to  a  point  in  the  vicinity 
of  East  Liverpool,  Ohio. 

(13)  Maumee,  Ohio — from  Perrysburg, 
Ohio,  to  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana. 

(14)  Pine  Creek,  Pennsylvania — the  seg¬ 
ment  from  Ansonia,  Pennsylvania,  to  Water- 
ville,  Pennsylvania. 

(15)  Delaware,  Pennsylvania  and  New 
York — the  segment  from  Hancock,  New  York, 
to  Matamoras,  Pennsylvania. 

(16)  Allegheny,  Pennsylvania — the  seg¬ 
ment  from  the  Allegheny  Reservoir  at  Kin- 
zua,  Pennsylvania,  to  Tionesta,  Pennsylvania, 
and  then  from  Franklin,  Pennsylvania,  to 
East  Brady,  Pennsylvania. 

(17)  Clarion,  Pennsylvania — the  segment 
from  where  it  enters  the  Allegheny  River  to 
Ridgway,  Pennsylvania. 

(18)  West  Branch  Susquehanna,  Penn- 
Ivania — the  segment  of  the  West  Branch 

quehanna  from  Clearfield,  Pennsylvania, 
to 'Lock  Haven,  Pennsylvania. 

(nU  Chattooga,  North  Carolina,  South 
Carolina  and  Georgia — the  entire  river. 

(20)  'Flathead,  Montana — the  North  Fork 
from  theVCanadian  border  downstream  to  its 
confluenceWith  the  Middle  Fork;  the  Middle 
Fork  from  Kts  headwaters  to  its  confluence 
with  the  Sot^h  Fork;  and  the  South  Fork 
from  its  origiffi.  to  Hungry  Horse  Reservoir. 

(21)  Gasconady.  Missouri — the  entire  river. 

(22)  Guadalup\ Texas — the  entire  river. 

(23)  Klamath,  l^alifornia — the  segment 


{stream  to  a  point  two 
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from  Scott  River  dov 
miles  upstream  fron 
crossing. 

(24)  Penobscot,  Maine 
branches. 

(25)  Pere  Marquette,  Michigan — the  entire 
river. 

(26)  Upper  Iowa,  Iowa — the  eiltire  river. 

(27)  Feather,  California — the  Middle  Fork. 

(b)  In  all  planning  for  the  usXand  de¬ 
velopment  of  water  and  related  fluid  re¬ 
sources,  consideration  shall  be  given^jy  all 
Federal  agencies  involved  to  potentiaK  na¬ 
tional  wild  or  scenic  river  areas,  and' 
river  basin  and  project  plan  reports  su\r 
mitted  to  the  Congress  shall  consider  ana 


90th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1004 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  8, 1967 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 


AN  ACT 

To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  Section  1.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Central 

4  Arizona  Project  Act”. 

5  Sec.  2.  (a)  Por  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation 

6  water  and  municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water-deficient 

7  areas  of  Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct 

8  diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  generation  of  electric  power 

9  and  energy,  control  of  floods,  conservation  and  development 
10  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of  recreation 


VII— O 


1  J^iprtuuilies,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 

2  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall 

3  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 

. . 

4  consisting  of  the  following  principal  works:  (1)  a  system 

5  of  main  conduits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and 

6  pumping  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping 

7  plants) ,  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu 

8  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall 

9  have  a  capacity  of  not  less  than  three  thousand  cubic  feet  per 

10  second;  (2)  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping 

11  plant  or  suitable  alternative ;  ( 3 )  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir, 

12  which  shall  be  so  operated  as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of 

13  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those 
11  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the  United 
15  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 

10  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  Dis- 

11  trict  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  ;  (4)  Hooker 

18  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a 

19  manner  as  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (f) , 

20  (g)  f  and  (h)  of  this  section;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Res- 

21  ervoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants ;  (7)  Salt- 

22  Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities,  hydroelectric 

23  powerplants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9)  re- 

24  lated  water  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  ap- 

25  purtenant  works:  Provided,  That  for  a  period  of  27  years 


1 


from  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  in  any  year  in  which,  as 

2  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  will  be  insufficient  main 

3  stream  Colorado  Kiver  water  to  satisfy  the  consumptive  uses 

4  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand,  four  million  four 

5  hundred  thousand,  and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 

.i . 

6  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  respectively,  diversions 

7  for  the  said  purposes  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be 

8  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water  in  quantities 

9  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  aggregate  annual  consumptive 

10  use  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  the 

11  State  of  California.  Except  as  to  the  tenns  and  provisions 

12  of  this  priority,  the  rights  of  Arizona  under  the  decision  in 

13  Arizona  against  California  (373  U.S.  546)  are  not  affected, 

14  abridged,  or  impaired.  The  terms  “consumptive  use”  and 

15  “main  stream”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  have  the  meanings 

16  assigned  to  those  terms  in  the  decree  in  Arizona  against  Cali- 

17  fomia,  dated  March  9,  1964  (376  U.S.  340) . 

18  (b)  (1)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement 

19  with  non-Eederal  interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal 

20  generating  powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall 

21  acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of  the  capacity  of  such 

22  plant,  including  delivery  of  power  and  energy  over  ap- 

23  purtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 

24  delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection 

25  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  Power  and  energy  ac- 
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quired  thereunder  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by 
the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  connection  with  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  The  agreement  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

(i)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction  cost,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  interest  during  construction,  of  the  powerplant, 
and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission  facilities  serv¬ 
ing  the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United 
States  therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities. 
The  Secretary  shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such 
costs  available  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,  including  the  period  of  prepara¬ 
tion  of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  installments 
as  will  facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule,  but  no 
funds  other  than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  until  he  determines 
that  adequate  contractual  arrangements  are  in  effect 
covering  water  and  fuel  supplies  for  the  thermal  generat¬ 
ing  powerplant ; 

(ii)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  provisions  for  depreciation  (except  as  to  depre¬ 
ciation  on  the  pro  rata  share  of  construction  cost  borne 
by  the  United  States  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
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subdivision  (i)  )  shall  be  apportioned  between  the  United 
States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an  equitable 
basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (i)  ; 

(iii)  The  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate 
credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal  lands  administered 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  are  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  powerplant  and  appurtenances; 

(iv)  Costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under 
subdivisions  (i)  and  (ii)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest 
and  interest  during  construction,  (b)  financing  charges, 
(c)  franchise  fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be 
specified  in  the  agreement. 

(2)  The  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection  shall  be  located  in  Arizona, 
and  if  it  is  served  by  water  diverted  from  the  drainage  area 
of  the  Colorado  Eiver  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  consumptive 
use  of  water  in  connection  therewith  shall  be  charged  against 
the  apportionment  to  Arizona  made  by  article  III  (a)  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  Eiver  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31) 
and  such  use  shall  not  increase  Arizona’s  entitlement  to  con¬ 
sumptive  use  under  said  compact. 

(c)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress, 
water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made 
available  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


6 


having  a  recent  irrigation  history  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife 
refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State- 
administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(d)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of 
Arizona  may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it 
is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be  pursuant  to  master  con¬ 
tracts  with  organizations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  bound¬ 
aries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  ar¬ 
rangements  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within  its 
boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary’s  approval  and 
the  United  States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such 
action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to  such 
contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user. 
The  provisions  of  this  subparagraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to 
the  supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the 
boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d) 
of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h 
(d)  )  with  respect  to  any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation 


1  block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more  than 

2  fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pursuant  to  section 

3  9  (e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 

4  485h  (e) )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a 

5  period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an 

6  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 

7  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 

8  conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Secre- 

9  tary  may  designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to  irri- 

10  gation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available 

11  thereunder  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  mu- 

12  nicipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such 

12  water  is  not  required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 
11  ( 3 )  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 

15  supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  with¬ 
in  out  regard  to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section 
1^  9  (c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 

485h  (c)  )  ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an 
19  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
29  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 

21  conduits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of 

22  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  ( 1 )  of  said  section  and 
22  for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made 
21  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

(e)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under 
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the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be 
in  effect  measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary, 
to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from  aquifers  affected  by 
irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and 
distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after 
its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  be 
provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judg¬ 
ment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3) 
neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  per¬ 
mit  others  to  pump  ground  water  from  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside  said 
contractor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary  and  such  con¬ 
tractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  re¬ 
quired.  Such  contracts  shall  be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the 
satisfaction  of  all  existing  contracts  between  the  Secretary 
and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore  made  pursuant  to  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057) . 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under 
which  water  is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that 
the  contractor  agree  to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange 
for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  supplies  from  sources  other 
than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the  • 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila 
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River  system,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico 
additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the 
conditions  specified  in  subsection  (h)  of  this  section:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  be  ac¬ 
complished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  such  Arizona 
contractors. 

(g)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream 
Colorado  River  water  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream  water  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main 
stream  wTater,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that  project 
which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  only 
in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in 
New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources,  in  amounts  that  will  permit 
consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not  to  exceed  an 
annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation, 
over  and  above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article 
IV  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
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in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340) .  Such  in- 

i 

creased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until  and  shall 
continue  only  so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water 
to  downstream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accom¬ 
plished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient 
to  replace  any  diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such 
diversions  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  under¬ 
ground  water  sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required 
for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any 
differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved.  All  addi¬ 
tional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection  shall 
be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in 
United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights 
existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and 
Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 

I 

underground  water  sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and 
shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without  economic 
injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

(i)  For  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  no  water  from  the  projects  authorized  by 
this  Act  shall  be  delivered  to  any  water  user  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of  any  basic  agricultural 
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commodity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
or  any  amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of  such  com¬ 
modity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop 
would  normally  be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply 
as  defined  in  section  301  (b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  calls  for  an  increase  in  production  of  such 
commodity  in  the  interest  of  national  security. 

(j)  The  Secretary  shall  integrate  the  Dixie  project,  here¬ 
tofore  authorized,  into  the  repayment  arrangement  and  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  Development  Fund  established  by  section  5 
of  this  Act  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation 
opportunities  in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act  (79  Stat.  213). 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment 
capability  of  Indian  lands  within,  imder,  or  served  by  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to 
irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision  of  water  for 
incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and  within  the 
repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
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Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464) ,  and  such  costs  as  are 
beyond  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable. 

Seo.  5.  (a)  There  is-  hereby  established  a  separate  fund 
in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  known  as  the 
Lower  Colorado  Liver  Basin  Development  bund  (hereafter 
called  the  “Development  bund”) ,  which  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  as  hereafter  provided,  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  2  of  this  Act,  and  to  he  expended 
or  applied  in  connection  with  water  conservation  and  de¬ 
velopment  for  the  Lower  Colorado  Liver  Basin  as  may  here¬ 
after  be  prescribed  by  the  Congress. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  aforesaid  provisions  of  section  2,  and  such  proj¬ 
ects  as  are  hereafter  authorized  by  the  Congress  for  water 

conservation  and  development  for  the  Lower  Colorado  Liver 
> 

Basin,  shall  be  credited  to  the  Development  bund  as  ad¬ 
vances  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  and  shall  be 
available  for  such  purposes. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  Development 
bund — 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  the  works  and  facilities  authorized  pursuant 
to  section  2  and  hereafter  authorized  in  furtherance  of 
the  purposes  of  this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission, 
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and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  proceeds  de¬ 
ceived  from  recreation  concessionaires)  ;  and 

( 2 )  All  F ederal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Oanyon 
and  Parker-Davis  projects  which,  after  (completion  of 
repayment  requirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  requirements  of  those  projects:  Provided, 
however,  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  continue  the  in-lieu-of-taxes  payments  to  the  States 
of  Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2  (c) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so  long 
as  revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder 
Oanyon  Project. 

(3)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie,  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona  which,  after  comple¬ 
tion  of  repayment  requirements  of  the  said  part  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona,  are  surplus,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation;  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  requirements  of  said  portion  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  and  re¬ 


lated  facilities. 
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(d)  All  revenues  collected  and  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  available,  without 
further  appropriation,  for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacements  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for, 
all  facilities  of  the  project  within  such  separate  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  be  included  in  annual  appropriation  Acts; 

(2)  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  section  8  of 
this  Act; 

(3)  payments  as  required  by  subsection  (f)  of  this 
section ;  and 

(4)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State 
of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution 
of  the  production  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge 
Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  be¬ 
tween  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  as 
set  forth  in  section  2  of  this  Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  Development  Fund  shall 
not  be  available  for  construction  of  the  works  authorized 
pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act  except  on  appropriation  by 
the  Congress. 

(f)  Revenues  in  the  Development  Fund  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  ( 1 ) , 
(2),  and  (4)  of  section  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return — 
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(1)  the  costs  of  the  project  or  separable  feature 
thereof,  authorized  pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act 
which  are  allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  pursuant  to 
this  Act,  within  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years  from 
the  date  of  completion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable 
feature,  exclusive  of  any  development  period  authorized 
by  law;  and 

(2)  interest  (including  interest  during  construction) 
on  the  unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  sup¬ 
ply  features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (g)  of  this  section,  and  interest 
due  shall  be  a  first  charge. 

(g)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the 
reimbursable  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  are 
properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiat¬ 
ing  construction  of  such  project,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed 
average  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  out¬ 
standing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither 
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due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the 
date  of  issue. 

00  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Congress  annually  for  all  operations  financed  by  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  programs  for 
water  salvage  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  and  for  ground  water  recovery.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable 
degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the 
area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Animas- La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  projects,  Colorado,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stet.  105;  43 
U.S.C.  620) ,  and  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning 
reports  on  other  participating  projects,  subsection  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  deleting  the 
words  “Pine  River  extension”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  words  “Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  San  Miguel”.  Section  2  of  said  Act  is  hereby  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Parshall,  Troublesome, 
Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek,  East 


17 


1  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  ex- 

2  tension,  Animas-La,  Plata”,  and  inserting  after  the  words 

3  “Yellow  Jacket”  the  words  “Basalt,  Middle  Park  (includ- 

4  ing  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure  units) ,  Upper 

5  Gunnison  (including  the  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomi- 

6  chi  Creek  units) ,  Lower  Yampa  (including  the  Juniper  and 

7  Great  Northern  units) ,  Upper  Yampa  (including  the  Hay- 

8  den  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)  ”,  and  by  inserting 

9  after  the  word  “Sublette”  the  words  “  (including  the  Kendall 

10  Reservoir  on  Green  River  and  a  diversion  of  water  from  the 

11  Green  River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming) , 

12  Uintah  unit  and  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  central  Utah,  San 

13  Juan  County  (Utah) ,  Price  River,  Grand  County  (Utah) , 

14  Ute  Indian  unit  extension  of  the  central  Utah,  Gray  Canyon, 
10  and  Juniper  (Utah)  ”.  The  amount  which  section  12  of  said 

16  Act  authorizes  to  he  appropriated  is  hereby  further  increased 

17  by  the  sum  of  $360,000,000  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if 

18  any,  as  may  be  required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construc- 

19  tion  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indexes  applicable 

20  to  the  type  of  construction  involved.  This  additional  sum  shall 

21  be  available  solely  for  the  construction  of  the  projects  herein 

22  authorized. 

23  (b)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project 

24  shall  be  constructed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance 

25  with  the  engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Secre- 
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tary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  May  4,  1966,  and 
printed  as  House  Document  436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress: 
Provided,  That  the  project  construction  of  the  Animas-La 
Plata  Eederal  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  and  unless  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico 
shall  have  ratified  the  following  compact  to  which  the  consent 
of  Congress  is  hereby  given : 

“Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico, 
in  order  to  implement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Federal  Reclamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  pro¬ 
posed  participating  project  under  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105) ,  and  being  moved  by  consid¬ 
erations  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 
compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the  follow¬ 
ing  articles : 

“Article  I 

“A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado  and 
New  Mexico  from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems, 
including  return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas 
River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico  under  the  Animas- 
La  Plata  Eederal  Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of 
equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of  the 
Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for 
that  project,  providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within 
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the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state  by  articles  III  and 
XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63 
Stat.  31) . 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  (a) 
of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
shall  not  be  construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

“Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory 
when  it  shall  have  been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each  of 
the  signatory  States.” 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and 
Seedskadee  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  stor¬ 
age  project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acreage  for 
which  any  single  ownership  may  receive  project  water  at  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

(d)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations”  con¬ 
tained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that  section  of  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  80,  Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session, 
entitled  “Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities  and 
Auxiliary  Features,”  shall  mean  and  refer  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Moun¬ 
tain  Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and  the  Secretary  is 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


20 


directed  to  act  in  accordance  with  such  meaning  and  refer¬ 
ence.  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines  and 
observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i),  and  does  not 
in  any  way  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising 
under  said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  8.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat. 
107) ,  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774) ,  for  all  expenditures 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam 
during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the 

Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 

> 

the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851, 
July  19,  1962).  For  this  purpose  $500,000  for  each  year 
of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing 
with  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred  from 
the  Colorado  River  development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fimd,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to 
the  purposes  stated  in  section  2  (d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accom¬ 
plished.  To  the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reim¬ 
bursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of 
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1  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to 

2  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues 

3  derived  from  the  sale  of  electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover 

4  Dam. 
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Seo.  9.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter, 
amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Colorado  River  compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  water 
treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States  (Treaty 
Series  994) ,  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  and  others  (376 
U.S.  340) ,  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057) ,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774) ,  or  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105) . 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(a)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive 
uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
after  each  successive  five-year  period,  beginning  with 
the  five-year  period  starting  on  October  1,  1965.  Such 
reports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the  bene¬ 
ficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 
Specific  figures  on  quantities  consumptively  used  from 
the  major  tributary  streams  flowing  into  the  Colorado 
River  shall  also  be  included  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 
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Such  reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with'  the 
States  of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall’  be  transmitted  to 
the  President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors  of  each 
State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  compact; 

(b)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  upon  the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado 
River  compact. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for 
the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  those  statutes,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the  Colorado  River 
compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact  and  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed 

< 

in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  stor¬ 
age  project  and  releases  of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the 
following  listed  order  of  priority : 

( 1 )  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described 
in  article  III  (c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  if  any  such 
deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper 
division. 
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(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  III  (d)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  speci¬ 
fied  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent 
that  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three  low¬ 
er  division  States  and  taking  into  consideration  all  relevant 
factors  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic  streamflows, 
the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabilities  of  water 
supply) ,  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  de¬ 
liveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impairment  of 
annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
Colorado  River  compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  re¬ 
quired  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i) 
to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the 
lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  III  (e)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made 
when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the 
active  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain, (  as  nearly  as 
practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active 
storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills 
from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  criteria  proposed 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  he  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
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Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other  parties  and 
agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  January  1,  1969,  the 
Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance 
with  this  section  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Regis¬ 
ter.  Beginning  January  1,  1970,  and  yearly  thereafter, 
the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
Governors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report  de¬ 
scribing  the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria 
for  the  preceding  compact  water  year  and  the  projected 
operation  for  the  current  year.  As  a  result  of  actual  oper¬ 
ating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secretary 
may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve  the  pur¬ 
poses  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only 
after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  and  appropriate  consultation  with 

i 

such  State  representatives  as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  shall  be  administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
criteria. 

Sec.  12.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  by  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall 
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not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water  in 
the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to 
impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 
powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  13.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat. 
1063;  16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the 
reach  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake  Mead  and  the 
present  western  boundary  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

Sec.  14.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act  in 
constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388  and 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto )  to  which 
laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement :  Provided,  That 
the  sale  or  disposition  of  power  or  energy  acquired  pursuant 
to  section  2  of  this  Act  and  surplus  to  the  requirements  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  9  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1939  (53 
Stat.  1193) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  15.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  which  are  de¬ 
fined  in  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  meanings 
there  defined. 
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1  (b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo- 

2  rado  Biver  downstream  from  Lee  Perry  within  the  United 

3  States,  including  the  reservoirs  thereon. 

4  (c)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream 

5  water  in  the  lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any 

6  person  or  legal  entity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su- 

7  preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali- 

8  fomia,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main  stream 

9  water  when  available  thereunder. 

10  (d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in 

11  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be 

12  released  through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

13  (e)  “Colorado  Eiver  Basin  States”  means  the  States  of 

14  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah. 

15  and  Wyoming. 

16  Sec.  16.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 

17  for  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  including 

18  prepayment  for  power  generation  and  transmission  facilities, 

19  but  exclusive  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non- 

20  Indian  lands,  $768,000,000  (October  1963  prices)  plus 

21  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by 

22  reason  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indi- 

23  cated  by  engineering  cost  indexes  applicable  to  the  types  of 

24  construction  involved  herein,  and  not  to  exceed  $100,000,000 
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1  for  construction  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for 

2  non-Indian  lands  and,  in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as  may 

3  be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 

Passed  the  Senate  August  7,  1967. 

Attest:  FRANCIS  R.  VALEO, 

Secretary. 
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TEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


UNITED  STATE!  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  d\.  20250 

OFFICIAL  DUSINES 


POSTAJSfE  AND  FEES  PAID 
U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(FOR  INFORMATION  ONLY; 

NOT  TO  BE  QUOTED  OR  CITED) 


isued  March  4,  1968 
For  actions  of  March  1  &  2  1968 

90th-2nd;  Nos.  32  &  33 


)NTENTS 


Adiournment . 

Future  farmers . . . 

. .  _ .  5 

Dairy . 

Loans. ....  A. .  /. 

Electrification . 

...7,8 

Nomination. .  .\/ . 

FHA  loans . T  . 

Food-for-peace . , 

Food  stamp  program. . 

Peace  Corps.  y/\. ... . 
Potatoes. . .  J. . .  A. . . 
Public  Law/480. . .  . 

.6,11 

.4,14 

Truth-in- lending. . . . 

SENATE  -  March  1 

1.  NOMINATION.  Confirmed  the  nomination  of  C.  R.  Smith  to  be  Sec^tary  of  Commerce, 

p.  S2006 

2.  COSPONSORS.  / Sen.  Allott  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  2862,  proposed  Potato 

Research  >6nd  Promotion  Act.  p.  S1975 

3.  TRUTH  LENDING.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  two  editorials  supporting  "the\wage 
garnishment  provisions  of  the  truth-in- lending  bill."  pp.  S1986,  S1987 

4.  DAFRY.  Sen.  Nelson  urged  "renewed  attention  to  the  opportunities  to  use  dair^ 
•roducts  to  a  greater  extent  in  the  food-for-peace  program."  p.  S1987 


-  2  - 


FUTURE  FARMERS.  Sen.  Burdick  commended  the  Future  Farmers  of  America  organiza¬ 
tion  as  having  Man  outstanding  role  in  assuring  the  future  progress  and  pros - 
Qf  our  state."  p.  S1988 

6.  PEACE  CORPS.  Received  the  President's  message  reporting  on  activities  of  the 
>s.  p.  S1999 

SENATE  -  March  2‘ 

7.  RESEARCH.  Received  from  Interior  a  report  regarding  the  progress  and  results 

obtained  by  ct^e  U.  S.  from  participation  in  the  desalting  a/id  electrical  power 
generation  project,  p.  S2007 


8.  ELECTRIFICATION,  ^en.  Aiken  inserted  the  speech  of  FPC  /Commissioner  Ross,  to 

the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association ;  favoring  the  Aiken -Kennedy 
bill  to  facilitate  usteof  nuclear  power  by  small  electric  systems.  pp.  S2010-12 


9.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Ma\4.  p.  S2027 

HOUSE  -  March  1, 


L 


10.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 

Reclamation  approved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  3300,  amended,  Colorado 
River  Basin  project,  p.  D144 

extensionMf  REMARKS 

11.  PEACE  CORPS.  Rep,  Ottinger  praised^ the  Peace  Corps  on  its  seventh  anniversary 

and  inserted  an  address  by  Peace/Corps  Director  Vaughn,  pp.  E1402-6 

(ILLS  introduce) 

12.  LOANS .  S.  3067  by  Sen.  Ell^nder,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home-  Adminis¬ 

tration  Act  of  1961,  as  ^mended,  to  finance  the  establishment  of  grazing  asso¬ 
ciations  without  a  shift  in  land  use,  to  provide  aNsupplemental  source  of  cred: 
to  coperatives  serving  rural  people,  to  authorize  injured  operating  loans  to 
low-income  small  facdaers,  to  extend  the  cut-off  date  nor  completion  of  compre¬ 
hensive  water  and  fewer  plans;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 

13.  FOOD  STAMP.  S.  2068  by  Sen.  Ellender,  to  amend  the  Food  St^rip  Act  of  1964,  as 

amended;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 

14.  PUBLIC  LAW  480.  S.  3069  by  Sen.  Ellender,  to  extend  the  Agricultural  Trade 

Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee. 

0 

COMMITTED  HEARINGS:  x 

MAR.  4/  Agricultural  appropriations,  H.  Appropriations  (exec);  Poultry  inspection, 
H/Agriculture  (exec);  Foreign  aid  authorization,  H.  Foreign  Affairs;  Set  aside 
pertain  funds  for  recreation  areas,  H.  Interior;  MAR.  8:  Public  Law  480,  H.  j\gri" 
culture  (Secretary  Freeman  to  testify). 

oOo 


i 


10\  PUBLIC  LANDS.  Received  a  Colo.  Legislature  resolution  urging  the  Congress  arid 
.the  President  "to  take  action  necessary  to  transfer  ownership  and  administration 
vacant  and  unreserved  public  domain  lands  to  the  various  States."  p,/S3299 

11.  TRAVEL.  Sen.  Hayden  inserted  the  reports  of  various  committees  in  connection 
with  expenditure  of  foreign  currencies  and  appropriated  funds  for  foreign  travel, 
pp.  S33q4-14 

HOUSE 

12.  PUBLIC  LAW  430\  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (b6t  did  not  actually 

report)  H.  R,  1^165,  to  extend  the  food-for-peace  program./  p.  D249 

13.  TRAVEL.  The  Rules  Gsommittee  reported  a  resolution  for  tKe  consideration  of  H.  R. 

13738,  to  increase  Et^e  maximum  rate  of  per  diem  allowance  for  Government  employ¬ 
ees  traveling  on  official  business,  p.  H2260 

14.  RESEARCH.  The  Rules  Commrttee  reported  a  resolut/n  for  the  consideration  of 

H.  R.  15856,  the  NASA  authorization  bill,  to  authorize  appropriations  to  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  /or  the  fiscal  year  1969  for  re¬ 
search  and  development,  construction  of  faci/ties,  and  administrative  opera¬ 
tions  (p.  H2260) .  The  bill  contains  itemsyfor  research,  including  that  conducted 
in  cooperation  with  this  Department  on  ea/th  resources  satellites  providing  in¬ 
formation  on  agriculture  and  forestry  t/ough  remote  sensing  devices,  including 
identification  and  analysis  of  crop/p/cies,  soil  types,  crop  conditions,  envi¬ 
ronmental  conditions,  tree  identif ic/ion,  forest  density,  forest  conditions, 
etc. 


15.  FORESTS.  The  Agriculture  CommitLde  voted  t)s»  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

H.  R,  15822,  to  provide  for  ther  establishment  of  the  Robert  S.  Kerr  Memorial 
Arboretum  and  Nature  Center  yd  the  Ouachita  N^ional  Forest,  Okla.  p.  D249 

16.  FARM  LABOR.  The  Education yand  Labor  Committee  voiced  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H.  R.  IJHV  14,  to  include  certain  agricultural  workers  under  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Act.  p.  D249 

17.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H.  R.  3300,  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project,  p.  D249 

18 .  HOLIDAYS .  The/5udiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

H.  R.  15951w/to  provide  for  uniform  annual  observances  of  certain  legal  public 
holidays  ojaMondays.  p.  D250 

19.  MARINE  RESOURCES.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisherih^  Committee 
approved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  13781,  to  amend  the  Marine  Resources 
and /igineering  Development  Act  to  continue  the  sea-grant  college  program,  p. 

D2f 


ircanONSTRATION.  Rep.  Poage  expressed  concern  because  a  "minority"  of  the  cro/ 
gathered  to  hear  Secretary  Freeman  speak  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin  preve 
him  from  completing  his  address  and  commended  those  who  apologized  and  the 
Secretary  for  "ably  handling"  the  situation,  p.  H2215 


ited 
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'SUL.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Ryan  urged  support  of  his  bill  to  provide  a  supplemental  approV 
\  priation  for  OEO,  increasing  the  1968  fiscal  year  appropriation  by  $207  minion, 
\p.  H2249  / 

22.  TRUST  TFRRITORY.  Rep.  Mink  urged  passage  of  H.  R.  16183,  to  provide  fo^a  go¬ 

vernment  for  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  pp.  H2250-2/ 

23.  EXPENDITURES .  Rep.  Bolton  inserted  an  editorial  favoring  the  modey'cities  and 

poverty  programs  in  preference  to  the  supersonic-plane  and  space  /programs,  pp. 


H2248-9 


24.  TAXATION.  Rep>  Reuss  inserted  tables  to  support  his  request  /or  tax  reform,  pp. 
H2257-8  \  / 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


25.  EMPLOYMENT.  Rep.  Curbds  urged  analysis  of  the  conseqj/ences  of  minimum  wage  in 
creases  and  inserted  a\Yale  economics  professor's  speech  on  the  subject,  pp. 


E2247-51 


26.  FAMILY  FARMS.  Sen.  Metcalf 'commended  and  inserjted  a  speech  by  Sen.  McGovern 

"Hidden  Enemies  of  the  FamilV  Farm,"  dealing /With  corporate  and  tax  aspects  of 
farm  problems,  pp.  E2251-2  \  / 

27.  INDIAN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Moss  inserted  excepts  from  a  speech  by  the  cochairman  of 

the  Four  Corners  Commission  which  Opmme'nds  the  President's  recent  message  on 
Indian  affairs  and  lists  means  by  wfrich  an  approach  to  solving  the  Indian  prob¬ 
lems  can  be  made.  pp.  E2262-3  /\ 

28.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen,  Pearson  inserted  address  by  the  National  Rural  Elec¬ 

tric  Cooperative  Association  general  manager  discussing  REA  co-ops'  role  in 
economic  development  of  rural/America.  pp.\:2265-7 

Rep.  Zwach  urged  action  on  passage  of  his  proposed  bill  to  create  a  Country¬ 
side  Development  Commissio/.  pp,  E2282-3  \ 

29.  INFLATION.  Rep.  Curtis  y^xpressed  the  opinion  thatinf lation  is  the  farmer's 

greatest  problem  and  aommended  and  inserted  an  article  on  this  subject,  pp. 
E2263  /  \ 

30.  SPENDING.  Rep.  Famiin  inserted  an  article,  "Economy:  Great  Society  Style",  and 

stated  that  many  instances  "point  up  the  doubts  that  many'of  us  in  this  body 
have  about  the/ sincerity  of  the  present  administration's  premises  to  cut 
spending."  rip.  E2267-8  \ 

31.  RURAL  LOANJj.  Rep.  Hamilton  inserted  an  article,  "Hamilton  JoinsNprotest :  Loans 

to  Rural/Areas  for  Water,  Sewers  End",  critical  of  a  recent  Treasury  Dept, 
action/which  "brings  to  a  halt  a  Federal  loan  program  to  assist  rural  communi¬ 
ties/to  finance  water  and  sewer  systems."  p.  E2279  \ 

/  V 

32.  POVERTY.  Rep.  Ryan  urged  passage  of  H.  R.  16180,  to  authorize  OEO  appropriation! 

/nd  inserted  the  text  of  an  advertisement  which  "describes  the  catastrophic 
/  effect  of  the  cutback  on  Mississippi  Headstart  children."  pp.  E2285-6  \ 

33.  PESTICIDES.  Rep.  Podell  called  for  the  appointment  of  a  Presidential  Commission 

"with  full  power  and  authority  to  study  and  report  upon  research  plans  and 
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SENATE 


TRANSPORTATION.  Th /  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments,  S.  913,  to 
amend  part  III  oy  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  provide  for  the  recording  of 
trust  agreements  and  other  evidences  of  equipment  indebtedness  of  water 
carriers  (S.  Ijfept.  1094).  p.  S4449 

CONSERVATION^  Continued  debate  on  S.  1401,  to  amend  title  I  of  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965  (see  Digest  66).  pp.  S4466-78 

HUNGER./  Sen.  McGovern  inserted  Secretary  Freeman's  response  to  and  an  editorial 
on  the  "Hunger,  U.S.A."  report  which  he  stated  "indicate. .. an  ill-advised 
att/ck...on  agricultural  agencies  and  programs."  pp.  S4456-7 


4\0CEAN0GRAPHY. 
:he  Sea.1'  p, 


Sen.  Pell  commended  a  television  network  program  on  "Man  ar 
S4460 


APPOINTMENT.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  a  White  House  press  release  ann  jttcing 
the  )ippointment  of  Dr.  Willard  F.  Mueller,  of  Wise.,  to  be  Executiyj  Director 
for  th^  Cabinet  Committee  on  Price  Stability,  p.  S4464 


HOUSE 


6.  CONSERVATION A  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  r  Srted  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  8576,  to  amend  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  id  Act  of  1965  so 
as  to  overcome  Lficreasing  cost  of  recreation  lands  (H.  R^j  1313).  p.  H2996 


7. 


RIVER  BASINS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 

ment  H.  R.  3300,  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  project  (H.  Rept.  1312).  p.  H2996 


8.  EMPLOYMENT.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  1093,  f 
to  amend  and  clarify  the  reemployment  provision's  of  the  Universal  Military 
Training  and  Service  Act  (HA.Rept.  1303).  p/H2996 

Agreed  to  without  amendment  H.  Con.  Res./705,  to  assist  veterans  who  have 
served  in  Vietnam  or  elsewhere \n  obtainirj4  suitable  employment,  pp.  H2939- 
40,  H2954-57 


9.  REORGANIZATION;  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTIONS/ The  Rules  Committee  reported  resolu¬ 
tions  for  the  consideration  of  H.  R./15688,  to  extend  for  an  additional  four 
years  the  President's  authority  to/ubmit  reorganization  plans;  and  H.  R. 
16703,  the  military  construction  ,/uthor  lotion  bill.  p.  H2996 


10.  EDUCATION.  The  Education  and  L/bor  Committe&v  was  granted  until  midnight  Fri., 
Apr.  26,  to  file  a  report  on/H.  R.  16729,  the\higher  education  amendments 
dealing  with  student  assist/nce  loans,  pp.  H2953-4 


FINANCIAL  CRISIS.  Rep.  H/lifield  presented  facts  "refute  the  dangerous 
allegations  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  that  'We  are  in  the 
midst  of  the  worst  financial  crisis  since  1931.'"  Rep.  Holifield  stated  he 


( 


did  not  believe  that/ we  face  an  "uncontrollable  inflat: 
recession."  pp.  HL2I962-66 


or  "uncontrollable 


WILDERNESS.  Rep/  Saylor  paid  tribute  to  the  late  Harvey  BroWne,  president  of 
the  Wildernes/'Society ,  and  inserted  an  article  detailing  Mr\Broome's  work, 
pp.  H2973-4 


13.  OPINION  POJ&.  Rep.  Broyhill,  N.C.,  inserted  the  results  of  a  quest 
including  items  of  interest  to  this  Dept.  pp.  H2975-6 


Lonnaire 


14.  WATERy^OLLUTION.  Rep.  Cleveland  inserted  testimony  by  Gov.  Nelson  Rockefeller 
on  tne  proposed  Water  Quality  Improvement  Act  of  1968.  pp.  H2976-8 

Rep.  Harrison  criticized  Secretary  Udall's  "additions"  to  the  Water  QiJality 
fet  of  1965  to  "require  that  the  States  incorporate  into  their  water  qualit 
standards  applicable  to  interstate  waters  either  an  effluent  standard. .. or  i\s 
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April  24,  19GS.— Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Johnson  of  California,  from  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

together  with 

SEPARATE  AND  DISSENTING  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  H.R.  3300] 

The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (H.R.  3300)  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon  with 
an  amendment  and  recommends  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  following 
language : 


TITLE  I— COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT:  OBJECTIVES 

Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act”. 

Sec.  1C  2.  (a)  It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to  provide  a  program  for  the 
further  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  and  for  the  provision  of  additional  and  adequate  water  sup¬ 
plies  for  use  in  the  Upper  as  well  as  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin. 
This  program  is  declared  to  be  for  the  purposes,  among  others,  of  regulating 
the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River;  controlling  floods;  improving  navigation; 
providing  for  the  storage  and  delivery  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River 
for  reclamation  of  lands,  including  supplemental  water  supplies,  and  for 
' municipal ,  industrial,  and  other  beneficial  purposes;  improving  water 
quality;  providing  for  basic  public  outdoor  recreation  facilities;  improving 
conditions  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  the  generation  and  sale  of  electrical 
power  as  an  incident  of  the  foregoing  purposes. 

(b)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(, hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  1 'Secretary”)  shall  continue  to  develop, 
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after  consultation  with  affected  States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies, 
a  regional  water  plan,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  with 
future  authorizations,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under  which  projects  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  be  coordinated  and  constructed  with  proper 
timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate  supply  of  water  may  be  made  available 
for  such  projects,  whether  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  authorized. 

TITLE  II—  INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

Sec.  201 .  (a)  The  Water  Resources  Council,  acting  in  accordance  with 
the  procedure  prescribed  in  section  103  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning 
Act  (79  Stat.  244) ,  shall  within  one  year  following  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act  establish  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  for  the  program 
of  investigations  and  submittal  of  plans  and  reports  authorized  by  this 
title.  The  Secretary,  in  conformity  with  the  principles,  standards,  and 
procedures  so  established,  is  authorized  and  directed  to — 

(1)  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range  water  supply  available 
for  consumptive  use  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  current  water 
' requirements  therein,  and  of  the  rate  of  growth  of  water  requirements 
therein  to  at  least  the  year  2030; 

(2)  investigate  and  recommend  sources  and  means,  of  supplying 
water  to  meet  the  current  and  anticipated  water  requirements  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin,  either  directly  or  by  exchange,  including  re¬ 
ductions  in  losses,  importations  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system,  desalination,  weather 
modification,  and  other  means:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  shall 
not,  under  the  authority  of  this  clause  or  anything  in  this  Act  con¬ 
tained,  make  any  recommendation  for  importing  water  into  the 
Colorado  River  system  from  other  river  basins  without  the  approval 
of  those  States  which  will  be  affected  by.  such  exportation,  said 
approval  to  be  obtained  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  procedure 
and  criteria  established  by  section  1  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1944  (58  Stat.  887); 

(3)  undertake  investigations,  in  cooperation  with  other  concerned 
agencies,  of  means  for  maintaining  an  adequate  water  quality 
throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin; 

(4)  investigate  means  of  providing,  for  prudent  water  conservation 
practices  to  permit  maximum  beneficial  utilization  of  available  water 
supplies  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin; 

(5)  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range  water 
supply  in  States  and  areas  from  which  water  could  be  imported  into 
the  Colorado  River  system,  together  with  estimates  and  plans  to 
satisfy  the  probable  ultimate  requirements,  for  water  within  such 
States  and  areas  of  origin  for  all  purposes,  including  but  not  limited 
to  consumptive  use,  navigation,  river  regulation,  power,  enhance¬ 
ment  of  fishery  resources,  pollution  control,  and  disposal  of  wastes 
to  the  ocean,  and  estimates  of  the  quantities  of  water,  if  any,  that  will 
be  available  in  excess  of  such  requirements. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  prepare  reconnaissance 
reports  covering  the  matters  set  out  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and 
such  reports  shall  be  submitted  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  not 
later  than  June  30,  1973,  and,  as  revised  and  updated,  every  five  years 
thereafter.  For  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  repayment  of  the  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  of  any  projects  covered  by  such  reports,  the  Secretary  shall 


3 


take  into  account  such  assistance  as  may  be  available  to  the  States  of  the 
Upper  Division  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  (70  Stat. 
107),  and  to  the  States  of  the  Lower  Division  from  the  development  fund 
established  by  section  403  of  this  Act. 

( c )  On  the  basis  of  the  investigations  and.  studies  performed  pursuant 
to  this  section,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)(2)  and 
section  203  hereof,  the  Secretary  shall  prepare  a  feasibility  report  on  a 
plan  which  shows  the  most  economical  means  of  augmenting  the  water 
supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and 
one-half  million  acre-feet  annually.  The  recommended  plan  may  include 
the  construction  of  works  and  facilities  by  such  successive  stages  as  are 
estimated  to  be  necessary  to  alleviate  critical  water  shortages  as  they  occur. 
The  report  prepared  pursuant  to  this  subsection,  along  with  comments 
of  the  affected  States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies  thereon,  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  1975. 

Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  requirements 
of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River  constitutes  a 
national  obligation  which  shall  be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water  aug- 
|  mentation  project  planned  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this  Act  and  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division 
(Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the 
Lower  Division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada)  shall  be  relieved 
from  all  obligations  which  may  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article 
111(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  that  means  are  available  and.  in  operation 
which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system  in.  such 
quantity  as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
together  with  any  losses  of  water  associated  with  the  performance  of  that 
treaty. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  shall,  pursuant  to  section 
201  (a)  (2)  and  201  (c),plan  worksto  import  waterintothe  Colorado  River  sys¬ 
tem  from  sources  outside  the  natural  drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he 
shall  make  provisions  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection  of  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  States  and  areas  of  origin,  including  assistance  from  funds 
specified  in  section  201  (b)  of  this  Act,  to  the  end  that  water  supplies 
may  be  available  for  use  in  such  States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate  to 
satisfy  their  ultimate  requirements  at  prices  to  users  not  adversely  affected 
by  the  exportation  of  water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

|  (b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future,  for  water  within  any  State 

lying  wholly  or  in  part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river  basin  from 
which  water  is  exported  by  works  planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have 
a  priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of  the  waters  of  that  river  basin, 
for  all  purposes,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water  delivered  by  means  of 
such  exportation  works,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  interstate  agreement. 

Sec.  204 ■  The  Secretary  shall  submit  annually  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress  reports  covering  giro  gross  on  the  investigations  and  reports 
authorized  by  this  title. 

Sec.  205.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  are  required  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

TITLE  III -AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTECTION  OF 

EXISTING  USES 

Sec.  301.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation  water  and 
municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water-deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and 
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ue stern  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or  exchange  oj  water,  control 
of  floods,  conservation  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 
enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
Secretary  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona 
Project ,  consisting  of  the  following  principal  works:  (1)  a  system  of  main 
condu  its  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pumping  plants  ( Granite 
Reef  ague-duct  and  pumping  plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water 
from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system 
shall  have  a  capacity  of  not  to  exceed  two  thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feet 
per  second;  ( 2 )  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or 
suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so 
operated  as  not  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters 
of  the  Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
1935,  in  United-  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others 
( Globe  Equity  Numbered  59);  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  effect 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  304;  (5)  Charleston  Dam 
and  Reservoir;  ( 6 )  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt  Gila 
aqueduct;  (8)  related  canals,  regulating  facilities,  hydroelectric  power- 
plants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities  required  for  the  operation  of 
said  principal  works;  ( 9 )  related  water  distribution  and  drainage  works; 
and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

(b)  Article  11(B)(3)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall  be  so  admin¬ 
istered  that  in  any  year  in  which,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is 
insufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water  available  for  release  to 
satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet-  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main 
stream  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure 
the  availability  of  water  in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  aggregate 
annual  consumptive  use  by  holders  of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other 
users  in  the  State  of  California  served  under  existing  contracts  with  the 
United  States  by  diversion  works  heretofore  constructed,  and  by  other 
existing  Federal  reservations  in  that  State,  of  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and  by  users  of  the  same  char¬ 
acter  in  Arizona  and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall 
not  be  required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion  greater  than  would 
have  been  imposed  in  the  absence  of  this  subsection  301  (b) .  This  subsection 
shall  not  affect  the  relative  priorities,  among  themselves,  of  water  users  in 
Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California  which  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any  provisions  of  said  decree. 

(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  that  means 
are  available  and  in  operation  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to  make  sufficient  mainstream 
water  available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven 
million  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada. 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  the  lands  of  the  Salt 
River  Pima-Maricopa  Indian  Community,  Arizona,  and  the  Fort 
McDowell- Apache  Indian  Community,  Arizona,  or  interests  therein, 
and  any  allotted  lands  or  interests  therein  within  said  communities  which 
he  determines  are  necessary  for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United  States 
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for  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  Orme  Dam  and 
' Reservoir ,  or  alternative.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  lands  and  interests  designated,  inclusive  of  improvements. 
In  addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  toward  the  cost  of  relocating 
or  replacing  such  improvements  not  to  exceed  $500,000  in  the  aggregate, 
and  the  amount  offered  for  the  actual  relocation  or  replacement  of  a 
residence  shall  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  residence  and  $8,000.  Each  community  and  each  affected  allottee 
shall  have  six  months  in  which  to  accept  or  reject  the  Secretary’s  offer. 
If  the  Secretary’s  offer  is  rejected,  the  United  States  may  proceed  to 
acquire  the  property  interests  involved  through  eminent  domain  proceedings 
in  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  under 
J+0  U.S.C.,  sections  257  and  258a.  Upon  acceptance  in  writing  of  the 
Secretary’s  offer,  or  upon  the  filing  of  a  declaration  of  taking  in  emi¬ 
nent  domain  proceedings,  title  to  the  lands  or  interests  involved,  and 
the  right  to  possession  thereof,  shall  vest  in  the  United  States.  Upon  a 
determination  by  the  Secretary  that  all  or  any  part  of  sudt  lands  or 
interests  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the  purpose  for  which  acquired, 
title  to  such  lands  or  interests  shall  be  restored  to  the  appropriate 
community. 

(6)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  acquired  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  former  owner  to  use  or  lease  the  land  for  pur¬ 
poses  not  inconsistent  with  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  project,  as  determined  by,  and  under  terms  and  conditions  prescribed  by, 
the  Secretary.  Such  right  shall  include  the  right  to  extract  and  dispose  of 
minerals.  The  determination  of  fair  market  value  under  subsection  (a)  shall 
reflect  the  right  to  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals  but  not  the  other  uses  per¬ 
mitted  by  this  subsection. 

(c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  lands  of  the  Fort 
McDowell  Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community  will  be  required  for  Orme 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  or  alternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition  to  the 
compensation  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  designate  and 
add  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation  twenty-five  hundred  acres  of 
suitable  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  reservation  that  are  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Department  of  the  ' Interior  in  township  j  north,  range  7  east; 
township  5  north,  range  7  east ;  and  township  3  north,  range  7  east,  Gila 
and  Salt  River  base  meridian,  Arizona.  Title  to  lands  so ^  added  to  the 
reservation  shall  be  held  by  the  United  States  in  trust  for  the  Fort  McDowell 
Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community. 

(d)  Each  community  may,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary, 
develop  a,nd  operate  recreational  facilities  along  the  part  of  the  shoreline 
of  the  Orme  Reservoir  located  on  or  adjacent  to  its  reservation,  including 
land  added  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Reservation  as  provided  in  subsection 
(6)  of  this  section,  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  governing  the  recreation  development  of  the  reservoir.  Recreation 
development  of  the  entire  reservoir  and  federally  owned  lands  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  adjacent  thereto  shall  be  in  accordance  with  a 
master  recreation  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary.  Each  community  and 
the  members  thereof  shall  have  non-exclusive  personal  rights  to  hunt  and 
fish  on  the  reservoir,  to  the  same  extent  they  are  now  authorized  to  hunt 
and  fish,  without  charge,  but  shall  have  no  right  to  exclude  others  from  the 
reservoir  except  by  control  of  access  through  their  reservations ,  or  any 
right  to  require  payments  by  the  public  except  for  the  use  of  community 
lands  or  facilities. 
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(e)  All  funds  ]>a id  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  any  per  capita  distribu¬ 
tion  thereof,  shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of  State  and  Federal  income 
taxes. 

Sec.  808.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue  to 
a  conclusion  appropriate  engineering  and  economic  studies  and  to  recom¬ 
mend  the  most  feasible  plan  for  the  construction  and  operation  of  hydro¬ 
electric  generating  and  transmission  facilities,  the  purchase  of  electrical 
energy,  the  purchase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant  capacity,  or  any 
combination  thereof,  including  participation,  operation,  or  construction 
by  non-Federal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  power  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  augmenting  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  section  or  in  this  Act 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  study  or  construction  of  any 
dams  on  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and 
Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

( b )  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recommended  plan,  the  Secretary  may 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  non-Federal  interests  proposing  to  construct 
a  thermal  generating  powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall  acquire 
the  right  to  such  portion  of  the  capacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery 
of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually 
agreed  upon  delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  When  not  required  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  power  and  energy  acquired  by  such 
agreement  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary  for  other 
purposes  at  such  prices  as  he  may  determine,  including  its  marketing  in 
conjunction  with  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  from  Federal  powerplants 
in  the  Colorado  River  system  so  as  to  produce  the  greatest  practicable 
amo unt  of  power  and  energy  that  can  be  sold  at  firm  power  and  energy 
rates.  The  agreement  shall  provide,  among  other  things,  that — 

(1)  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that  portion  of  the 
total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construction,  of 
the  powerplant,  and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission  facilities 
serving  the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios  of  the 
respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States  therein  to 
the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary  shall  make  the 
F ederal  portion  of  such  costs  available  to  the  non-Federal  interests 
during  the  construction  period, .  including  the  period  of  preparation 
of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  installments  as  will  facilitate 
a  timely  construction  schedule,  but  no  funds  other  than' for  pre¬ 
construction  activities  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  until 
he  determines  that  adequate  contracts  have  been  entered  into  between 
all  the  affected  parties  covering  land,  water,  fuel  supplies,  power 
(its  availability  and  use),  rights-of-way,  transmission  facilities  and 
all  other  necessary  matters  for  the  thermal  generating  powerplant; 

.  (2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  including  pro¬ 
visions  for  depreciation  (except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro  rata 
share  of  the  construction  cost  borne  by  the  United  States  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  clause  (1)),  shall  be  apportioned  between  the 
United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an  equitable  basis 
taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  clause  ( 1 ); 

(3)  the  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate  credit  for  any 
interests  in  Federal  lands  administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
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Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the  powerplant  and  appur- 
tSUdUCCS  * 

(4)  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  clauses  ( 1 )  and  (3) 
shall  not  include  (a)  interest  and  interest  during  construction ,  (b) 
financing  charges,  (c)  franchise  fees,  and  id)  such  other  costs  as  shall 
be  specified  in  the  agreement.  .  . 

(c)  No  later  than  one  year  from  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretai  y 
shall  submit  his  recommended  plan  to  the  Congress,  Except  as  authorized 
by  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  such  plan  shall  not  become  effective  until 

approved  by  the  Congress.  .  .  .  , . 

( d )  If  the  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  is  located  in  Arizona,  arid  if  it  is  served  by  water  diverted  from  the 
drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  other  provi- 
sions  of  existing  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  such  consumptive 
use  of  water  shall  be  a  part  of  the  fifty  thousand,  acre-feet  per  annum  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  of  Arizona  by  article  III  ( a )  of  the  Upper  Colorado 

River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31).  . 

Sec.  30 4-  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress,  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available  dvr  ectly  o> 
indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  history 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary ,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national 
wildlife  refuges  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State-adminis¬ 
tered  wildlife  management  areas.  _  , 

(b)(1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona  may,  in  the  event 
the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be  pur¬ 
suant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which,  have  powei  to  levy 
assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  boundaiies. 
The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  arrangements  whereby  each 
such  organization  makes  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  available 
to  users  within  its  boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary  s  approval, 
and  the  United  States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such  action  is 
desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the 
right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to  such  contracts  or  that  contracts  sub¬ 
sidiary  to  the  master  contracts  be  entered  into  between  the  United  states 
and  any  user.  The  provisions  of  this  clause  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  the 
supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the  boundaries  of  an 

Indian  reservation.  .  . 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation 
Project  Act  of  1939  (4 3  U.S.C.  j85h(cl ))  with  respect  to  any  project 
contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  shall  be  repaid .  over  a  basic  period .  of 
not  more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pursuant  to  section 
9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939.  (43  U.S.C.  485h(e))  may  be 
on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the 
same  class  ad  the  several  points  of  delivery  for  the  main  canals  and,  con¬ 
duits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  designa  te; 
and  long-term  contracts  relating  to  irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide 
that  water  made  available  thereunder  may  be.  made  available  by  the  becie- 
tary  for  municipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such 

water  is  not  required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard  to  the  limitations 
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oj  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939 
(43  U.S.C.  f85h(c)),  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  [an 
identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points 
of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits;  and  may  provide  for  re¬ 
payment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said 
section  and  for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

(c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  ( 1 )  there  he  in  effect  measures,  adequate 
m  the  judgment  oj  the  Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  Irrigation  from 
aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals 
ana  distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after  its  delivery 
by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  be  provided  and  maintained 
unth  linings  adequate  in  his  judgment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance 
losses;  and  (3)  neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or 
permit  others  to  pump  ground  water  from  within  the  exterior  boundaries 
of  the  service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  for  any  use  outside  said  contractor's  service  area  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  such  contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that 
(i  surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required. 
Such  contracts  shall  be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satisfaction  of  all 
existing  contracts  between  the  Secretary  and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore 
made  pursuant  to  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057). 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under  which  water  is 
provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  Contractor  agree  to 
accept  mainstream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing 
supplies  from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so 
require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila 
River  system  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to  users  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional  quantities  of  water 
as  provided  in  and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  subsection  (f)  of  this 
section:  Provided,  That  such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  be  ac¬ 
complished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  mainstream  Colorado  River  water 
J01  the  Central  Arizona  Project ,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary ,  users 
which  have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream 
water  supplied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main¬ 
stream  water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that  project  which  have 
not  so  yielded,  water  from  other  sources,  but  only  in  quantities  adequate  to 
replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

COCO  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Secretary 
sholl  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water  from  the 
Gila.  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts 
that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in  New  Mexico  of  not  to 
exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eiqhteen 
thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and  'above  the 
consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  84O). 
Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue 
only  so  long  as,  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  downstream  Gila 
River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  accordance  with  this 
Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  diminution  of  their  supply 
resulting  from  such  diversions  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required  for 


9 


this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the 
quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in 
New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  under¬ 
ground  water  sources  in  amounts  that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of 
water  in  New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period 
of  ten  consecutive  years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre-feet,  in¬ 
cluding  reservoir  evaporation.  Such  further  increases  in  consumptive 
use  shall  not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as,  works 
capable  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system 
have  been  completed  and  water  sufficiently  in  excess  of  two  million  eight 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  per  annum  is  available  from  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  for  consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water  for 
the  exchanges  herein  authorized  and  provided.  In  determining  the  amount 
required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences 
in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  clauses  (1)  and 
(2)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico •  and 
Arizona  as  established  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States 
against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  ( Globe  Equity  Num¬ 
bered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act 
in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries, 
and  underground  water  sources  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall  be 
made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the 
holders  of  such  rights. 

Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
River  is  augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water  available  for  release, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  Article  11(b)(1)  of  the  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  3//J) ,  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  two  million  eight 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  California,  and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Nevada,  respectively ,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  water  available  to 
users  of  mainstream  water  in  those  States  at  the  same  costs  (to  the  extent 
that  such  costs  can  be  made  comparable  through  the  nonreimbursable  alloca¬ 
tion  to  the  replenishment  of  the  deficiencies  occasioned  by  satisfaction  of 
the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  as  herein  provided  and  financial  assistance 
from  the  development  fund  established  by  section  IfiS  of  this  Act)  and 
on  the  same  terms  as  would  be  applicable  if  mainstream  water  were 
available  for  release  in  the  quantities  required  to  supply  such  consumptive 
use. 

Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake  programs  for  water  salvage 
and  ground  water  recovery  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River.  Such  programs  shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of 
a  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the 
area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore  authorized  in  the  State  of 
Utah,  is  hereby  reauthorized  for  construction  at  the  site  determined  fea¬ 
sible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  integrate  such  project  into 
the  repayment  arrangement  and  participation  in  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  established  by  Title  TV  of  this  Act  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act:  Provided,  That  section  8  of  Public 
Law  88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting  the  figure 
“$42,700,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$58,000,000”. 
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Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities  in  connection 
with  the_  project  works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  oj  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
(79  Stat.  213)  except  as  provided  in  section  302  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project ,  including  prepayment  for 
power  generation  and  transmission  facilities  but  exclusive  o  f  distribution 
and  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands,  $ 779,000,000  plus  or 
minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary 
fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indices 
applicable  to  the  types  of  construction  involved  here  and,  in  addition 
thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  project. 

(b)  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $100,000,000  for 
construction  of  distribution  and.  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands. 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  jOS  of  this  Act,  neither  appro¬ 
priations  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  this  subsection 
(b)  nor  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  such  facil¬ 
ities  shall  be  credited  to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund  and  payments  shall  not  be  made  from  that  fund  to  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  to  return  any  part  of  the  costs  of  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  such  facilities. 

TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  FUND:  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS: 
CONTRACTS 

Sec.  jO  1.  Upon  completion  of  each  Lower  Basin  unit  of  the  project 
herein  or  hereafter  authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  constructing  said,  unit  or  features  to  ( 1 ) 
commercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,.  (4)  flood  control, .  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  control,  (7) 
recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9)  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of 
Colorado  River  flows  available  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by 
performance  of  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States 
(Treaty  Series  994),  and  (10)  any  other  purposes  authorized  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws.  Costs  of  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado  River 
flows  available  for  use  in  the  United.  States  occasioned  by  compliance  with 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (including  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from 
regulatory'  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at  the  Mexican  boundary, 
incurred  in  the  transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water  in  discharge 
of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall  be  nonreimbursable .  The  repayment 
of  costs  allocated'  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  shall  be 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act  (79  Stat.  213):  Provided,  That  all  of  the  separable  and  joint  costs 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  as  a  part  of  the 
Dixie  project.,  Utah,  shall  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated,  to  non¬ 
reimbursable  purposes  shall  be  nonreturnable  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment  capability  of 
Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the  project.  Construc¬ 
tion  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision  of 
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water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses )  and  within  the  repay¬ 
ment  capability  oj  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the  Act  of  July  1,  1932 
(47  Stat.  46 4) ,  and  such  costs  that  are  beyond  repayment  capability  oj 
such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate  fund  in  the 
Treasury  oj  the  United  States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  Development  Fund  ( hereinafter  called  the  ‘‘ [development  fund"), 
which  shall  remain  available  until  expended  as  hereinafter  provided. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Title  III  of  this  Act 'shall  be  credited  to  the  development  fund 
as  advances  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  available 
for  such  purpose. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  development  fund — • 

( 1 )  All  revenues  collected,  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  facili¬ 
ties  a  uthorized  in  Title  III  in  f  urtherance  of  the  p  urposes  of  this  Act 
(except  entrance,  admission,  and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and 
proceeds  received  from  recreation  concessionaires) ,  including  revenues 
which,  after  completion  of  payout  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as 
required  herein  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  requirements  of  said  proj¬ 
ect;  and 

(2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker- 
Davis  projects  which,  after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  requirements  of  those  projects:  Provided,  however,  That 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue  the  in-lieu-of-tax 
payments  to  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section 
2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so  long  as 
revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project; 

and  _ 

(3)  any  Federal  revenues  from,  that  portion  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and 
Arizona  which,  after  completion  of  repayment  requirements  of  the 
said  part  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located 

in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  re¬ 
quirements  of  said,  portion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest 
intertie  and  related  facilities. 

(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  credited  to  the  development  fund  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
and.  the  portion  of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for 
use  in  Arizona  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
shall  be  available,  without  further  appropriation  for — 

(1)  defraying  the.  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 

ments  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of  the  projects, 
within  such  separate  limitations  as  may  be  included  in  annual 
appropriation  Acts;  and  #  . 

(2)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State  of  Arizona 
for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production  of 
hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from  ex¬ 
changes  of  water  between  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Few 
Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  304(f)  °f  this  Act. 
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( e )  Revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  shall  not  be  available 
for  construction  of  the  works  comprised  within  any  unit  of  the  project 
herein  or  hereafter  authorized  except  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 

(f)  Moneys  credited  to  the  development  fund  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  and  clauses  ( 1 )  and  ( 3 )  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  and  the  por¬ 
tion  of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in 
Arizona  pursuant  to  clause  ( 2 )  of  s ub section  (c)  of  this  section  in  excess 
of  the  amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  ( 1 )  and  (2) 
of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  to  return — ■ 

( 1 )  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  projects  or  separable  feature  thereof 
authorized  pursuant  to  Title  III  of  this  Act,  which  are  allocated  to 
irrigation,  commercial  power,  or  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  pursuant  to  this  Act  within  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years 
from  the  date  of  completion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable  feature, 
exclusive  of  any  development  period  authorized  by  law:  Provided, 
That  return  of  the  costs,  if  any,  required  by  section  807  shall  not  be 
made  until  after  the  payout  period  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as 
authorized  herein; 

(2)  interest  ( including  interest  during  construction)  on  the  un¬ 
amortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  features  of  the  project  at  a 
rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (A)  of  this  section,  and  interest  due  shall 
be  a  first  charge. 

(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  in  accordance  with 
clause  ( c )  ( 2 )  of  this  section  ( excluding  only  those  revenues  derived  from 
the.  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona  during  the  payout  period 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized  herein )  and  such  other  rev¬ 
enues  as  remain  in  the  development  fund  after  making  the  payments  re¬ 
quired  by  subsections  (d)  and  (/)  of  this  section  shall  be  available  ( 1 )  to 
make  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  sections  307  and  502  of  this  Act, 
and  ( 2 )  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress,  to  assist  in  the  repayment 
of  reimbursable  costs  incurred  in  connection  with  units  hereafter  con¬ 
structed  to  provide  for  the  augmentation  of  the  water  supplies  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  for  use  below  Lee  Ferry  as  may  be  authorized  as  a  result  of  the 
investigations  and  recommendations  made  pursuant  to  clause  201  (a)  ( 2 ) 
and  subsection  203(a)  of  this  Act. 

(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the  reimbursable 
costs  of  each  unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  allocated  to  commercial 
power  development  and.  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating  construction 
of  such  unit,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed  average  interest  rate  payable  by 
the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding  marketable  public  obligations  which 
are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the  date 
of  issue. 

(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  annually 
for  all  operations  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

Sec.  404.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the  Secretary  shall  report  to  the 
Congress,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1969,  upon  the 
status  of  the  revenues  from  and  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the  project  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  The  report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to  reflect  accurately 
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the  Federal  investment  allocated  at  that  time  to  power,  to  irrigation,  and 
to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return  and  repayment  thereon,  and  the 
estimated  rate  of  progress,  year  by  year,  in  accomplishing  full  repayment. 

TITLE  V—  UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  AUTHORIZA¬ 
TION  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project,  Colo¬ 
rado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores,  Dallas  Greek,  West  Divide,  and  San 
Miguel  Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado;  and  the  Central  Utah 
project  ( Uintah  unit),  Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  (70.  St  at.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620),  and  to  provide 
for  the  completion  of  planning  reports  on  other  participating  projects, 
clause  (2)  oj  section  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i)  inserting 
the  words  “and  the  Uintah  unit ”  after  the  word  “phase"  within  the  paren¬ 
theses  following  “ Central  Utah ”,  (ii)  deleting  the  words  “Pine  River 
Extension ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  San  Miguel”,  (Hi)  adding  after  the 
words  “Smith  Fork:”  the  proviso  “ Provided ,  That  construction  of  the 
Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  by  the 
Secretary  until  he  has  completed  a  feasibility  report  on  such  unit  and 
submitted  such  report  to  the  Congress  along  with  his  certification  that,  in  his 
judgment,  the  benefits  of  such  unit  or  segment  will  exceed  the  costs  and  that 
such  unit  is  physically  and  financially  feasible:” .  Section  2  of  said  Act 
is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i)  deleting  the  words  “Parshall,  Trouble¬ 
some,  Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek,  East 
River,  Ohio  Cheek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  Extension, 
Animas-La  Plata”,  and  inserting  after  the  words  “ Yellow  Jacket ”  the 
words  “ Basalt ,  Middle  Park  (including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear, 
and  Azure  units),  Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East  River,  Ohio 
Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units),  Lower  Yampa  (including  the  Juniper 
and  Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Yampa  (including  the  Hayden  Mesa, 
Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)”;  (ii)  inserting  after  the  word  “Sublette” 
the  words  “( including  a  diversion  of  water  from  the  Green  River  to  the 
North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming) ,  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central 
Utah  Project,  San  Juan  County.  (Utah),  Price  River,.  Grand  County 
(Utah),  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper  ( Utah )’’;  and  (Hi)  changing  the 
period  after  “projects”  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following  proviso: 
“ Provided ,  That  the  planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central 
Utah  participating  project  shall  be  completed  on  or  before  December  31, 
1974  to  enable  the  United  States  of  America  to  meet  the  commitments 
heretofore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian  Tribe  of  the  U in tah  and  0  uray  Indian 
Reservation  under  the  agreement  dated  September  20,  1965  (Contract 
Numbered  14-06-W-194).”  The  amount  which  section  12  of  said  Act 
authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further  increased  by  the  sum  of 
$ 392,000,000 ,  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  . as  may  be  required, 
by  reason  of  changes  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering 
cost  indices  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction  involved.  This  additional 
sum  shall  be  available  solely  for  the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  herein 
authovizsd. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  as  nearly  as  practicable  with 
the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
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Divide,  and  San  Miguel  participating  Federal  reclamation  projects  con¬ 
currently  with  the  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  to  the  end 
that  such  projects  shall  he  completed  not  later  than  the  date  of  the  first 
delivery  of  water  from  said  Central  Arizona  Project:  Provided,  That  an 
appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each  of  said  participating  projects 
shall  have  been  executed  as  provided  in  section  4  of  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107)  before  construction  shall  start  on  that 
particular  project. 

(i c )  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project  shall  be  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  engineering 
plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on 
May  j,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Document  436,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress:  Provided,  That  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and  unless  the  States 
of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified  the  following  compact 
to  which  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given: 

“ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT  COMPACT 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  in  order  to  im- 
plement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation 
Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  proposed  participating  project  under 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105),  and  being  moved 
by  considerations  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  compact 
for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the  following  articles: 

“ Article  I 

“A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico 
from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including  return  blow  to  the 
La  Plata  River  from  Animas  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico 
under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid 
and  of  equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of  the  Colorado 
state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for  that  project,  providing 
such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within  the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that 
state  by  articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Com¬ 
pact  (63  Stut.  31). 

“ B .  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be  construed  to  vitiate 
paragraph  A  of  this  article. 


“ Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory  when  it  shall  have 
been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory  States.” 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and  Seedskaclee  participating  projects 
of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable 
acreage  for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive  project  water  at  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water  for  any  project  or  any  parts 
thereof  constructed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  within  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colorado  only, 
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the  Secretary  is  directed  to  comply  with  the  constitution  and  statutes  of 
the  State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  appropriation;  with  State 
and  Federal  court  decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto;  and  with  operating 
principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the  Secretary  and  approved  by  the  State 
of  Colorado. 

(J)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations”  contained  in  para¬ 
graph  (i)  of  that  section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress,  first  session,  entitled  “Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities 
and  Auxiliary  Features”,  shall  mean  and  refer  to  the  appropriation  here¬ 
tofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir,  a  unit 
of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado; 
and  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accordance  with  such  meaning  and 
reference.  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines  and  observes 
the  purpose  o  f  said  paragraph  (i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or  alter 
any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under  said  Senate  Document  Numbered 
80  or  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  established  under 
section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (JO  Stat.  107),  shall  be  reimbursed 
from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the 
'Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  ( 54  Stat.  755 )  for  the  money  ex¬ 
pended  heretofore  or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling 
period  of  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to 
the  criteria  for' the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851, 
July  19,  1962).  For  this  'purpose,  $500,000  for  each  year  of  operation 
of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing  with  the  enactment  of  this 
Act,  shall  be  transferred  from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said 
amounts  to  the  purposes  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To 
the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as  of 
June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund,  as  provided  in  subsection  (g)  of  section 
403. 

TITLE  VI—  GENERAL  PROVISIONS:  DEFINITIONS: 

CONDITIONS 

Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend, 
repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
(63  Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States 
(  Treaty  Series  994),  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Arizona  against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  3 40),  or, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act 
(45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat. 
774)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  1053. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive  uses  and  losses 
of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive  five-year 
period,  beginning  with  the  five-year  period  starting  on  October  1 , 1970. 
Such  reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with  the  States  of  the 
lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Com- 
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mission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and 
the  Governors  of  each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact; 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water  originating  in 
the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the  availability 
of  water  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are  directed  to  comply  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty,  compacts,  and 
decree  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and 
release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  all  facilities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
supervision  of  the  Secretary,  and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all 
works  which  may  be  authorized  hereafter  for  the  augmentation  of  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the  event  of  failure  of  any 
such  officer  or  agency  to  so  comply,  any  affected  State  may  maintain  an 
action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  section  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder  of  the  United  States  as  a 
party  in  such  suit  or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  fully  comply  with  and  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose 
criteria  for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  and  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed  in  this 
paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the  storage  of  water  in 
storage  units  of  the _  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and  releases  of  water 
from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of  priority: 

( 1 )  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described  in  article 
111(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  deficiency  exists 
and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division,  but  in  any 
event  such  releases,  if  any,  shall  not  be  required  in  any  year  that 
the  Secretary  makes  the  determination  and  issues  the  proclamation 
specified  in  section  202  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d)  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact,  less  such  quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the  Colorado 
River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division 
from  other  sources. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  specified  in 
clauses  (1)  and,  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary, 
after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and 
representatives  of  the  three  lower  division  States  and  taking  into 
consideration  all  relevant  factors  (including,  but  not  limited  to, 
historic  streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  prob¬ 
abilities  of  welter  supply) ,  shall  find  this  to  be  reasonably  necessary 
to  assure  deliveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impairment 
of  annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
Colorado  River  Compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  required  to 
be  stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can 
be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the  Lower  Division  to  the  uses 
specified  in  article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no 
such  releases  shall  be  made  when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell 
is  less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (li)  to  maintain,  as 
nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the 
active  storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (Hi)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills 
from  Lake  Powell. 
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( b )  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the  criteria  proposed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other 
parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  proposed  criteria, 
but  not  later  than  July  1,  1970,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate 
criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  thereafter,  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  a  report  describing  the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted 
criteria  for  the  preceding  compact  water  year  and  the  projected  operation 
for  the  current  year.  As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unfore¬ 
seen  circumstances,  the  Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to 
better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but 
only  after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  and  appropriate  consultation  with  such  State  representatives 
as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

( c )  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  consumptive  use  of  water 
available  to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water 
in  the  lower  basin. 

( b )  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  impair,  conflict  with, 
or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Commission. 

Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  in  constructing, 
operating,  and  maintaining  the  units  of  the  projects  herein  and  hereafter 
authorized,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or 
supplementary  thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supple- 
merit. 

Sec.  605.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat.  1063;  16  U.S.C. 
79 la-823)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  reaches  of  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  dam  until 
and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act— 

(a)  All  terms  which  are  defined  in  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall 
have  the  meanings  therein  defined ; 

(b)  “ Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River 
downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including  the 
reservoirs  thereon; 

(c)  “User”  or  “water  user ”  in  relation  to  mainstream  water  in  the 
Lower  Basin  means  the  United  States  or  any  person  or  legal  entity  en¬ 
titled  under  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Arizona  against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  3 If)")  to  use  mainstream 
water  when  available  thereunder; 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in  reservoir  storage, 
exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through  the  existing 
reservoir  outlet  works; 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States ”  means  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming;  and 

(f)  “Augment”  or  “augmentation” ,  when  used  herein .  with  reference 
to  water,  means  to  increase  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  or  its  tribu- 
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taries  by  the  introduction  oj  vjater  into  the  Colorado  River  system  which 
is  in  addition  to  the  natural  supply  oj  the  system. 

I.  LEGISLATION  CONSIDERED  BY  THE  COMMITTEE 

H.R.  3300  was  introduced  by  Chairman  Aspinall.  Other  bills  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Committee  were:  II.R,  9  (Udall),  H.R.  722  (Hosmer), 
H.R.  744  (Johnson  of  California),  H.R.  1179  (Rhodes  of  Arizona), 
H.R.  1271  (Steiger  of  Arizona),  H.R.  5130  (Bell),  H.R.  5355  (Utt), 
H.R.  5625  (Leggett),  II.R.  6130  (Bob  Wilson),  H.R.  6271  (Hosmer), 
H.R.  6416  (Smith  of  California),  H.R.  6552  (Chas.  H.  Wilson),  H.R. 
6603  (Hanna),  H.R.  6619  (Roybal),  H.R.  6620  (Smith  of  California), 
II.R.  6822  (Reinecke),  H.R.  6848  (Van  Deerlin),  H.R.  6931  (Haw¬ 
kins),  H.R.  7008  (Tunney),  H.R,  7084  (Holifield),  H.R.  7194  (Ed¬ 
mondson) ,  H.R.  7204  (Saylor),  H.R.  7558  (King  of  California),  H.R. 
7562  (Lipscomb),  H.R.  10524  (Teague  of  California),  H.R.  14834 
(Johnson  of  California,  for  himself  and  Messrs.  King  of  California, 
Holifield,  Miller  of  California,  Gubser,  Moss,  Utt,  Bob  Wilson,  Lips¬ 
comb,  Teague  of  California,  McFall,  Bell,  Corman,  Brown  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Roybal,  Van  Deerlin,  Don  H.  Clausen,  Del  Clawson,  Tunney, 
Rees,  Wiggins,  Smith  of  California,  Reinecke),  H.R.  14835  (Hosmer, 
for  himself  and  Messrs.  Leggett,  Hanna,  Pettis,  Edwards  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Mailliard,  Mathias  of  California,  and  McCloskey),  H.R,  14994 
(Sisk,  for  himself  and  Messrs.  Hawkins  and  Charles  H.  Wilson),  and 
H.R.  15615  (Talcott). 

The  Committee  also  had  before  it,  S.  1004,  which  passed  the  Senate 
on  August  7,  1967. 

II.  PURPOSE  AND  SUMMARY  OF  LEGISLATION 

H.R.  3300,  as  amended  and  approved  by  the  Committee,  provides  for 
reo-ional  and  westwide  water  i*esources  planning  to  remedy  the  present 
and  prospective  critical  water  situation  in  the  Pacific  Southwest,  in¬ 
cluding  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin.  The  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  working  under  general  criteria  to  be  established  by  the  Water 
Resources  Council  and  in  consultion  with  the  affected  States,  is  re¬ 
quired  to  conduct  westwide  studies  to  determine  how  and  where  to  get 
additional  water  supplies  for  use  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  to 
develop  a  plan  for  meeting  not  only  present  Colorado  River  water 
commitments  but  future  water  needs  throughout  the  basin  as  well. 
However,  he  is  forbidden  to  recommend  importation  from  areas  of 
surplus  without  the  approval  of  the  States  affected. 

II. R.  3300  declares  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  water  requirements  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  constitutes  a  national  obligation.  At  the 
time  the  Santa  Fe  Compact  was  negotiated,  it  was  agreed  that  in  the 
event  there  should  thereafter  be  a  Treaty  with  Mexico  that  the  water 
requirements  of  that  treaty  would  be  furnished  from  surplus  waters. 
It  was  at  that  time  anticipated  that  there  would  be  ample  surplus 
waters  available  for  that  purpose.  When  the  Treaty  was  ultimately 
negotiated  it  was  still  believed  that  ample  surplus  supplies  were  avail¬ 
able,  although  as  a  precautionary  step  the  Treaty  did  provide  that  in 
the  event  of  extraordinary  drought  the  water  allotted  to  Mexico  would 
be  reduced  in  the  same  proportion  as  were  the  consumptive  uses  in  the 
United  States.  The  terms  of  H.R.  3300  make  it  clear  that  the  Colorado 
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Iviver  Basin  States  will  be  relieved  of  any  obligation  to  reduce  their 
uses  in  order  to  supply  the  water  requirements  of  the  Treaty.  ILK.  3300 
further  provides  that  the  cost  of  such  augmentation  will  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable  or,  in  other  words,  a  cost  charged  against  the  entire  Nation. 
Augmentation  studies  only  are  authorized  in  this  legislation;  augmen¬ 
tation  works  will  not  be  built  until  they  have  been  determined  to  be 
feasible  and  have  been  specifically  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

ILK.  3300  authorizes  additional  water  resources  developments  in 
both  the  Lower  and  Upper  Colorado  Kiver  Basins.  In  the  Lower 
Basin,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  authorized  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  water  for  the  rapidly  expanding  metropolitan  areas  of 
Phoenix  and  Tucson  by  coordinating  the  use  of  Colorado  Kiver  water 
and  local  water  resources  of  the  Gila  Kiver  Basin.  The  project  includes 
the  Hooker  dam  and  reservoir  in  New  Mexico  or  a  suitable  alternative. 
In  addition  to  an  aqueduct  system,  regulating  reservoirs,  and  other 
essential  project  facilities,  the  project  also  includes  programs  for  water 
salvage  and  groundwater  recovery.  The  controversial  Colorado  River 
dams  have  been  eliminated  from  the  plan.  As  a  means  of  furnishing 
the  necessary  project  pumping  power,  authority  is  given  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  acquire,  through  a  prepurchase  arrangement,  the 
right  to  a  portion  of  the  capacity  of  a  large  non-Federaf  fossil  fuel 
thermal  generating  plant  if  he  determines  that  this  is  the  best  way  to 
obtain  such  power. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  is  estimated  to  cost  $779  million,  not 
including  irrigation  distribution  systems  for  non-Indian  lands  which 
may  or  may  not  be  built  or  financed  by  the  Federal  government.  Pur¬ 
suant  to  reclamation  law  and  the  provisions  of  this  legislation,  an 
estimated  $G7l  million,  or  more  than  86  percent  of  the  project  cost, 
will  be  repaid  over  a  50-year  period,  and  the  remainder  will  be  non¬ 
reimbursable  as  a  Federal  payment  for  recreation,  flood  control,  fish 
and  wildlife,  water  salvage  and  wildlife  refuge.  Irrigation  distribu¬ 
tion  systems  for  non-Indian  lands  which  are  built  or  financed  by  the 
Federal  government  will  be  handled  by  separate  contracts  on  a  reim¬ 
bursable  basis.  The  Central  Arizona  Project  is  described  more  fully 
in  Part  X  of  this  report. 

The  Supreme  Court  in  Arizona  v.  California ,  373  LT.S.  546,  left  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  certain  powers  to  allocate  the  waters 
of  the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River  in  water-short  years.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Court  recognized  that  Congress  can  itself  make  such  an  alloca¬ 
tion,  or  provide  a  formula  for  such  an  allocation,  if  it  wishes  to  do  so. 
II. R.  3300  provides  a  statutory  formula  to  cope  with  years  of  water 
shortage.  When  the  water  supply  is  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  annual 
consumptive  use  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada,  present  perfected  rights  (as  that  term  is  defined  in  the  Court’s 
decree),  the  rights  of  Federal  reservations,  and  existing  contract  com¬ 
mitments  which  are  backed  up  by  works  in  place  must  all  be  honored 
before  mainstream  water  is  made  available  to  the  proposed  Central 
Arizona  Project.  Protection  for  California  users  would,  however,  be 
limited  to  a  maximum  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  per  year,  in  accordance 
with  the  California  Self -Limitation  Act.  The  limitation  on  diversions 
by  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  be  inoperative  in  any  year  in 
which  the  Lower  Colorado  River  has  sufficient  water  to  supply  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  entitlement  plus  7.5  million  acre-feet  annually 
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for  consumptive  use  from  the  mainstream  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada. 

The  Upper  Basin  projects  which  are  included  in  H.R.  3300  for 
authorization  as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  are  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide  and  San  Miguel.  Together  they  are  estimated  to  cost  $302 
million.  These  projects  will  be  financed  through  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  established  in  195G  by  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  legislation.  The  revenue  sources  for  this  fund  are  payments 
by  the  water  and  power  users  of  Upper  Basin  projects.  Of  the  total 
cost  of  these  projects,  an  estimated  $370  million,  or  more  than  94  per¬ 
cent,  will  be  repaid  in  a  50-year  period  following  their  completion, 
and  the  remainder  will  be  non-reimbursable  pursuant  to  Federal 
reclamation  law.  The  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  is  also 
included  but  its  authorization  is  conditioned  upon  submission  of  a 
planning  report  to  the  Congress,  certification  as  to  its  feasibility  and 
authorization  of  appropriations  for  its  construction. 

A  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund  is  established  by 
H.R.  3300  which  will  financially  assist  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
the  previously  authorized  Dixie  project  in  Utah,  and  augmentation 
works  which  may  hereafter  be  authorized  by  the  Congress.  The  reve¬ 
nue  sources  for  this  fund,  in  addition  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
and  the  Dixie  Project,  are  the  Hoover  and  Pai'ker-Davis  projects 
and  that  part  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  power  in¬ 
tertie  located  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada.  With  respect  to 
the  revenues  accruing  to  this  fund  from  the  Hoover  and  Parker- 
Davis  projects,  only  that  part  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  for  use  in  Arizona  will  be  available  for  assistance  to  the  Central 
Arizona  Project. 

H.R.  3300  also  includes  provisions  for  implementing  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  and  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Arizona  v. 
California .  These  provisions  establish  guidelines  for  water  manage¬ 
ment  throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  assure  equitable 
treatment  of  all  seven  States  of  the  Basin  now  and  in  the  future. 

Finally,  this  legislation  removes  that  stretch  of  the  Colorado  River 
between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  from  the  licensing  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  reserving  decision  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  development  on  this  stretch  of  the  river  for  later  action 
by  the  Congress. 

III.  GENERAL  CONCLUSIONS  AND  COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

The  views  and  findings  of  the  Committee  with  respect  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  and  issues  involved  in  H.R.  3300,  as  set  forth  in  this  report, 
support  the  following  general  conclusions: 

(1)  One  of  America’s  fastest  growing  regions — the  Colorado 
River  Basin — is  in  danger  of  economic  stagnation  unless  its 
presently  available  water  supplies  can  be  augmented.  Colorado 
River  water,  which  is  the  very  life  blood  of  this  area,  is  fast 
being  exhausted.  There  is  more  Colorado  River  water  already 
committed  by  compacts,  contracts,  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty, 
and  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California  than  will 
be  available  from  the  River.  And  while  all  these  instruments 
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include  provisions  for  handling  shortages,  attempts  to  do  so  leads 
only  to  controversy — controversy  between  the  Lower  Basin  and 
the  Upper  Basin  and  controversy  between  and  among  states.  The 
answer  to  the  Colorado  River  controversy  is  not  to  try  to  divide 
shortages  but  to  provide  additional  water. 

(2)  In  addition  to  the  fact  that  the  Colorado  River  is  over- 
committed,  testimony  presented  to  the  Committee  clearly  shows 
that  in  the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  there  is  already  an  im¬ 
balance  between  water  requirements  and  water  availability  and 
that  this  imbalance  will  continue  to  grow  as  (a)  water  require¬ 
ments  increase  with  the  increasing  population  and  expanding 
industry,  and  (b)  water  availability  decreases  as  Upper  Basin 
development  progresses.  It  seems  to  the  Committee  that  this 
presently  thriving,  prosperous  area  of  our  Nation  is  clearly  on  a 
collision  course  with  economic  disaster  unless  this  water  gap  can 
be  closed  by  augmentation  of  the  Colorado  River  basin  water 
supplies. 

(3)  The  question  is  not  whether  there  is  to  be  augmentation — 
the  question  is  “by  what  means.”  While  “in-basin”  conservation 
measures  and  programs  can  assist  in  relieving  the  critical  Lower 
Basin  water  situation,  and  weather  modification  may  contribute 
additional  water  some  time  in  the  future,  it  appears  to  the 
Committee  that  the  most  certain  means  available  to  assure  aug¬ 
mentation  to  meet  the  water  demands  are  either  importation  from 
other  basins  where  there  is  a  surplus  or  desalination.  The  first  step 
is  to  initiate  immediately  studies  of  all  possible  means  of  aug¬ 
mentation  and  expedite  such  studies  to  the  greatest  possible  extent. 

(4)  The  Committee's  study  of  the  events  and  negotiations 

leading  up  to  the  United  States-Mexican  Water  Treaty,  along 
with  what  has  turned  out  to  have  been  an  extremely  inaccurate 
forecast  as  to  the  amount  of  water  that  might  be  expected  from 
the  Colorado  River,  has  convinced  the  Committee  that  there  is 
justification  for  relieving  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  of  any 
obligation  of  meeting  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  burden  if  such 
an  obligation  does,  in  fact,  exist,  and  making  the  obligation  a 
national  one  by  providing  that  the  cost  of  the  augmentation 
necessary  to  satisfv  the  Treaty  water  requirements  shall  be  non¬ 
reimbursable.  The  Committee  notes  that  the  only  way  the  States 
can  furnish  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  is  with  water  they  with 
the  approval  of  the  United  States — apportioned  among  them¬ 
selves  by  compact;  it  cannot  be  furnished  with  water  which  is 
surplus  to  compact  amounts  as  had  been  anticipated  at  the  time 
the  Compact  and  the  Treaty  were  agreed  to.  _  . 

(5)  The  Committee  concludes  that  the  matter  of  building  main¬ 
stream  dams  on  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and 
Glen  Canyon  Dam  should  be  postponed  for  later  decision  by  the 
Congress  on  the  basis  of  further  study  and  further  determination 
with  respect  to  need. 

(3)  The  Committee  concludes  that,  the  State  of  Arizona  hav¬ 
ing  established  its  right  to  a  substantial  portion  of  the  Colorado 
River  water  by  the  decision  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court, 
construction  of  this  rescue  project  should  be  permitted  to  proceed 
under  the  conditions  set  out  in  this  legislation,  including  those  for 
the.  protection  of  existing  Federal  and  non-Federal  projects,  but 
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that  no  project  water  should  be  used  to  bring  into  production  any 
new  agricultural  lands  and  that  the  authorization  to  construct 
should  be  accompanied  by  the  immediate  initiation  of  meaningful 
studies  to  find  new  sources  of  water. 

(  7 )  The  Committee  concludes  that  the  five  Upper  Basin  projects 
which  are  authorized  in  this  Act.  are  needed  and  will  greatly  en¬ 
hance  the  economies  of  the  areas  which  they  will  serve.  They  have 
been  found  to  be  economically  and  physically  feasible  under  the 
provisions  of  both  this  Act  and  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  and  they  meet  all  of  the  standards  and  criteria  established 
by  the  Committee  and  the  Congress  for  authorization. 

(8)  The  Committee  believes  that  the  criteria  for  reservoir 
operations  on  the  Colorado  River  which  are  set  out  in  Title  VI 
of  this  act  are  equitable  to  both  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins  and 
will  contribute  to  efficient  and  reasonable  reservoir  management. 
The  Committee  wants  it  to  be  clearly  understood  that  the 
right  of  the  Upper  Basin  States  to  utilize  the  water  apportioned 
to  them  for  consumptive  use  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
must  never  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  the  temporary  use  of  any 
unused  waters  elsewhere  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

(9)  This  bill  constitutes  another  important  step  in  the  broad 
national  program  devised  by  Congress  to  develop  and  utilize 
wisely  the  resources  with  which  the  X  at  ion  is  endowed.  Numerous 
similar  water  development  programs  have  been  undertaken 
throughout  the  Nation:  in  the  Central  Valley  in  California,  along 
the  Columbia  River,  throughout  the  valleys  of  the  Tennessee  and 
Missouri  Rivers,  and  even  on  the  Colorado  itself— to  mention  just 
a  few.  These  massive  developments  require  a  considerable  Federal 
investment,  but  from  all  of  them  the  rewards  and  benefits  far 
exceed  the  costs,  both  economically  and  physically.  This  particular 
water  development  program  has  added  urgency  because  of  the 
desperate  water  supply  situation  existent  throughout  the  Colorado 
River  Basin. 

On  the  basis  of  the  foregoing  conclusions,  and  after  very  careful 
and  studied  consideration  of  the  issues  and  problems  involved  in  this 
legislation,  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  has 
redrafted  H.R.  3300  and  recommends  its  enactment  as  amended  bv  the 
Committee. 

IV.  HISTORY  AND  LAW  OF  THE  COLORADO  RIVER 

Introduction 

The  Colorado  River  rises  in  the  high  snowcapped  mountains  of 
Colorado  and  flows  in  a  southwesterly  direction  for  approximately 
1,400  miles  through  Colorado,  Utah,  and  Arizona  and  along  the 
Arizona- Nevada  and  the  Arizona-California  boundaries  until  it 
empties  into  the  Gulf  of  California  in  Mexico.  On  its  way  to  the  sea, 
waters  are  added  by  tributaries  which  originate  in  the  States  of 
Wyoming,  Colorado,  Utah,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  and  Arizona. 

I  he  river  and  its  tributaries  drain  a  vast  area  of  approximately 
242,000  square  miles— about  one- twelfth  the  area  of  the  continental 
United  States,  excluding  the  State  of  Alaska.  Most  of  this  large  basin 
is  so  arid  that  it  is  largely  dependent  upon  controlled  and  managed 
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use  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  system  to  make  it  productive 
and  inhabitable.  There  is  an  additional  area  of  7,800  square  miles,  which 
includes  the  Imperial  and  Coachella  Valleys  in  southern  California, 
which  is  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin. 
The  basin  is  divided  into  the  Upper  Basin,  where  waters  naturally 
drain  into  the  Colorado  River  above  Bee  Ferry,  and  the  Lower  Basin, 
where  waters  drain  into  the  river  below  Lee  F erry. 

Archeological  evidence  indicates  that  as  long  as  2,000  years  ago 
the  Holiokam  people  constructed,  operated  and  maintained  irriga¬ 
tion  canals  near  the  location  of  the  present  city  of  Phoenix,  Arizona. 
Other  Indians  were  practicing  irrigation  in  that  region  when  the 
first,  white  men  arrived.  In  the  second  half  pf  the  19th  century,  people 
in  the  Imperial  Valley  of  California  devised  plans  to  divert  water 
from  the  Colorado  River  to  make  the  parched  soil  of  the  valley  produc¬ 
tive.  Throughout  the  latter  part  of  the  19th  and  the  first  part  of  the 
20th  centuries,  with  California  and  Arizona  taking  the  lead,  the 
people  in  all  seven  of  the  basin  States  continued  to  seek  ways  to  meet 
their  water  needs. 

Early  Development 

In  the  Lower  Basin,  the  diversion  of  water  from  the  Colorado 
River  for  agricultural  purposes  started,  on  a  large  scale,  around  the 
turn  of  the  century.  Works  to  divert  water  into  the  Imperial  \  alley 
were  completed  in  1901  as  a  private  undertaking.  That  same  year,  large 
diversion  works  were  also  begun  in  the  Palo  A  erde  A  alley.  Ihe  limited 
and  erratic  nature  of  the  river  flows  from  year  to  year  and  season  to 
season,  together  with  physical  impediments,  including  deep  canyons 
and  long  distances,  and  other  engineering  and  economic  problems  pre¬ 
vented  local  entities  and  the  States  from  constructing  the  necessary 
storage  dams,  canal  systems  and  other  expensive  facilities  required 
for  a  dependable  year-round  water  supply.  The  Fall-Davis  report  in 
1922  (S.  Doc.  No.  142,  67th  Cong.,  second  sess.) ,  speaking  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  says,  “Its  problems  are  of  such  magnitude  as  to  be  beyond 
the  reach  of  other  than  a  national  solution.”  It  thus  became  inevitable 
that  if  the  erratic  and  often  destructive  flows  of  the  Colorado  River 
were  to  be  transformed  into  the  controlled  water  supply  so  desperate¬ 
ly  needed  in  the  seven  States,  the  Congress  would  be  called  upon 
to  authorize  the  Federal  government  to  undertake  the  necessary  con¬ 
struction  works.  _  ... 

After  the  passage  of  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  investigations 
were  immediately  started  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  large  irriga¬ 
tion  projects.  The  Yuma  project  was  authorized  in  1904  and  the  first 
water  was  delivered  in  1907.  By  1920,  irrigation  works  constructed 
primarily  by  private  enterprise  had  expanded  to  such  an  extent  that 
the  unregulated  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  was  completely  utilized 
during  periods  of  low  flow  so  that  further  expansion  was  dependent 
upon  construction  of  storage  reservoirs  on  the  river. 

By  1920,  this  rapidly  expanding  use  of  Colorado  River  water  m  the 
State  of  California  was  viewed  with  increasing  alarm  by  officials  m 
the  Upper  Basin  States.  As  a  consequence  of  their  concern  the  League 
of  the  Southwest  was  organized  to  promote  the  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  and  equitable  division  of  the  waters  of  the  entire  Colorado  River. 

Congress  approved  legislation  that  same  year  (41  Stat.  600)  direct¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  a  full  and  comprehensive 
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study  and  report  on  the  possible  diversions  and  use  of  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River.  The  report,  presenting  engineering  data  on  water 
supply,  irrigated  lands,  irrigable  lands,  water  requirements,  poten¬ 
tial  power  developments,  and  needed  flood  protection,  as  well  as  pos¬ 
sible  reservoir  sites  in  both  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins,  was  com¬ 
pleted  and  submitted  to  Congress  in  1922.  It  was  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  this  report  which  led  to  the  introduction,  on  April  25,  1922, 
of  the  first  bill  to  authorize  the  construction  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Dam  (now  Hoover  Dam) . 

Before  construction  of  Hoover  Dam,  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  were  subjected  to  severe  annual  floods.  This  menace  was 
fully  realized  in  1905  when  the  Colorado,  swollen  by  floodwaters, 
broke  through  a  cut  4  miles  below  the  international  boundary  and,  for 
16  months  poured  its  entire  flow  into  the  fields  and  communities  of  the 
Imperial  Valley.  The  outpour  enlarged  the  Salton  Sea  to  a  lake  488 
square  miles  in  area  and  threatened  to  engulf  the  entire  valley.  The 
break  was  finally  closed  with  great  difficulty  and  expense  but  only 
after  30,000  acres  of  arable  land  had  been  inundated,  farms  ruined, 
homes  destroyed,  highways  washed  away,  and  railroad  tracks  de¬ 
stroyed.  This  tragic  occurrence,  indicating  the  need  for  flood  control 
on  the  Lower  Colorado  River,  became  a  motivating  reason  for  the 
construction  of  the  Hoover  Dam. 

Colorado  River  Compact 

During  the  period  when  the  studies  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
were  being  conducted,  negotiations  were  underway  for  an  interstate 
agreement  on  the  waters  of  the  river — negotiations  which  led  to  the 
Colorado  River  Compact.  While  it  was  recognized  that  storage  on 
the  Colorado  River  was  essential,  the  Upper  Basin  States  faced  the 
possibility  that  water  conserved  by  storage  would  be  put  to  use  in  the 
Lower  Basin  more  rapidly  than  the  Upper  Basin  could  utilize  its  share 
of  the  normal  flow;  thus,  some  agreement  was  essential  to  reserve 
water  that  would  later  be  needed  in  the  upper  basin. 

As  a  result  of  the  negotiations  among  the  States,  it  was  agreed  that 
an  interstate  compact  would  be  the  best  means  for  establishing  an 
equitable  apportionment  of  the  water  and  protection  of  the  Upper 
Basin.  Prior  to  that  time,  an  interstate  compact  had  never  been  used 
for  the  allocation  of  the  waters  of  an  interstate  stream.  Congress  con¬ 
sented  to  the  negotiations  by  legislation  enacted  in  August  1921  (42 
Stat..  171)  and  the  Colorado  River  Compact  Commission  convened 
for  its  first  meeting  in  January  1922.  The  Commission  held  27  meet¬ 
ings  before  reaching  a  final  agreement  on  the  Compact  which  was 
signed  in  Saute  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  on  November  24,  1922.  (The  text  of  the 
Compact  can  be  found  at  70  Congressional  Record  324  (1928).) 

The  Compact  has  several  main  provisions: 

1.  It  divides  the  Colorado  River  Basin  into  two  parts — Lower 
and  Upper  Basins. 

2.  It  apportions  from  the  Colorado  River  system,  in  perpetuity, 
7.500,000  acre-feet  of  water  a  year  to  each  of  the  two  Basins  for 
beneficial  consumptive  use. 

3.  It  authorizes  the  Lower  Basin  to  increase  its  beneficial  con¬ 
sumptive  use  by  1  million  acre-feet  a  year. 

4.  It  provides  that  if  (as  has  proved  to  be  the  case)  the  United 
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States  recognizes  the  right  of  Mexico  to  a  share  of  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado,  that  share  shall  first  come  out  of  water  surplus  to  the 
allocation  of  16  million  acre-feet  to  the  two  Basins.  It  also  pro¬ 
vides,  however,  that  if  sufficient  surplus  waters  are  not  available, 
for  Mexico’s  allotment,  the  Mexican  deficiency  is  to  be  met  equally 
by  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins. 

‘5.  It  enjoins  the  States  of  the  upper  division  “not-  [to]  cause 
the  flow  of  the  river  at  Lee  Ferry  to  be  depleted  below  an  aggre¬ 
gate  of  75  million  acre-feet  for  any  period  of  10  consecutive 
years  *  * 

Between  January  and  April  1923  all  of  the  States  of  the  Basin, 
except  the  State  of  Arizona,  ratified  the  Compact.  In  1925,  numerous 
conferences  were  held  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  in  an 
effort  to  obtain  ratification  by  Arizona  of  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  and  to  negotiate  a  three-State  Compact  dividing  the  waters  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin;  however,  the  States  never 
reached  agreement  on  either  issue. 

In  1927,  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
held  a  series  of  meetings  in  Denver  in  a  further  effort  to  settle  the  divi¬ 
sion  of  the  Lower  Basin  water  supply  and  to  bring  about  a  seven-State 
ratification  of  the  Compact.  The  Governor’s  conference  proposed  that 
the  average  annual  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  delivered  by  the 
Upper  Basin  States  at  Lee  Ferry  be  divided  300,000  acre-feet  to 
Nevada,  3  million  acre-feet  to  Arizona,  and  4.2  million  acre-feet  to 
California.  This  proposal  was  found  unsatisfactory  by  both  Arizona 
and  California. 

The  failure  to  bring  about  a  seven  State  ratification  of  the  Compact 
and  to  settle  the  differences  in  the  Lower  Basin  delayed  action  by  the 
Congress  on  legislation  authorizing  the  construction  of  the  Hoover 
Dam.  Finally,  in  December  1928,  after  years  of  delay  and  consideration 
of  many  different  versions  of  the  legislation,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  was  enacted  (45  Stat.  1057)  notwithstanding  the  failure  of 
Arizona  to  ratify  the  Compact  and  the  inability  of  the  States  of  the 
Lower  Basin  to  agree  on  the  division  of  their  allocation  of  Colorado 
River  water. 


Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  and  California  Limitation  Act 

In  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  Congress  consented  to  the  Com¬ 
pact  and  waived  the  Compact  requirement  of  seven-State  approval.  It 
provided,  however,  that,  in  the  absence  of  seven-State  approval,  the 
Compact  would  become  effective  only  when  approved  by  California 
and  at  least  five  of  the  other  States;  and  it  further  provided  that  Cali¬ 
fornia  would  be  required  to  limit  its  consumptive  use  of  Colorado 
River  water. 

California  met  the  requirement  imposed  on  it  by  passing  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Limitation  Act  (California  Statutes,  1929,  p.  38)  on  March  4, 
1929.  By  its  Act,  California  thus  accepted  the  terms  of  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  and  its  limitation  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  per 
year  from  the  7.5  million  acre-feet  apportioned  by  Article  III  (a)  of 
the  Compact  allocated  to  the  Lower  Basin  plus  one-half  of  the  surplus 
or  excess  water  available.  The  Project  Act,  with  this  limitation  on 
California,  thus  not  only  reserved  Lower  Basin  ivater  for  the  States  of 
Arizona  and  Nevada  but  it  provided  protection  to  the  L  pper  Basin 
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States  against  California’s  proceeding  with  unlimited  development  and 
assurance  that  the  Compact  would  not  be  nullified. 

The  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  again  invited  the  Lower  Basin 
States  to  come  into  agreement  on  the  division  of  water  by  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  a  provision  authorizing  the  three  States  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  apportioning  the  Lower  Basin  share  between  them  as  follows: 

(1)  Nevada,  300,000  acre-feet  annually; 

(2)  Arizona,  2.8  million  acre- feet  annually  plus  one-half  of 
any  surplus  waters  unapportioned  by  the  Compact  and  exclusive 
beneficial  consumptive  use  of  the  Gila  River  and  its  tributaries; 
and 

(3)  California,  4.4  million  acre-feet  annually  plus  one-half  of 
any  surplus  waters  unapportioned  by  the  Compact. 

This  tri-State  apportionment  proposal,  however,  was  never  agreed 
to  by  the  three  States  involved. 

The  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  was  declared  to  be  effective  on 
June  25,  1929,  by  President  Hoover  and  construction  of  Hoover  Dam 
was  initiated  in  1930.  Notwithstanding  Arizona’s  refusal  to  approve 
and  ratify  the  Colorado  River  Compact  and  its  unsuccessful  legal  at¬ 
tempts  to  stop  construction  of  the  dam,  the  dam  started  to  impound 
water  in  February  1935. 

Mexican  Water  Treaty 

Mexico  began  pressing  for  a  permanent  and  assured  share  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  prior  to  the  time  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact, 
and  discussion  of  water  for  Mexico  occupied  a  prominent  part  of  the 
negotiations  for  the  Compact.  As  has  been  mentioned,  the  Compact 
recognized  that  an  allocation  to  Mexico  might  be  required  in  the 
future.  In  1925,  Congress  authorized  negotiation  of  a  treaty  with 
Mexico  with  respect  to  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  and  negotia¬ 
tions  were  accordingly  attempted  in  1930,  but  without  success.  The 
negotiations  which  ultimately  led  to  the  consummation  of  the  treaty 
on  February  3,  1944  (59  Stat.  1219),  were  initiated  in  1941  and  con¬ 
tinued  through  1942  and  1943.  Under  the  treaty,  Mexico  is  allotted 
1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  annually-  It  was  further  provided  that 
in  times  of  surplus  the  United  States  would  endeavor  to  deliver  up 
to  1.7  million  acre-feet  of  water  and,  in  the  event  of  extraordinary 
drought,  the  1.5  million  acre-feet  would  be  reduced  in  proportion  to 
the  reduction  of  consumptive  uses  in  the  United  States. 

There  is  a  difference  of  opinion  between  the  Upper  Basin  and  the 
Lower  Basin  as  to  the  requirements  under  the  Compact  for  delivering 
this  water  to  Mexico.  The  question  is  whether  or  not  the  Lower  Basin 
tributaries  should  be  taken  into  account  in  computing  the  amount  of 
the  surplus  which,  under  the  Compact,  is  to  be  used  so  far  as  possible 
for  meeting  the  treaty  requirements.  If  H.R.  3300  is  enacted  and  the 
investigations  required  by  Title  II  lead  to  the  authorization  and  con¬ 
struction  of  works  which  augment  the  Colorado  River  water  supply  by 
an  amount  which  is  sufficient  to  meet  the  deficiencies  created  by  the 
Mexican  Treaty  burden,  judicial  interpretation  of  the  Compact  on  this 
point  will  probably  never  have  to  be  made. 

Bart  5  III  of  this  report  discusses  more  fully  the  effects  of  fulfilling 
the  United  States  obligation  under  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  from 
the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  System. 
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Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 

During  the  1940’s  and  1950’s  the  four  Upper  Division  States  began 
to  feel  the  pressures  of  rapid  population  growth,  the  industrialization 
following  World  War  II,  and  the  need  for  additional  products  of  ir¬ 
rigated  agriculture.  Before  large-scale  development  could  go  forward, 
however,  the  negotiation  of  a  compact  relative  to  use  of  the  Upper 
Basin’s  apportionment  of  water  was  essential  if  the  rapidly  growing 
water  needs  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming,  were  to 
be  supplied. 

In  the  Upper  Basin,  for  various  reasons,  the  problem  of  negotiating 
an  interstate  Compact  was  less  controversial  than  in  the  Lower  Basin. 
On  October  11, 1948,  following  preliminary  meetings  at  other  points  in 
the  Basin,  a  Compact  among  the  five  States  having  territory  in  the 
Upper  Basin  was  executed  in  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico.  In  addition  to 
20  other  articles  relating  to  other  matters,  the  Compact  apportions  the 
consumptive  use  of  50,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually  to  the  State  of 
Arizona  and  divides  the  remainder  of  the  Upper  Basin  entitlement,  in 
terms  of  percentage,  as  follows : 

Percent 


Colorado _ 51.  75 

New  Mexico _ 11.  25 

Utah _ 23.  00 

Wyoming _ 1-4.  00 


The  apportionments  made  to  each  State  include  all  of  the  water 
necessary  to  supply  all  existing  rights.  These  percentages,  then,  con¬ 
stitute  the  total  amount  of  water  available  for  Upper  Basin  use  after 
deducting  the  50,000  acre-feet  for  Arizona. 

For  the  official  text  of  the  Upper  Basin  Compact  see  63  St  at.  31 
(1949).  It  is  also  reprinted  in  the  Interior  Department’s  publication 
“Documents  on  the  Use  and  Control  of  the  Waters  of  Interstate  and 
International  Streams,”  pages  218ff  ( 1956) . 


Arizona  Ratifies  Compact  and  Enters  into  Water  Contract 


The  State  of  Arizona  ratified  the  Colorado  River  Compact  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  24,  1944,  and  in  the  same  year  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  for  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River,  subject  to  its  availability,  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act.  The  Department,  as  previously 
outlined,  had  already  entered  into  contracts  with  users  in  California 
and  with  the  State  of  Nevada.  The  Arizona  contract  provided  for  the 
delivery  of  a  maximum  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  per  annum  by  the 
United  States  to  agencies  or  water  users  within  the  State  of  Arizona 
who  entered  into  appropriate  contracts  with  the  United  States.  The 
contract  also  provided  that  all  consumptive  uses  of  mainstream  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  within  the  State  should  be  deemed  pro  taoto  a  dis¬ 
charge  of  the  obligations  of  the  contract.  A  portion  of  the  2.8  million 
acre-feet  is  being  put  to  use  at  the  present  time  by  users  along  the  river, 
principally  in  the  vicinity  of  Yuma,  Arizona. 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act 

In  1956  the  Congress  enacted  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  (70  Stat.  105).  This  Act  authorized  the  construction  of  a  compre- 
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hensive,  multiple-purpose,  basinwide,  water  resource  development  plan 
known  as  the  Colorado  Itiver  Storage  Project  and  Participating  Proj¬ 
ects.  It  is  amended  by  Title  V  of  H.R.  3300. 

Present  Development  on  the  River 

As  indicated,  Hoover  Dam  started  to  impound  water  in  February 
1935.  Hoover  Dam  is  located  in  Black  Canyon  330  miles  above  the 
Mexican  border  and  provides  a  reservoir  with  a  usable  storage  capacity 
of  27,200,000  acre-feet. 

Parker  Dam,  located  155  miles  below  Hoover  Dam,  with  a  usable 
reservoir  capacity  of  619,000  acre-feet,  first  impounded  water  in  June 
1938.  This  is  the  diversion  point  on  the  river  for  the  Colorado  River 
aqueduct  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California. 

Between  the  two,  Davis  Dam,  located  67  miles  below  Hoover  Dam, 
with  a  usable  reservoir  capacity  of  1,810,000  acre- feet,  reregulates  re¬ 
leases  from  Ploover  Dam  to  conform  to  downstream  water  use  require¬ 
ments  including  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Treaty.  It  first  im¬ 
pounded  water  in  January  1950. 

There  are  five  additional  diversion  dams  on  the  river  in  the  Lower 
Basin : 

(1)  Headgate  Rock  Dam,  located  15  miles  below  Parker  Dam, 
diverts  water  to  the  Colorado  River  Indian  Reservation ; 

(2)  Palo  Verde  Dam,  located  42  miles  below  Headgate  Rock 
Dam,  was  completed  in  1957  to  divert  water  to  the  Palo  Verde 
Irrigation  District ; 

(3)  Imperial  Dam,  located  90  miles  below  Palo  Verde  Dam, 
serves  as  the  diversion  point  for  the  All-American  Canal,  and 
the  Yuma  and  Gila  projects ; 

(4)  Laguna  Dam,  located  5  miles  below  Imperial  Dam,  which 
once  served  as  the  diversion  point  for  the  Yuma  and  North  Gila 
Valley  projects,  is  no  longer  in  operation ; 

(5)  Morelos  Dam,  located  on  the  river  below  California  on  the 
Arizona-Mexico  boundary,  serves  as  the  diversion  point  for  the 
Mexican  Canal,  thus  supplying  irrigation  water  to  the  Mexicali 
Valley. 

The  All-American  Canal  system,  replacing  an  existing,  but  obsolete 
system,  went  into  operation  in  1940.  Through  this  system,  diversions 
for  the  Imperial  and  Coachella  Valleys  and  for  the  Yuma  project  now 
average  more  than  5  million  acre-feet  per  year.  Other  principal  Lower 
Basin  water  utilization  projects  diverting  water  from  the  main  stream 
include  the  Gila  project,  the  Palo  Verde  Irrigation  District  project, 
the  Colorado  River  aqueduct,  and  works  serving  the  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions. 

By  1963,  some  $600,000,000  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  funds  had 
been  invested  in  California’s  three  mainstream  projects — the  Metro¬ 
politan  Water  District’s  Colorado  River  Aqueduct  (serving  some  60 
cities  and  districts  on  the  coastal  pkain,  including  Los  Anodes  and 
San  Diego),  the  All-American  Canal  (serving  Imperial  and  Coachella 
Valleys,  plus  small  areas  in  the  Federal  Yuma  Project  in  California), 
and  Palo  Verde  Irrigation  District.  Works  had  been  constructed  to  use 
5.4  million  acre-feet,  subject  to  the  limitation  imposed  bv  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  (4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water  apportioned  bv  the 
compact  plus  one-half  of  any  excess  or  surplus),  and  about  5.1  million 
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had  been  put  to  use.  H.R.  3300  protects  the  priorities  of  only  the  4.4 
million,  pending  augmentation  of  the  river.  Projects  had  been  author¬ 
ized  in  Arizona  to  use  about  1.2  million  (primarily  the  Gila  Project 
and  the  Colorado  River  Indian  Reservation),  and  in  Nevada  to  use 
something  under  100,000. 

In  the  Upper  Basin,  the  storage  reservoirs  completed  are  Glen  Can¬ 
yon,  just  above  Lee  Ferry;  Flaming  Gorge  on  the  Green  River;  and 
Navajo,  on  the  San  Juan  River.  In  addition,  the  Curecanti  unit,  on  the 
Gunnison  River,  is  in  an  advanced  stage  of  construction. 

Arizoxa  v.  California 

The  continuing  dispute  between  Arizona  and  California  over  their 
respective  rights  to  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  has  in  the  past 
constituted  an  insurmountable  obstacle  to  the  passage  of  bills  to  au¬ 
thorize  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  On  April  18,  1951 
this  Committe,  during  deliberations  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
adopted  a  resolution  providing  that  consideration  of  further  bills  re¬ 
lating  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project — 

be  postponed  until  such  time  as  use  of  the  water  in  the  lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  is  either  adjudicated  or  binding  or 
mutual  agreement  as  to  the  use  of  the  waters  is  reached  by  the 
States  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Shortly  after  this  resolution  was  adopted,  an  action  was  instituted 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  by  the  State  of  Arizona 
against  the  State  of  California  to  obtain  such  an  adjudication.  The 
principal  issue  in  this  litigation  concerned  the  relative  entitlement  of 
California  and  Arizona  to  the  use  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River, 
Arizona  alleging  that,  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact  and 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  Arizona  was  entitled  to  the  beneficial 
consumptive  use  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  water  each  year  from  the 
Colorado  River  and  that  California’s  corresponding  entitlement  was 
limited  to  4.4  million  acre-feet. 

The  United  States  and  Nevada  intervened  and,  on  the  motion  of 
California,  New  Mexico  and  Utah  were  added  as  parties  in  the  case. 
The  litigation  was  referred  to  a  special  master  whose  report  was  is¬ 
sued  in  December  1960.  The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  ren¬ 
dered  on  June  3, 1963  (373  U.S.  546),  and,  12  years  after  it  began,  the 
Court,  on  March  9,  1964,  issued  its  decree  (376  U.S.  340). 

The  Supreme  Court  findings  are  summarized  as  follows : 

The  Colorado  River  Compact  essentially  divided  the  water 
between  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins,  but  it  did  not  attempt 
to  allocate  water  to  individual  States  within  either  Basin. 

The  Court  held  that  neither  the  Compact,  nor  the  law  of  prior 
appropriation,  nor  the  doctrine  of  equitable  apportionment 
controlled  the  division  of  Lower  Basin  water  between  the 
States  of  the  Lower  Basin,  but  that  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act  authorized  an  apportionment  of  the  lower 
Colorado  River  and  hence  must  be  used  as  a  guide. 

In  ratifying  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  California 
covenanted — by  the  Act  of  its  Legislature — to  limit  its  annual 
consumption  of  Colorado  River  water  to  4.400,000  acre-feet 
plus  one-half  of  any  surplus.  Under  terms  of  the  Act,  Arizona 
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and  Nevada  were  allocated  2,800,000  and  300,000  acre-feet, 
respectively,  with  Arizona  to  share  any  surplus  equally  with 
California  with  provision  that  should  Nevada  contract  for  4 
percent  of  the  surplus,  Arizona’s  share  of  such  surplus  would 
be  reduced  to  46  percent. 

The  apportionment  of  Lower  Basin  water  was  restricted 
to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  downstream  from  Lee 
Ferry  within  the  United  States.  Each  State  retained  exclusive 
use  of  its  tributaries  without  charge  to  its  apportioned  water; 
consequently,  the  all-important  use  of  the  Gila  Liver  in 
Arizona  was  awarded  to  that  State  without  charge  against 
its  main-stream  entitlement — a  key  issue  in  the  dispute. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  within  the  confines  of  the 
Act,  has  authority  to  allocate  and  distribute  the  waters  of  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  in  water-short  years,  subject  to 
power  of  Congress  to  enlarge  or  diminish  his  authority. 

Indian  reservations  are  given  priority  for  water,  dating 
from  the  time  the  lands  in  question  became  a  part  of  the 
reservation. 


V.  HISTORY  OF  LEGISLATION 

This  legislation  grows  out  of  a  long  series  of  bills,  the  earliest  of 
which  dealt  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project  alone. 

In  1947,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  submitted  a  feasible  Central 
Arizona  Project  proposal  to  the  Congress  and  its  authorization  was 
sought  by  bills  in  the  _80th  Congress.  During  the  81st  and  82nd  Con¬ 
gresses,  the  Senate  twice  passed  Central  Arizona  Project  authorizing 
legislation,  but  the  legislation  was  not  approved  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Consideration  of  legislation  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  was  postponed  indefinitely  in  April  1951  when  this  Committee 
adopted  the  resolution  referred  to  in  Part  IV  of  this  report. 

Thus,  in  1952,  Arizona  v.  California  was  instituted,  and,  finally,  on 
June  3, 1963,  the  United  States  Supreme.  Court  issued  its  opinion  and 
later,  on  March  9,  1964,  its  decree,  as  above  stated.  By  this  opinion 
and  decree,  Arizona  finally  secured  an  adjudication  of  its  entitlement 
to  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  main  stream  water  from  the  Colorado  River. 

Almost  immediately  following  the  issuance  of  the  opinion  in  Ari¬ 
zona  v.  California ,  legislation  was  again  introduced  in  both  Houses  of 
the  Congress  to  authorize  the  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  From  this  point  on,  prolonged  and  complex  negotiations 
evolved,  not  only  between  Arizona  and  California,  but  among  all  of  the 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

The  expanded  concept  of  regional  water  development  had  its  begin¬ 
ning  in  the  so-called  Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan,  circulated  in  1964 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  The 
Pacific  Southwest  Water  Plan  grew  out  of  a  letter  from  Chairman 
Aspinall  to  Secretary  Udall,  written  in  November  1962,  requesting 
“an  outline  for  a  coordinated,  comprehensive  pattern  under  which,  in 
your  Department’s  understanding  and  view,  the  Southwest’s  water 
and  power  needs  might  be  satifactorily  provided  for.” 

During  the  88th  Congress  and  the  subsequent  Congressional  recess, 
negotiations  were  in  progress  among  various  interests  in  the  States 
of  the  Basin.  Numerous  bills  were  introduced  in  both  Houses  in  the 


31 


89th  Congress  which  reflected  all  or  a  portion  of  the  compromises 
and  agreements  resulting  from  these  negotiations,  as  well  as  portions 
of  the  regional  development  concept  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  Water 
Plan. 

The  continuing  negotiations  were  reflected  in  hearings  in  the  89th 
Congress  and  action  by  this  Committee  on  H.R.  4671,  to  authorize  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Project.  Hearings  were  held  in  August 
and  September  of  1965  on  H.R.  4671  and  similar  bills,  and  again  in 
May  of  1966.  On  August  11,  1966,  H.R.  4671  was  favorably  reported 
(House  Rept.  No.  1849,  89th  Congress)  with  amendments  and  with 
numerous  separate  and  dissenting  views. 

H.R.  4671  of  the  89th  Congress  was  regional  in  scope  and  raised 
a  number  of  issues  of  national  concern.  As  reported,  the  bill  included 
the  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project;  establishment 
of  a,  National  Water  Commission;  provisions  for  augmentation 
studies,  including  studies  of  transbasin  diversions  of  water ;  provisions 
for  making  the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation  a  national  obligation  and 
for  satisfying  the  treaty  requirements  out  of  water  to  be  imported 
from  other  river  basins;  authorization  of  Hualapai  and  Marble  Can¬ 
yon  Dams;  establishment  of  a  basin  development  fund;  provision 
of  a  4.4-million  acre-foot  priority  to  California  until  augmentation 
could  be  accomplished;  authorization  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Do¬ 
lores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  and  "West  Divide  participating  proj¬ 
ects  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  project;  and  various  other  pro¬ 
visions  reflecting  the  results  of  interstate  negotiations.  Though  ap¬ 
proved  by  this  Committee,  H.R,  4671  was  not  acted  upon  further  in 
the  89th  Congress. 

Immediately  after  the  90th  Congress  convened,  bills  were  once 
again  introduced  in  both  Houses  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  and  several  versions  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project.  The 
bills  varied  widely.  Some  were  identical  to  or  patterned  closely  after 
H.R,  4671,  as  reported  in  the  89th  Congress.  Variations  reflected  at¬ 
tempts  to  achieve  compromises  on  the  points  of  opposition  to  earlier 
bills,  or  the  dissolution  of  earlier  agreements  and  compromises.  H.R. 
3300,  as  introduced  by  Chairman  Aspinall,  was  similar  to  H.R.  4671, 
as  reported,  the  principal  exceptions  being  that  provisions  relating 
to  Marble  Canyon  dam  and  the  National  Water  Commission  were 
deleted,  and  the  water  augmentation  investigations  and  report  were 
down-graded  from  feasibility  grade  to  reconnaissance.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  held  four  days  of  hearings  on  H.R.  3300  and  related  bills  in  March 
of  1967. 

In  February  1967,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  recommended 
legislation  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  without  main¬ 
stream  dams  and  incorporating  the  Administration's  proposal  for 
acquiring,  through  a  prepurchase  arrangement,  the  necessary  project 
pumping  power.  S.  1004,  patterned  after  the  Administration  bill,  was 
passed  by  the  Senate  on  August  7,  1967.  It  includes  no  augmentation 
study  provisions  or  dams  on  the  Colorado  River.  S.  1004  does,  however 
include  provisions  for  establishing  a  basin  development  fund.  It  also5 
includes  the  five  Upper  Basin  projects  and  criteria  for  operating  all  the 
dams  on  the  river.  In  S.  1004,  the  4.4  million  acre-feet  priority  to 
California  is  limited  to  27  years. 
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This  Committee  resumed  its  consideration  of  the  Colorado  River 
legislation  in  hearings  on  January  30  and  February  1  and  2  of  this 
year.  These  hearings  were  scheduled  for  the  purpose  of  soliciting  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  information  and  data  on  specific  aspects 
of  the  legislation.  No  additional  testimony  from  public  witnesses  was 
taken.  In  addition  to  further  clarifying  the  water  supply  situation,  the 
Committee  was  brought  up  to  date  on  such  matters  as  (1)  the  effect 
of  eliminating  the  Colorado  River  dams  and  inclusion  of  the  prepur¬ 
chase  arrangement  as  a  means  of  obtaining  pumping  power  and  energy 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  (2)  the  latest  cost  estimates  for  ail 
the  projects,  (3)  the  financial  analysis  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
and  information  on  the  development  fund  with  the  dams  eliminated 
from  the  plan,  and  (4)  the  Department’s  latest  thinking  with  respect 
to  studies  for  augmentation  of  the  Colorado  River  water  supply. 

Prior  to  the  scheduling  of  the  January  hearings,  continuing  nego¬ 
tiations  among  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  the  changed  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Administration  had  led  to  a  general  understanding  that 
no  Colorado  River  mainstream  dams  should  be  included  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  plan  at  this  time. 

After  the  completion  of  hearings  with  Secretary  Udall,  the  Sub¬ 
committee  spent  five  days  in  executive  consideration  and  mark-up  of 
the  legislation,  and  the  Full  Committee  consumed  three  additional 
days  in  developing  the  final  version  of  the  legislation  which  it  then 
approved  and  ordered  reported.  Thus,  the  consideration  this  year 
adds  another  eleven  days  to  the  33  days  which  the  Committee 'had 
already  devoted  to  the  legislation  in  previous  years.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  lias  given  more  time  and  more  study  to  this  legislation  than  to  any 
other  legislative  matter  that  it  has  considered  in  recent  years. 

VI.  COLORADO  RIVER  WATER  SUPPLY 

LIistoriCx\l  Controversy 

So  far  as  the  history  of  modern  civilization  is  concerned,  the  rec¬ 
ord  is  full  of  controversies  over  the  water  supply  of  various  river 
systems.  It  is  doubtful  that  any  other  river  system  in  the  world — 
and  certainly  no  other  river  in  the  western  hemisphere — has  been 
the  subject  of  so  many  disputes  of  such  wide  scope  during  the  last 
half  century  as  the  Colorado  River  of  the  southwest.  These  contro¬ 
versies  over  one  of  humanity’s  most  basic  resources  have  permeated  the 
political,  social,  economic,  legal,  and  engineering  facets  of  the  society 
of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  individually  and  collectively 
because  they  have  involved  both  intrastate  and  interstate  differences. 
The  Committee  believes  that  the  underlying  fundamental  cause  of 
the  many  lawsuits  and  interbasin  and  interstate  compacts  is  deeply 
rooted  in  the  well-established  fact  that  the  water  supplies  available 
are  severely  limited  in  proportion  to  the  other  natural  resources  of 
the  seven  basin  States  and  the  continuing  expansion  of  demands  for 
those  supplies. 

The  imbalance  between  water  resources  and  other  natural  resources 
lias  reached  an  acute  stage  as  the  result  of  at  least  four  major  factors. 
First,  the  increasing  population  of  the  Nation  has  created  greater 
demands  for  water.  Second,  the  rising  standard  of  living  and  new  in¬ 
ventions  and  processes  related  thereto  have  created  new  demands. 
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Third,  tlie  westward  migration  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  citizens 
seeking  new  opportunities  for  homes  and  jobs  have  shifted  the  point 
of  impact  of  demands  for  water.  Fourth,  and  perhaps  of  most  im¬ 
portance,  the  negotiators  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  and  the 
interstate  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  apportioned  a  water 
resource  that,  at  the  time  of  the  negotiations,  appeared  much  larger 
than  the  River  has  subsequently  yielded. 

During  1953—56,  the  Committee  had  under  consideration  legisla¬ 
tion  to  authorize  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  in  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin.  A  large  part  of  the  opposition  to  that  legisla¬ 
tion  was  based  upon  arguments  over  the  availability  of  water.  The 
Storage  Project  legislation  was  approved  by  the  Committee  without 
real  concern  over  the  water  supply  because  a  large  portion  of  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  apportioned  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
to  the  Upper  Basin  was  still  available  in  1956.  Furthermore,  the  stor¬ 
age  units  and  participating  projects  authorized  in  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  brought  the  total  consumptive  use  of  water  in 
the  Upper  Basin  to  less  than  50  percent  of  its  total  compact  appor¬ 
tionment. 

As  noted  in  Part  V  of  this  report,  the  Committee  held  hearings  and 
considered,  beginning  in  the  autumn  of  1964,  several  different  versions 
of  proposed  bills  to  authorize  a  Central  Arizona  Project,  a  Pacific 
Southwest  water  plan,  a  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Project,  or  a 
Colorado  River  Basin  Project,  The  subject  legislation,  H.R.  3300, 
as  amended,  is  the  culmination  of  these  Committee  efforts.  As  the 
aforementioned  hearings  progressed,  it  became  apparent  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  through  expressions  of  interest  by  representatives  of  the  Basin 
States  and  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission,  that  the  most  im¬ 
portant  issue  involved  in  proposals  for  further  development  of  the 
water  resources  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  the  availability  of 
water.  The  Committee  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  development  of 
water  resources  of  this  Basin  has  reached  the  stage  where  the  last 
increments  of  the  available  supply  are  being  considered  for  utiliza¬ 
tion. 

The  Committee  has  had  to  weigh  carefully  indisputable  evidence  of 
the  fact  that  the  over-all  water  problems  of  the  Basin  are  of  a  more 
precarious  nature  in  1968  than  they  were  15  years  ago.  In  the  1950’s, 
the  Upper  Basin  States  were  consuming  only  2  to  2y2  million  acre- feet 
of  water  per  year  contrasted  with  4.6  million  acre-feet  that  are,  or  will 
be,  consumed  by  presently  constructed  and  authorized  projects ;  there¬ 
fore,  the  amount  of  water  remaining  to  be  consumptively  used  today 
is  much  less  than  it  was  in  the  1950’s.  Also,  in  the  last  34  years— and 
especially  during  the  last  16  years— the  trend  of  the  dependable  yield 
of  the  River  has  been  consistently  downward  and  the  return  to  a  period 
of  high  river  flows  has  not  materialized  as  predicted  and,  because  of 
this,  some  people  believe  that  earlier  and  less  scientifically  deter¬ 
mined  yields  of  the  river  may  have  been  grossly  over-estimated.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  risks  of  over  development  of  the  water,  or  of  over-esti¬ 
mating  the  supply  and  causing  serious  injury  to  existing  and  potential 
economies  have  been  compounded  in  the  absence  of  an  effectuated  and 
reasonably  certain  economic  and  feasible  river  augmentation  program. 
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Flows  of  the  Colorado  River 

The  most  universally  used  index  of  the  basin’s  water  yield  is  the 
“virgin”  or  “estimated  undepleted”  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  at 
Lee  Ferry,  Arizona.  Annual  flows  vary  widely.  Figure  1  indicates 
that  the  virgin  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  has  ranged  between  about  5.6  and 
24  million  acre-feet  per  annum  since  1896 — the  long-term  average 
(including  1967)  being  about  14.8  million  acre-feet.1  Since  1933— a 
period  of  34  years — the  progressive  10-year  average  virgin  flow  line 
has  remained  below  the  long-term  average  virgin  flow.2 

In  1922,  when  the  Colorado  River  Compact  was  negotiated,  the  avail¬ 
able  records  indicated  there  was  sufficient  water  to  furnish  the  16  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  apportioned  to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins  and,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  furnish,  from  surplus,  water  that  might  later  be  needed  for  ful¬ 
filling  any  agreement  with  Mexico.  Figure  2  shows  that  by  1967,  this 
long-term  average  had  dropped  to  14.8  million  acre- feet.  As  the  basis 
for  the  interstate  compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
Commissioners  used  the  1914-45  streamflow  records,3  the  average  for 
the  1914-45  period  being  estimated  at  15.6  million  acre- feet  per  year. 
For  the  period  begimiing  at  the  time  of  negotiation  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact,  1922-67,  the  average  virgin  flow  has  been  only  13.7  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet.4  For  the  38  years,  1930-67,  the  average  annual  virgin 

1  Streamflow  records  for  Lee  Ferry  prior  to  1921  are  regarded  by  some  as  lacking  con¬ 
siderably  in  reliability  when  compared  to  records  subsequent  to  1921. 

2  Tlie  progressive  10-year  average  virgin  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  is  of  paramount  importance 
because  it  is  a  criterion  for  measurement  of  water  deliveries  by  the  Upper  Basin  to  the 
Lower  Basin  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

3  Records  prior  to  1914  were  dropped  by  these  compact  commissioners  because  of  their 
lack  of  reliability. 

*  In  H.  Rept.  No.  1S49  of  the  89th  Cong.,  second  sess.,  on  H.R.  4671  average  flows  are 
recorded  for  periods  ending  in  1964.  It  should  be  noted  that  for  the  periods  terminating  in 
1967  all  averages  have  further  declined. 
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Figure  1. — Colorado  River  flow  at  Lee  Ferry,  Arizona. 
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yield  of  the  river  at  Lee  Ferry  amounted  to  only  13  million  acre-feet  of 
water.  During  this  latter  period,  there  occurred  the  two  lowest  10  con¬ 
secutive  years  of  stream  flow  on  record — 1931-40  and  1954-63  when 
the  average  annual  virgin  flow  amounted  to  only  11.8  million  acre- 
feet.  (See  Figure  2).  Table  I  shows  that  the  running  average  for  the 
last  10  years,  1958-67,  amounted  to  only  12.1  million  acre- feet. 


37 


TABLE  I.— ESTIMATED  VIRGIN  FLOWS  AT  LEE  FERRY  * 


(In  millions  of  acre-feet] 


Water  year 
ending 
Sept.  30 

Estimated 

virgin 

flow 

Average 

including 

1967 

10-year 

running 

average 

Water  year 
ending 
Sept.  30 

Estimated 

virgin 

flow 

Average 

including 

1967 

10-year 

running 

average 

1896 _ 

10. 1 

14.8  . 

1932 _ 

17.2 

13. 1 

15.9 

1897 . 

18.0 

14.9  . 

1933 _ 

11.4 

13.0 

15.2 

1898 _ 

13.8 

14.8  . 

1934 _ 

5.6 

13.0 

14.3 

1899 _ 

15.9 

14.9  . 

1935 _ 

11.5 

13.3 

14.2 

1900 . 

13.2 

14.8  . 

1936 _ 

13.8 

13.3 

14.0 

1901 . 

13.6 

14.9  . 

1937 _ 

13.7 

13.3 

13.5 

1902. . 

9.4 

14.9  . 

1938 _ 

17.5 

13.3 

13.5 

1903 . 

14.8 

15.0  . 

1939 _ 

11.1 

13. 1 

12.5 

1904 _ 

15.6 

15.0  . 

1940 _ 

8.6 

13.2 

11.8 

1905 _ 

16.0 

15.0 

14.0 

1941 _ 

18. 1 

13.4 

12.8 

1906 _ 

19. 1 

14.9 

14.9 

1942 _ 

19.  1 

13.2 

13.0 

1907 _ 

23.4 

14.9 

15.5 

1943 . 

13. 1 

13.0 

13.2 

1908 _ 

12.9 

14.7 

15.4 

1944 _ 

15.2 

13.0 

14.2 

1909. . 

23.3 

14.8 

16.1 

1945 _ 

13.4 

12.9 

14.4 

1910 _ 

14.2 

14.6 

16.2 

1946 _ 

10.4 

12.9 

14.0 

1911 _ 

16.0 

14.6 

16.5 

1947 _ 

15.5 

13.0 

14.2 

1912 . 

20.5 

14.6 

17.6 

1948 _ 

15.6 

12.8 

14.0 

1913 _ 

14.5 

14.5 

17.6 

1949 _ 

16.4 

12.7 

14.5 

1914 _ 

21.2 

14.5 

18.  1 

1950 _ 

12.9 

12.5 

15.0 

1915 . 

14.0 

14.4 

17.9 

1951 _ 

11.6 

12.5 

14.3 

1916 _ 

19.2 

14.4 

17.9 

1952 . 

20.7 

12.5 

14.5 

1917 _ 

24.0 

14.3 

18.0 

1953 _ 

10.6 

12.0 

14.2 

1918 . 

15.3 

14. 1 

18.2 

1954 . . 

7.7 

12.1 

13.5 

1919 _ 

12.5 

14.  1 

17.1 

1955 _ 

9.2 

12.4 

13. 1! 

1920 . 

22.0 

14.1 

17.9 

1956 _ 

10.7 

12.7 

13.1 

1921 _ 

23.0 

13.9 

18.6 

1957 _ 

20. 1 

12.9 

13.5 

1922 _ 

18.3 

13.7 

18.4 

1958 _ 

16.5 

12.1 

13.6 

1923 _ 

18.3 

13.6 

18.8 

1959. . 

8.6 

11.7 

12.9 

1924 _ 

14.2 

13.5 

18.1 

1960 _ 

11.3 

12.0 

12.7 

1925 . 

13.0 

13.5 

18.0 

1961 . 

8.5 

12.1 

12.4 

1926 _ 

15.9 

13.5 

17.6 

1962 . . 

17.3 

12.7 

12. 1 

1927 . . 

18.6 

13.5 

17.1 

1963 _ 

8.5 

11.8 

11.8 

1928 . 

17.3 

13.3 

17.3 

1964 _ 

10.2 

12.7 

12. 1 

1929 _ 

21.4 

13.2 

18.2 

1965 _ 

18.7 

13.5 

13.0 

1930. . 

14.9 

13.0 

17.5 

1966. . 

10.8 

10.9 

13.1 

1931 . 

7.8 

13.0 

16.0 

1967 . 

11.0 

11.0 

12.1 

1  Col.  2  shows  the  estimated  virgin  runoff  at  Lee  Ferry  for  the  year  indicated  in  col.  1.  Col.  3  shows  the  average  virgin 
runoff  from  the  year  indicated  in  col.  1  through  1967.  Col,  4  shows  the  progressive  10-year  running  average  virgin  flow 
through  the  year  indicated  in  col.  1. 


Estimated  Water  Availability 

Over  the  many  years  that  it  has  been  considering  legislation  involv¬ 
ing  the  Colorado  River,  the  Committee  has  received  testimony  indicat¬ 
ing  wide  differences  of  opinion  with  regard  to  the  quantity  and  de¬ 
pendability  of  the  water  resource  actually  available  for  consumptive 
use.  The  Committee  has  concluded  that  some  of  those  differences  are 
due  to  the  inability  of  engineers  to  agree  upon  the  basic  data  to  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  their  studies.  For  example,  from  figure  2  it  is  evident 
that  the  average  virgin  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  can  be  given  as  a  figure 
anywhere  between  about  12  and  17  million  acre-feet,  depending  upon 
the  recorded  period  selected.  Other  differences  among  engineers  have 
resulted  from  interpretations  of  the  basic  data  or  the  bias  in  judgment 
relative  to  the  objective  of  the  studies  made.  The  Committee  has  rec¬ 
ognized  the  difficulty  and  the  importance  of  selecting  the  most  proper 
and  reliable  evidence  upon  which  to  base  its  judgment  and  conclusions. 

It  became  apparent  to  the  Connnittee,  even  before  the  hearings  on. 
predecessor  legislation,  II. R.  4671  of  the  89th  Congress,  that  the.  most 
important  issue  involved  in  proposals  for  further  development  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  is  the  availability  of  water.  For  this  reason,  the 
Committee,  in  its  desire  to  ascertain  as  wide  a  range  of  facts  and 
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opinion  as  possible,  requested  the  Governor  of  each  of  the  seven  Basin 
States  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  state  for  the  record  his 
position  on  the  physicial  availability  of  water  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  taking  into  consideration  such  relevant  factors  as  present  uses 
of  water  in  the  Upper  Basin,  the  filling  of  Upper  Basin  reservoirs, 
and  ultimate  consumptive  uses  of  water  by  the  Upper  Basin. 

In  response  to  the  request  by  the  Committee,  three  detailed  analyses 
of  the  water  supply  were  received  prior  to  the  hearings  on  H.R.  4671 
in  1965  and  1966.  These  analyses  were  prepared  by  engineers  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  by  engineers  of  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  by  the  engineering  firm  of  Tipton  and  Kalmbach,  Inc. 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission.  These 
three  studies  were  based  upon  different  assumptions  of  net  channel 
and  evaporation  losses,  rates  of  future  increase  of  Upper  Basin  stream 
depletions,  and,  in  some  instances,  the  periods  of  stream  flow  records 
employed.  The  studies  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  in¬ 
corporated  many  combinations  of  these  factors.  The  most  significant 
result  of  these  three  analyses  was  the  close  agreement  indicated  with 
respect  to  the  water  supply  remaining  available  for  development  in 
the  basin  and  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  particular.  The  dif¬ 
ferences  in  the  final  results  of  the  three  studies  are  related  primarily 
to  the  expected  time  when  utilization  of  the  entire  water  resource  of 
the  basin  will  be  accomplished.5 6 

Notwithstanding  the  general  agreement  on  physical  data  on  water 
supply,  it  became  evident  during  the  1967  Committee  hearings  that 
confusion  persisted  in  the  minds  of  some  Committee  Members  over 
the  disagreement  on  the  water  supply  that  would  be  available  for  a 
Central  Arizona  Project.  For  this  reason,  the  Chairman,  on  December 
29,  1967,  directed  another  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  re¬ 
questing  additional  information  on  the  water  available  from  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  with  special  emphasis  on  (1)  the  effect  of  assumptions  of 
different  periods  of  stream  flow  records  used  in  river  operation  studies, 
(2)  the  use  of  Upper  Basin  reservoir  water  spills  as  part  of  the  supply 
for  the  Central  Arizona  project,  and  (3)  different  rates  of  Upper 
Basin  stream  depletions.  These  factors,  as  related  to  water  supply, 
were  the  subject  of  testimony  before  the  Committee  earlier  this  year 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  The  studies  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  were  based 
upon  the  water  supply  records  for  the  period  1906-67  with  an  average 
virgin  flow  of  14.9  million  acre-feet.  See  figure  2.  During  the  hearings 
if  was  evident  that  some  Members  of  the  Committee,  due  to  the  in¬ 
herent  risks  involved  in  the  possibility  of  over-estimating  the  water 
supply,  held  strong  reservations  concerning  the  inclusion  of  water 
records  of  questionable  validity  for  the  years  prior  to  1922  when  direct 
water  measurements  were  begun  at  Lee  Ferry.  It  was  also  revealed 
that  the  Bureau’s  assumptions  of  future  stream  depletions  in  the 
Upper  Basin  were  considerablv  less  in  both  rate  and  quantity  than 
those  agreed  to  by  the  Upper  Basin  States.  The  Bureau  also  assumed 
in  its  operation  studies  that  California  would  be  given  a  first  priority 
in  the  Lower  Basin  for  4.4  million  acre- feet  of  water  and  that  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  aqueduct  would  be  limited  to  a  capacity  of 

5  Summaries  of  results  of  these  three  water  supply  studies  appear  on  p.  33,  of  House 

Report  No.  1849  on  H.R.  4671  of  the  89th  Cong.,  second  sess. 
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2500  cubic  feet  of  water  per  second,  and,  in  these  respects,  the  assump¬ 
tions  are  consistent  with  the  legislation  approved  by  the  Committee. 

Some  of  the  most  pertinent  information  developed  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  testimony  and  the.  detailed  operation  studies  furnished  at  the 
request  of  the  Committee  includes  the  following : 

Basically,  the  Colorado  River  water  supply  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  will  come  from  two  sources:  (1)  regulated 
releases  from  Glen  Canyon  Dam  and  (2)  spills  from  Glen 
Canyon  Dam  into  the  Lower  Basin.  *  *  *  the  breakdown  of 
the  estimated  CAP  water  supply  from  these  two  sources  is  as 
follows  : 

(In  thousands  of  acre-feet)  ■ 


Source  1975  1990  2000  2030 


Regulated  release . . .  1,650  1,020  730  284 

Upper  basin  spills . 0  235  296  392 

Total. .  1,650  U55  L026  676 


>  With  aqueduct  capacity  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second. 

The  Committee  understands  that,  absent  a  supplemental  supply 
of  water  from  other  sources,  beginning  about  year  1975,  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  anticipates  that  a  part  of  tlie  CAP  water  supply 
will  come  from  reservoir  spills  from  the  Upper  Basin,  and  that  under 
the  2030  conditions  assumed  by  the  Bureau  about  60  percent  of  the 
one-half  water  supply  that  will  be  available  will  have  to  be  derived 
from  spills  from  full  Upper  Basin  reservoirs.  The  Committee  is  also 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  estimated  spills  are  averages  over  the  period 
1906-65,  that  the  actual  spills  would  be  limited  to  a  few  years  and 
dependent  upon  repeat  of  the  1911-1929  flows,  and  that  if  the  run¬ 
off  period  1922-67  were  used  as  the  basis  of  analysis  there  would  be 
no  spills  of  water  available  from  the  Upper  Basin  and  the  entire 
water  supply  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  have  to  come 
from  regulated  releases  at  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

The  Committee’s  Conclusions  on  Water  Supply 

1*  The  Committee  believes  that  the  results  of  studies  submitted 
in  testimony  on  H.R.  3300,  and  H.R.  4671  of  the  89th  Congress,  reveal 
the  water  supply  situation  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  proper 
perspective,  and  that  they  clearly  demonstrate  the  limitations  of  the 
water  resource  as  accurately  as  possible.  These  analyses,  having  util¬ 
ized  more  refined  techniques  than  those  employed  in  the  past,  are 
probably  more  indicative  of  water  availability  than  are  earlier  studies. 

2.  All  of  the  studies  indicate  the  presence  of  a  serious  water  de¬ 
ficiency  in  the  Lower  Basin  of  the  Colorado  River;  in  fact,  they  show 
that  a  real  crisis  is  being  faced  by  Arizona,  southern  California,  and 
Nevada.  Even  in  the  Upper  Basin  the  remaining  Colorado  River  water 
is  fast  being  exhausted  as  development  goes  forward. 

3.  All  of  the  studies  show  conclusively  that  any  large  increase  in 
use  of  water  in  the  Lower  Basin  must,  even  now,  be  supplied  in  part 
from  water  apportioned  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact  to  the  Upper 
Basin  States  but  presently  unused  by  them.  As  the  Upper  Basin 
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States  progress  with  their  development,  the  amount  of  unused 
water  will  diminish  until  ultimately  no  surplus  Upper  Basin  water  will 
be  available  for  use  in  the  Lower  Basin. 

4.  Based  upon  the  studies  that  have  been  examined  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  and  its  staff,  the  Committee  believes  that  1,200,000  acre-feet  can 
reasonably  be  expected  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  until  some 
time  during  the  decade  1985-1995,  after  which  time,  due  to  the  prior¬ 
ity  granted  to  California  by  this  legislation  and  as  a  consequence  of 
the  increasing  consumption  of  water  in  the  Upper  Basin,  the  supply 
will  diminish  unless  augmented  from  other  sources. 

5.  The  basic  assumptions  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  with 
regard  to  virgin  runoff,  rate  of  increase  and  ultimate  magnitude  of 
Upper  Basin  stream  depletion,  and  magnitude  of  future  net  losses 
along  the  Lower  Colorado  River  are  matters  of  judgment  and,  in  the 
future,  the  Department’s  reliance  on  the  assumptions  used  in  its 
analyses  shall  in  no  manner  jeopardize  the  consumptive  use  of  water 
within  compact  apportionments  in  other  areas  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

6.  On  the  basis  of  the  water  supply  analyses  furnished  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  testimony  presented  on  H.R.  3300  and  predecessor  re¬ 
lated  legislation,  the  Committee  has  determined  that  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  will  neither  be  sufficient  to  meet  future  require¬ 
ments  of  the  areas  dependent  upon  it,  nor  to  meet  apportionments  of 
the  consumptive  use  of  water  made  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins  plus  the  delivery  of  water  to  Mexico 
as  required  by  international  treaty.  It  is  inevitable  that  water  require¬ 
ments  will  exceed  the  supply.  This  condition  will  occur  with  or  with¬ 
out  a  Central  Arizona  Project.  It  is  estimated  that  the  amount  of  new 
water  necessary  to  meet  the  Mexican  Treaty  requirements  and  the 
aforementioned  apportionments  in  the  Lower  Basin  alone  ultimately 
will  be  between  2  million  and  2.5  million  acre- feet. 

7.  In  order  to  prevent  retrogression  of  the  economy  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  as  its  water  resource  diminishes,  the  Committee  concludes 
that  all  means  of  increasing  the  water  supply — such  as  reductions 
in  water  losses,  water  conservation  practices,  desalination,  weather 
modification,  importation  of  water  from  outside  the  drainage  basin 
of  the  Colorado  River — should  be  investigated  and  thoroughly  studied 
as  soon  as  possible. 

8.  The  Committee  has  concluded  that  the  most  urgent  and  funda¬ 
mental  water  resource  issue  before  the  Congress  involves  an  initiation 
of  plans  and  procedures  pertaining  to  the  resolution  of  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  deficiency  of  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin  as  defined  in  the 
Colorado  River  Compact.  The  Committee  is  convinced  that  enactment 
and  implementation  of  Title  II  in  the  form  it  has  been  approved  will 
be  a  constructive  step  in  the  right  direction. 

9.  Notwithstanding  the  anticipated  water  shortage  on  the  Colorado 
River,  if  there  is  no  augmentation,  the  committee  finds  that  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  is  feasible  with  the  presently  known  water  sup¬ 
ply.  The  importation  of  Colorado  River  water  into  central  Arizona 
will  reduce  the  need  for  groundwater,  thus  reducing  the  rate  of  decline 
of  the  water  table.  During  periods  of  shortage  on  the  Colorado  River, 
diversions  to  central  Arizona  can  be  reduced  and  the  groundwater 
can  be  again  pumped  into  the  irrigation  and  domestic  supply  systems. 
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VII.  NEED  FOR  AUGMENTATION  AND  FOR  WESTWIDE 

WATER  STUDIES 

The  present  and  anticipated  water  supply  situation  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  described  in  Part  VI  of  this  report  show’s  conclusively 
that  a  serious  water  deficiency  already  exists  in  the  Lower  Basin  of 
the  Colorado  River  and  that,  as  this  imbalance  between  requirements 
and  availability  continues  to  grow,  the  water  situation  throughout 
the  entire  basin  will  become  more  and  more  critical.  There  is  no  rea¬ 
sonable  chance  that  the  Colorado  River  will  supply  enough  water  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  area  which  relies  upon  it.  The  water  supply 
situation,  combined  with  the  fact  that  there  is  insufficient  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  to  furnish  the  amounts  specified  in  compacts,  con¬ 
tracts,  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  and  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in 
Arizona,  v.  California ,  means  continued  controversy  accompanied  by 
economic  stagnation  unless  there  is  augmentation  of  the  water  sup¬ 
plies  available  from  the  river.  There  can  be  no  lasting  solution  to  the 
water  problems  and  disputes  of  the  states  of  the  Colorado  Ri  ver  Basin 
without  the  addition  of  more  water. 

The  data  presented  in  Part  VI  indicate  that  water  operations  on 
the  Colorado  River  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  will  provide  a 
long-term  firm  water  supply  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  of  only 
284,000  acre-feet  annually  compared  to  a  planned  average  annual  water 
supply  of  1,200,000  acre-feet  and  that  even  this  limited  supply  assumes 
that  the  Upper  Basin  States  will  furnish  one-half  the  Mexican  Treaty 
water.  Thus,  responsible  water  planning  and  management  make  it 
imperative  that  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  the  immediate  initiation  of  meaningful  studies  to  find 
new  sources  of  water.  To  do  otherwise  would  constitute  a  disservice 
to  the  State  of  Arizona  and  the  Nation  because  it  would  raise  false 
hopes  in  Arizona  while  jeopardizing  future  water  development  in 
Upper  Basin  States.  The  need  for  augmentation  is  beyond  reasonable 
dispute.  The.only  legitimate  areas  for  difference  of  opinion  lie  in  how 
and  when  this  augmentation  must  be  accomplished. 

How  the  river  should  be  augmented  cannot  be  answered  with  con¬ 
fidence  until  the  studies  of  all  alternatives  called  for  in  the  legislation 
have  been  completed.  The  experts  who  testified  before  the  Committee 
on  water  supply  and  growth  of  requirements  for  water  in  the  area 
served  from  the  Colorado  agreed  that  augmentation  could  be  required 
as  early  as  1980  and  that  failure  to  provide  additional  water  in  the 
mid-1980’s  would  seriously  impede  development  in  the  Pacific  South¬ 
west.  Experience  has  shown  that  15  to  25  years  are  required  to  plan, 
authorize,  design,  and  construct  a  major  water  project.  Hence,  studies 
of  alternative  means  of  augmenting  the  Colorado  River  must  be  ini¬ 
tiated  immediately  if  the  future  growth  and  economy  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  and  the  Pacific  Southwest  is  to  be  assured  and  decisions 
concerning  augmentation  are  to  be  made  with  full  knowledge  of  all  al¬ 
ternatives.  Considering  the  potential  lead  time  needed  to  develop  some 
of  the  alternatives,  the  studies  must  be  completed  and  the  facts  must  be 
before  the  Congress  by  not  later  than  the  micl-1970’s.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  deferral  of  the  studies  would  represent  procrastination, 
and  could  result  in  decisions  under  crisis  conditions  rather  than  on  the 
basis  of  orderly  procedures. 
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The  most  pressing  need  is  for  an  amount  of  new  water  necessary  in 
order  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  requirements  and  the  annual 
consumptive  use  of  7.5  million  acre  feet  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada.  This  amount  has  been  estimated  by  water  experts 
to  be  ultimately  between  2  million  and  2.5  million  acre-feet,  depend¬ 
ing  on  assumptions  with  respect  to  Lower  Basin  inflows,  evaporation 
losses,  and  other  water  losses  between  Glen  Canyon  Dam  and  the  Mex¬ 
ican  border. 

It  is  this  most  pressing  need  which  is  the  basis  for  the  provision 
in  this  legislation  calling  for  preparation  of  a  feasibility  report  on 
the  most  economic  means  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  by  2.5  million  acre  feet,  with  a  January  1975  deadline  for 
submission  of  such  report  to  the  Congress. 

The  other  studies  and  investigations  would  be  only  in  such  detail 
as  to  permit  the  preparation  of  reconnaissance  reports.  All  of  the 
studies  and  investigations  taken  together  are  directed  toward  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  regional  water  plan  to  serve  as  the  framework  for  coordi¬ 
nated,  future  development  throughout  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin. 

As  indicated  hereinbefore,  the  Committee’s  approval  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  is  tied  to  immediate  initiation  of  meaningful  aug¬ 
mentation  studies.  This  committee  position  stems  from  the  fact  that 
the  states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  reached  a  consensus  that  they 
would  not  object  to  development  that  overcommits  the  river’s  limited 
resources  before  long-range  augmentation  studies  are  completed,  pro¬ 
vided  studies  of  alternative  means  of  augmenting  the  Colorado  are 
conducted  concurrently.  To  maintain  the  consensus,  meaningful  studies 
of  all  alternatives  must  be  carried  out  on  a  strict  timetable  to  provide 
assurance  against  the  certain  need  in  the  future  to  apportion  shortages 
from  an  overcommitted  supply  in  the  event  nothing  is  done  to  augment 
the.  natural  supply.  The  Lower  Basin  now  relies  in  part  upon  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  unused  water  supplies  apportioned  to  the  Upper  Basin  by 
the  Colorado  River  Compact.  The  slower  developing  states  of  the 
Upper  Basin  consider  the  studies  under  Title  II  as  a  meaningful  step 
toward  augmentation  and  as  further  assurance  that  they  will  be  able 
to  utilize  fully  their  entitlements  when  the  need  arises. 

The  Committee  has  been  disappointed  that  study  provisions  set  out 
in  Title  II  could  not  be  made  acceptable  to  the  Pacific  Northwest 
States.  Every  attempt  was  made  to  do  so.  However,  those  representing 
the  Northwest  continued  to  insist  that  only  complete  elimination  of 
Title  II  would  be  acceptable.  The  Committee  feels  that  the  provision 
it  adopted,  prohibiting  the  Secretary  from  recommending  importation 
unless  the  affected  states  approve,  guarantees  to  the  Northwest  States 
and  other  areas  of  potential  surplus  that  the  position  they  take  after 
the  facts  are  known  will  carry  great  weight  with  respect  to  any  de¬ 
cision  on  importation. 

The  minority  opposition  to  the  inclusion  of  augmentation  studies 
in  the  legislation  argues  that  the  only  way  to  assure  objectivity  is  to 
place  the  entire  matter  before  an  independent  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission  authorized  under  separate  legislation.  Furthermore,  the 
Northwest  States  request  time  to  complete  their  inbasin  and  state  water 
planning  studies  before  initiation  of  interbasin  studies.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  understands  that  these  State  studies  as  well  as  the  Federal-State 
Type  I  Comprehensive  Framework  Studies  are  scheduled  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  by  1971.  Thus,  the  augmentation  studies  provided  for  in  this 
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bill,  scheduled  for  completion  in  the  mid-1970’s,  allow  full  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  consideration  of  the  results  of  current  state  and  Federal 
studies. 

The  Committee,  in  1967,  approved  legislation  to  create  a  National 
Water  Commission.  Favorable  action  was  achieved  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  Previously  the  Senate  had  passed  a  similar  measure.  Final 
approval  awaits  resolution  of  the  differences  between  the  House  and 
Senate  versions. 

Even  so,  the  Committee  believes  that  there  is  some  confusion  as  to 
the  purposes  of  the  Commission.  Certainly  a  small,  temporary,  “blue- 
ribbon”  National  Water  Commission,  created  to  deal  with  policy  mat¬ 
ters,  should  not  be  asked  to  manage  and  direct  comprehensive  studies 
of  means  of  augmenting  the  Colorado  River  any  more  than  it  should 
be  asked  to  manage  and  direct  studies  intent  on  solving  the  water  and 
pollution  problems  of  the  Great  Lakes,  supplying  the  long-range  water 
requirements  of  the  high  plains  of  Texas,  or  the  almost  endless  quan¬ 
tity  and  quality  problems  which  stretch  from  one  end  of  the  country 
to  the  other.  In  the  words  of  the  President,  the  Commission  would — 

*  *  *  review  and  advise  on  the  entire  range  of  water  re¬ 
source  problems  *  *  *  It  will  judge  the  quality  of  our  pres¬ 
ent  efforts.  It  will  recommend  long-range  plans  for  the 
future.  *  *  * 

To  accomplish  objectives  of  this  nature,  only  the  broadest  strokes 
can  be  taken.  Therein  lies  the  value  of  such  a  commission,  not  in 
managing  and  directing  specific  regional  studies. 

The  Committee  feels  that  water  problems  throughout  the  country, 
including  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  are  so  urgent  that  studies  should 
proceed  concurrently  with  the  policy  review  of  the  National  Water 
Commission,  assuming  it  is  established.  In  the  case  of  the  Colorado, 
the  timetable  will  enable  the  Congress  to  appraise  the  results  of  the 
augmentation  studies  in  light  of  the  National  Water  Commission’s 
recommendations,  as  the  feasibility-level  Colorado  River  report  is 
not  due  until  January  1, 1975. 

In  order  to  guard  against  deterioration  of  the  economy  of  the  South¬ 
west  when  its  water  supply  becomes  completely  developed  and  used, 
the  Committee  concludes  that  studies  of  all  alternative  ways  of  sup¬ 
plying  water — such  as  reductions  in  water  losses,  water  conservation 
practices,  desalting,  weather  modification,  interbasin  water  transfers, 
and  other  means — must  be  undertaken  without  delay.  The  Committee 
believes  that  enactment  and  implementation  of  Title  II  in  the  form 
which  has  been  approved- — including  the  protection  afforded  to  the 
areas  of  origin  and  the  veto  powers  given  to  the  states  involved  before 
a  recommendation  can  be  forwarded  to  the  Congress — will  not  only 
meet  the  urgent  needs  for  objective  investigations  and  studies  es¬ 
sential  to  the  future  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  but  will  provide 
also  positive  protection  and  benefits  to  other  areas  of  the  West  as  well. 

VIII.  THE  MEXICAN  WATER  TREATY— A  NATIONAL 

OBLIGATION 

During  the  hearings  on  H.R.  4671  of  the  89th  Congress  in  1965-66 
and  on  H.R.  3300  in  1967-68,  the  Committee  heard  detailed  testimony 
relating  to  the  effects  of  fulfilling  the  United  States’  obligation  under 
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tlie  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (Treaty  Series  994  (59  Stat.  1219))  from 
the  water  supply  of  the  .Colorado  River  system.  F rom  this  testimony  the 
Committee  concluded  that  performance  of  this  war-time  Treaty 
(signed  in  1944)  adds  to  a  water  shortage  on  the  Colorado  River 
which  will  frustrate  the  interstate  apportionment  made  by  Congress 
in  the  1928  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act.  as  well  as  the  inter-basin  ap¬ 
portionment  made  by  (lie  Colorado  River  Compact. 

Fulfillment  of  the  Treaty  obligation  with  water  apportioned  to  the 
States  rather  than  from  surplus  as  anticipated  when  the  Treaty  was 
negotiated  means  not  only  a  water-short  river  and  resulting  economic 
stagnation,  but  also  continued  dispute  over  sharing  of  shortages  among 
all  the  States  and  dispute  between  the  States  of  the  Upper  and  Lower 
Basins  over  accounting  of  consumptive  uses  of  water  from  the  Gila 
River  in  Arizona  when  computing  amounts  of  water  that  may  have  to 
be  supplied  by  the  basin  States  to  fill  deficiencies  in  deliveries  of  water 
to  Mexico  in  water-short  years.  The  answer  provided  in  H.R.  3300  is 
to  direct  the  Secretary  to  investigate  means  of  augmenting  the  river 
and  to  recognize  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Treaty  as  a 
national  obligation  (Sec.  202) ,  telling  him  to  treat  as  nonreimbursable 
the  cost  of  the  augmentation  works  required  to  offset  the  Treaty  bur¬ 
den  (Sec.  401),  provided,  of  course,  that  such  works  are  found  to  be 
feasible  and  are  authorized  by  the  Congress,  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  have  approved  this  principle. 

The  Secretary  reported  to  this  Committee  May  17,  1965,  on  H.R. 
4671  (Hearings  on  H.R.  4671,  89th  Cong.,  p.  12)  : 

An  alternative  approach,  of  course,  to  assure  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  main  stream  prices  for  not  to  exceed  1,500,000  acre- 
feet  of  imported  water  per  annum  would  be  to  retain  the  non¬ 
reimbursable  allocation,  now  provided  for  in  section  402,  to 
replenishment  of  deficiencies  in  main  stream  water  occasioned 
by  Mexican  Treaty  deliveries,  with  the  limitation  that  the 
nonreimbursable  costs  be  limited  to  those  associated  with  the 
importation  of  not  to  exceed  1,500,000  acre-feet  for  replenish¬ 
ment  purposes.  In  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  view  this  alter¬ 
native,  too,  would  be  applicable  if  the  Congress  considered  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  situation  unique. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  reported  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on  May  10,  1965  on  S.  1019,  89th  Cong., 
(reprinted  in  Hearings,  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  on  II.R,  4671,  89th  Cong.,  p.  17)  : 

The  Bureau  does  recognize,  however,  that  one  of  the  im¬ 
portant  demands  on  the  river  is  to  provide  water  necessary  to 
meet  commitments  made  by  the  U.S.  Government  to  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico  in  the  treaty  of  1944.  Should  the  Congress 
decide  that  the  situation  is  unique,  we  believe  that  the  price 
guarantee  should  be  further  limited  to  not  more  than  1.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  annually,  the  amount  required  to  meet 
the  U.S.  treaty  obligation.  With  this  proviso,  the  chances 
would  appear  minimal,  based  on  Department  of  the  Interior 
estimates,  that  any  imported  water  would  have  to  carry  a  price 
higher  than  main  stream  water — at  least  in  the  period  through 
year  2030. 
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The  United  States  Department  of  Justice  properly  conceded,  in 
its  proposed  findings  and  conclusions  submitted  to  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court’s  Special  Master  in  Arizona  v.  California  (p.  47)  : 

IF  SUCH  SHORTAGE  SHOULD  OCCUR,  IT  WOULD  BE  BY  REASON  OF 
THE  MEXICAN  TREATY  OBLIGATION 

The  above  caption  restates  the  second  point  of  our  Pro¬ 
posed  Conclusion  11.15.  We  think  argument  is  not  necessary 
to  support  it. 

Like  all  treaties,  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is,  of  course,  a  national 
obligation,  and  H.R.  3300  so  states,  but  the  Committee  believes  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  back  of  this  particular  treaty  would  make  it  a  particular 
injustice  to  impose  the  Treaty’s  financial  consequences  on  the  Colorado 
Basin  States  alone. 

The  facts  are  these: 

1.  The  Compact 

The  prospect  of  a  treaty  with  Mexico  over  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  was  ever  present  in  the  Colorado  River  Compact  negotiations. 
The  significant  factor  from  the  beginning  of  the  negotiations  was  the 
assumption  by  everyone  concerned  that  the  Colorado  River  flow  was 
adequate  to  provide  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  allocations  as  well  as 
a  substantial  allocation  of  water  to  Mexico.  For  example,  in  1923,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  execution  of  the  Compact,  Mr.  Herbert  Hoover,  then  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Colorado  River  Commission,  assured  Congressman  Hayden 
that  the  water  rights  of  the  Lower  Basin  and  Arizona  were  not  endan¬ 
gered  by  the  possibilities  of  a  treaty  with  Mexico,  as  indicated  in  the 
following  exchange: 

Question  10.  What  is  the  estimated  quantity  of  water  which 
constitutes  the  undivided  surplus  of  the  annual  flow  of  the 
Colorado  River  and  may  the  compact  be  construed  to  mean 
that  no  part  of  this  surplus  can  be  beneficially  used  or  con¬ 
sumed  in  either  the  upper  or  the  lower  basins  until  1963,  so 
that  the  entire  quantity  above  the  apportionment  must  flow 
into  Mexico,  where  it  may  be  used  for  irrigation  and  thus 
create  a  prior  right  to  water  which  the  United  States  would 
be  bound  to  recognize  at  the  end  of  the  40-year  period? 

(a)  The  u/napportioned  surplus  is  estimated  at  from 
4-.000.000  to  6/ >00.000  acre-feet ,  but  may  be  taken  as  approxi¬ 
mately  5.000,000  acre-feet. 

(b)  The  right  to  the  use  of  unapportioned  or  surplus  water 
is  not  covered  by  the  compact.  The  question  cannot  arise  until 
all  the  waters  apportioned  are  appropriated  and  used,  and  this 
will  not  be  until  after  the  lapse  of  a  long  period  of  time,  per¬ 
haps  75  years.  Assuming  that  each  basin  should  reach  the  limit 
of  its  allotment  and  there  should  still  be  water  unappor¬ 
tioned,  in  my  opinion,  such  water  could  be  taken  and  used  in 
either  basin  under  the  ordinary  rules  governing  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  such  appropriations  would  doubtless  receive  formal 
recognition  by  the  commission  at  the  end  of  the  40-year  period. 
There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  compact  which  requires  any 
water  whatever  to  run  unused  to  Mexico,  or  which  recognizes 
any  Mexican  rights,  the  only  reference  to  that  situation  being 
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the  expression  of  the  realization  that  some  such  rights  may 
perhaps  in  the  future  be  established  by  treaty.  As  I  understand 
the  matter,  the  United  States  is  not  “bound  to  recognize”  any 
such  rights  of  a  foreign  country  unless  based  upon  treaty 
stipulations. 

The  views  expressed  by  Herbert  Hoover  were  concurred  in  by  Ari¬ 
zona’s  Colorado  River  Commissioner,  W.  S.  Norviel,  in  his  report 
wherein  he  stated : 

As  a  matter  of  comity,  the  United  States  may,  and  prob¬ 
ably  will,  enter  into  a  treaty  with  Mexico  regarding  irriga¬ 
tion  water,  but  certainly  not  to  the  extent  of  granting  rights 
to  water  needed  for  irrigation  in  the  United  States. 

The  Honorable  Delph  E.  Carpenter,  Commissioner  for  the  State  of 
Colorado,  reported  on  the  same  subject  in  December  of  1922,  and  at¬ 
tached  to  his  report  a  table  showing  an  unallotted  surplus  of  4,500,000 
acre-feet. 

Similar  views  were  expressed  by  the  Honorable  R.  E.  Caldwell, 
Commissioner  for  the  State  of  Utah,  in  his  observations  wherein  he 
stated : 

*  *  The  reconstructed  Colorado  River  would  have  an 
average  annual  flow  of  from  20,000,000  to  22,000,000  acre- 
feet, 

*  *  *  Assuming  that  the  reconstructed  river  has  22,000,000 
acre-feet  in  it,  the  compact  has  left  for  future  allocation 
after  40  years,  6,000,000  acre-feet  of  water  if  either  the  Upper 
Basin  or  the  Lower  Basin  has  wholly  beneficiallv  consumed 
its  allocation.  *  *  * 

These  and  many  other  contemporaneous  statements  clearly  indicate 
that  no  knowledgeable  representatives  of  the  states  or  the  Federal 
Government  believed  that  the  Compact  allocations  to  each  basin 
totalling  16  million  acre-feet  would  ever  in  the  foreseeable  future  be 
curtailed  in  order  to  serve  some  future  treaty  with  the  Republic  of 
Mexico.  It  was  in  this  atmosphere  and  with  this  understanding  that 
the  following  provision  was  included  in  the  Colorado  River  Compact: 

(c)  If,  as  a  matter  of  international  comity,  the  United 
States  of  America  shall  hereafter  recognize  in  the  United 
States  of  Mexico  any  right  to  the  use  of  any  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  System,  such  waters  shall  be  supplied  first 
from  the  waters  which  are  surplus  over  and  above  the  aggre¬ 
gate  of  the  quantities  specified  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  ; 
and,  if  such  surplus  shall  prove  insufficient  for  this  purpose, 
then  the  burden  of  such  deficiency  shall  be  equally  borne  by 
the  Upper  Basin  and  the  Lower  Basin,  and  whenever  neces¬ 
sary  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  shall  deliver  at  Lee 
Ferry  water  to  supply  one-half  of  the  deficiency  so  recog¬ 
nized  in  addition  to  that  provided  in  paragraph  '(d). 

2.  The  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057) 

In  1928  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  stipulated  in  Section  1 
that  the  waters  stored  in  Hoover  Dam  should  be  dedicated  to  “bene¬ 
ficial  uses  exclusively  within  the  United  States.”  The  Congress,  in 
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the  same  Act,  granted  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  (Sec.  13)  and  directed  (Sec,  8a)  that  the  United  States  and 
all  of  its  water  users  should  be  controlled  by  that  Compact. 

The  Congress  proceeded  on  the  assumption  that  the  water  supply 
was  substantially  more  than  18  million  acre  feet,  and  therefore  there 
were  at  least  2  million  acre  feet  of  “surplus”  to  satisfy  Mexico  above 
the  16  million  acre  feet  of  consumptive  use  allocated  by  the  Compact 
(7.5  million  to  the  Upper  Basin,  per  Article  III  (a) ,  and  8.5  million  to 
the  Lower  Basin,  per  Articles  III  (a)  and'(b) ). 

Accordingly,  Congress  in  Section  4(a)  directed  the  allocation  of  7.5 
million  acre  feet  of  the  water  apportioned  to  the  Lower  Basin,  4.4 
million  to  California,  2.8  million  to  Arizona,  300,000  to  Nevada,  and 
directed  that  the  “excess”  above  that  quantity  (the  million  referred  to 
in  Article  111(b)  plus  the  “surplus”  above  8.5  million)  should  be 
equally  divided  between  Arizona  and  California. 

3.  The  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  and  Its  Mistaken  Water  Supply 

Assumption 

In  1941,  in  wartime,  the  State  Department  undertook  negotiations 
with  Mexico  for  a  treaty  to  encompass  the  Rio  Grande  (where  most  of 
the  water  originates  in  Mexico  but  is  largely  used  in  the  United  States) , 
and  the  Colorado  (where  all  the  water  originates  and  is  stored  and 
conserved  in  the  United  States;  Mexico  contributes  no  water  and  has 
no  sites  for  storage  dams) . 

The  desire  on  the  part  of  Mexico  to  consider  the  Rio  Grande  and 
Colorado  River  together  is  readily  understandable  from  Mexico’s 
point  of  view.  So  far  as  the  Rio  Grande  was  concerned,  the  United 
States  needed  the  consent  of  Mexico  in  order  to  regulate  this  river  by 
reservoirs  because  of  the  common  boundary  and  past  agreements  with 
respect  to  navigation.  The  United  States  had  reached  its  practical 
limits  of  water  development  without  river  regulation.  The  United 
States  development  was  subject  to  the  risks  of  flood  damage  and  needed 
protection.  Mexican  streams  furnished  most  of  the  water  for  the  Rio 
Grande  below  Fort  Quitman,  Texas.  Mexico  could  control  the  trib¬ 
utaries  in  Mexico  and  put  their  water  to  use.  Increased  Mexican  uses 
of  water  could  damage  the  United  States  water  users.  In  other  words, 
Mexico  was  in  the  control  position  so  far  as  the  Rio  Grande  was 
concerned. 

For  Mexico  the  Colorado  River  presented  a  different  picture.  The 
water  supply  for  Mexico  came  entirely  from  the  United  States.  The 
negotiators  on  the  Colorado  River  were  confronted  with  a  completed 
Hoover  Dam.  Releases  of  water  for  power  production  resulted  in  a 
well-regulated  flow  below  Hoover  Dam.  In  the  1930’s  and  early  1940  s 
the  water  users  in  the  United  States  could  not  absorb  the  water  released 
at  Hoover  Dam.  Thus,  a  large  quantity  of  water  was  spilling  to 
Mexico.  Mexico  was  in  a  position  to  use  this  water,  and  wanted  to 
establish  its  rights  by  Treaty  before  development  in  the  United  States 
made  it  unavailable.  Thus,  there  is  a  sound  basis  for  concluding  that 
the  treaty  was  a  trade  of  Colorado  River  water  to  Mexico  for  Rio 
Grande  water  for  lands  in  Texas.  This  conclusion  is  supported  by 
recently  released  diplomatic  correspondence  by  the  State  Department, 

With  respect  to  the  Colorado  River,  both  nations  negotiated  on  mis¬ 
taken  estimates  of  the  water  supply.  Mexico  asserted  that  the  avail- 
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able  supply  was  18,400,000  acre-feet  annually,  and  “this  means  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  2,400,000  acre-feet  annually,  which  amount  could  be  allowed  to 
Mexico  without  injury  to  its  northern  neighbor”  (VI.  “Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States,  Diplomatic  Papers  1942,”  p.  550;  published 
by  the  State  Department  in  1963) . 

The  State  Department  replied  (id.,  p.  561)  : 

Based  upon  the  best  data  presently  available,  the  total 
virgin  flow  of  the  river  is  estimated  at  18,000,000  acre-feet 
per  annum  on  the  average,  leaving  an  estimated  average 
quantity  of  2,000,000  acre-feet  per  year  to  take  care  of  reser¬ 
voir  losses  and  for  future  allocations  in  the  United  States. 

This  water  can  all  be  beneficially  used  in  the  United  States. 

Later,  and  mistakenly,  the  American  negotiators  shifted  to  higher 
estimates.  A  Mexican  negotiator  reported  to  his  Senate  (reprinted 
in  full  in  U.S.  S.  Doc.  98,  79th  Cong.,  and  in  part  in  S.  Doc.  249,  79th 
Cong.,  p.  14)  : 

The  negotiations  of  the  treaty  on  the  part  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  delegation  and  later  its  approval  by  the  American  Sen¬ 
ate  were  made  by  taking  as  a  fundamental  basis  the  official 
document  called  the  Santa  Fe  agreement,  which  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  American  Federal  Government  distributed, 
since  1922,  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  among  the 
American  States  of  the  upper  and  lower  basins,  and  specified 
that  the  waters  assigned  to  Mexico  should  be  taken  from  the 
excess  which  the  average  virgin  volume  of  the  river  (22.- 
000,000,000  cubic  meters)  (17,835,000  acre-feet)  had  over  the 
volume  distributed  among  the  American  States  of  the  upper 
and  lower  basins  (20,000,000,000  cubic  meters)  (16,213,600 
acre- feet).  Our  assignment  of  1,850,000,000  cubic  meters 
(1,500,000  acre-feet)  is  included,  then,  within  the  2,000,000,- 
000  cubic  meters  (1,621,000  acre-feet)  of  the  difference. 

It  is  clear  that  both  the  American  and  Mexican  negotiators  thought 
they  were  disposing  only  of  “surplus”  waters  that  would  involve  no 
curtailment  of  uses  of  water  apportioned  by  the  Colorado  River 
Compact.  The  report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
with  respect  to  the  Treaty  specifically  said  : 

Presumably  then,  the  Mexican  allocation  of  1,500,000  acre 
feet  per  year  will  be  supplied  from  the  amount  of  approxi¬ 
mately  2,000,000  acre  feet  which  is  estimated  to  be  the  sur¬ 
plus  after  the  Compact  allocations,  totalling  16,000,000  acre 
feet,  have  been  supplied. 

The  Treaty  actually  signed  in  1944  (Treaty  Series  994,  59  Stat. 
1219),  guaranteed  Mexico  a  minimum  of  1.5  million  acre-feet  annu¬ 
ally,  measured  at  the  boundary.  “While  the  Treaty  calls  for  a  ‘guaran¬ 
tee’  to  Mexico  there  is  also  language  in  the  Treaty  calling  for  a  propor¬ 
tionate  reduction  to  Mexico  in  times  of  extraordinary  drought.”  But 
the  actual  burden  on  the  American  water  supply  occasioned  by  this 
guarantee  is  about  1.8  million.  This  is  because  the  United  States  ab¬ 
sorbs  all  reservoir  evaporation  and  channel  losses,  and  because  the 
Treaty  gives  the  United  States  credit  only  for  water  delivered  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  Mexican  schedules  of  demands,  with  no  credit  for  over- 
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deliveries,  which  are  unavoidable.  It  appears  that  wartime  exigencies, 
plus  the  desire  to  have  this  agreement  signed  before  convening  of  the 
conference  to  organize  the  United  Nations,  accounted  for  some  of  the 
concessions  granted  Mexico.  The  guarantee  to  Mexico — now  known  to 
be  insupportable  without  grave  damage  to  American  interests — reads 
as  follows : 

ARTICLE  10 

Of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River,  from  any  and  all 
sources,  there  are  allotted  to  Mexico : 

(a)  A  guaranteed  annual  quantity  of  1,500,000  acre- feet 
(1,850,234,000  cubic  meters)  to  be  delivered  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  Article  15  of  this  Treaty. 

(b)  Any  other  quantities  arriving  at  the  Mexican  points  of 
diversion,  with  the  understanding  that  in  any  year  in  which, 
as  determined  by  the  United  States  Section,  there  exists  a 
surplus  of  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  supply  uses  in  the  United  States  and  the 
guaranteed  quantity  of  1,500,000  acre-feet  (1,850,234,000 
cubic  meters)  annuallv  to  Mexico,  the  United  States  under- 
takes  to  deliver  to  Mexico,  in  the  manner  set  out  in  Article  15 
of  this  Treaty,  additional  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  sys¬ 
tem  to  provide  a  total  quantity  not  to  exceed  1,700,000  acre- 
feet  (2,096,931,000  cubic  meters)  a  year.  Mexico  shall  acquire 
no  right  beyond  that  provided  by  this  subparagraph  by  the 
use  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  system,  for  any  pur¬ 
pose  whatsoever,  in  excess  of  1,500,000  acre-feet  (1,850,234,000 
cubic  meters)  annually. 

/ n  the  event  of  extraordinary  drought  or  serious  accident 
to  the  irrigation  system  in  the  United  States ,  thereby  making 
it  difficult  for  the  United  States  to  deliver  the  guaranteed 
quantity  of  1.500.000  acre-feet  (1.85030 000  cubic  meters)  a 
year,  the  water  allotted  to  Mexico  under  subparagraph  (a) 
of  this  Article  will  be  reduced  m  the  same  proportion  as  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  in  the  United  States  are  reduced. 

It  is  unclear  whether  the  “extraordinary  drought”  clause  would 
enable  the  United  States  to  protect  its  reserves  in  storage,  or  whether 
American  reservoirs  must  be  drawn  down  without  limit  to  satisfy  the 
Treaty  burden.  In  the  past,  water  stored  in  Lake  Mead  has  been' used 
to  meet  deliveries  to  Mexico,  and  the  United  States  has  never  invoked 
the  “extraordinary  drought”  escape  clause,  even  at  a  time  when  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  imposing  a  30  percent  reduction  in  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  below  Hoover  Dam. 

The  dependence  of  Mexico  on  Hoover  Dam  Storage  (dedicated  by 
the  Project  Act  to  the  exclusive  benefit  of  American  water  users) 
was  conceded  by  one  of  the  principal  Mexican  negotiators,  reporting 
to  his  own  Senate  (reprinted  in  S.  Doc.  249,  79th  Cong.,  p.  9)  : 

*  *  *  This  graph  shows  clearly  that  in  the  irregular  form  in 
which  the  flows  would  occur,  Mexico ,  instead  of  receiving 
benefts  would  repeatedly  sustain  damage;  as  a  rule  when 
the  water  was  available ,  it  would  descend  in  veritable  foods 
which  would  destroy  everything ;  and  on  other  occasions  in 
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the  months  of  the  greatest  scarcity  and  the  greatest  necessity , 
the  channel  would  be  dry. 

Instead,  the  waters  that  Mexico  will  receive  in  accordance 
with  the  treaty  will  be  received  regulated  by  the  American 
works,  and  at  the  appropriate  time  for  their  application  to  the 
land. 

The  Treaty  evaded  the  question  of  “quality  of  water”  to  be  deliv¬ 
ered  to  Mexico  and  this  has  been  a  matter  of  growing  contention  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

On  April  18,  1945,  following  extended  debate,  the  Senate  gave  its 
advice  and  consent  to  the  treaty ;  greater  wartime  interests  of  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States  compelled  an  agreement  with  Mexico. 

4.  A  National  Obligation 

The  Committee  is  convinced  that  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  like 
all  other  treaties  between  the  United  States  and  another  country,  is 
an  international  agreement,  for  which  the  citizens  of  all  50  States  must 
bear  the  national  responsibility.  This  premise  is  well-established  both 
by  direct  documentation  and  by  precedent. 

At  the  time  the  Treaty  was  before  the  Senate  the  statement  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  recognized  clearly  the  national  character  of  the 
responsibility  involved.  For  instance,  at  page  20  of  the  hearing, 
supra,  he  stated: 

It  seemed  to  us  to  be  in  keeping  with  our  democratic  institu¬ 
tions  and  procedures  that  the  representatives  of  the  communities 
most  vitally  concerned  should  be  consulted  with  respect  to  these 
matters,  despite  the  fact  that  these  questions  are  also  of  large 
national  and  international  significance.  [Emphasis  supplied.] 

F rom  its  historical  background,  from  the  nature  of  pretreaty  nego¬ 
tiations,  from  hearings  on  the  Treaty  in  the  Senate,  and  from  the 
manner  in  which  it  is  administered,  it  is  obvious  that  the  fulfillment 
of  Treaty  water  requirements  is  intended  to  be  a  national  obligation — - 
not  the  obligation  of  the  seven  basin  States.  The  Treaty  was  entered 
into  by  the  United  States  on  behalf  of  all  its  citizens.  The  benefits  of 
the  Treaty  are  national  in  character,  and  should  not  have  to  be  met 
by  the  sacrifices  of  water  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States. 

The  concept  of  providing  that  the  costs  of  meeting  Treaty  require¬ 
ments  should  be  borne  by  the  nation  as  a  whole  is  not  new — this  is 
the  general  practice.  There  are  numerous  precedents  involving  inter¬ 
national  waters  under  which  the  United  States  has  assumed  the 
financial  responsibility  as  a  national  obligation. 

One  such  precedent  can  be  found  in  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
itself.  So  far  as  the  Rio  Grande  is  concerned,  the  obligations  assumed 
by  the  United  States  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  the  necessary 
control  structures  were  national  obligations.  Article  5  of  the  Treaty 
provides  for  the  construction  and  cost  allocations  between  the  two 
national  governments  of  the  necessary  agreed  upon  dams.  Article  6 
provides  for  further  studies  of  other  future  construction  that  may 
be  agreed  upon  by  the  two  governments,  and  costs  are  made  the 
national  obligations  of  the  two  governments.  Falcon  Dam  and 
Armistad  Dam  were  both  built  on  the  Rio  Grande  under  terms  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  Also,  the  Davis  Dam  on  the  Colorado 
River  is  used  for  regulation  in  connection  with  meeting  the  Mexican 
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Treaty  obligation,  and  Senator  Wash  Dam  has  just  been  completed 
at  Federal  expense  for  further  regulation  in  connection  with  the 
Treaty. 

The  Painted  Rock  Dam  on  the  Gila  River  was  completed  in  1959. 
It  was  justified  as  a  nonreimbursable  project  because  its  construc¬ 
tion  was  important  to  the  operation  of  the  Mexican  Treaty. 

As  further  evidence  of  Congressional  recognition  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  as  a  national  obligation,  Congress  in  1965,  faced  by 
Mexican  complaints  over  the  quality  of  Colorado  River  water  de¬ 
livered  to  her  under  terms  of  the  Treaty,  authorized  the  construction 
of  works  to  preserve  the  quality  of  releases  to  Mexico.  These  works, 
to  bypass  water  of  high  salt  content  around  Morelos  Dam,  were  made 
nonreimbursable  and  thus  the  responsibility  of  all  United  States 
taxpayers. 

In  1925,  the  United  States  entered  into  a  Convention  with  Canada 
concerning  the  Lake  of  the  Woods  (Treaty  Series  721  (44  Stat.  2108) ) . 
In  this  Treaty,  Canada  was  seeking  to  raise  the  Lake  of  the  Woods’ 
water  level  for  power  production.  Article  VIII  of  the  Treaty  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  securing  of  flowage  rights  to  a  specified  elevation.  The 
United  States  assumed  the  liability  to  all  United  States’  owners  for 
needed  land.  Further,  the  United  States  was  to  provide  the  necessary 
protective  works  to  make  effective  the  raising  of  the  water  level  of 
the  Lake  of  the  Woods. 

In  the  Niagara  Water  Treaty  of  1950  (1  U.S.  Treaties  and  Other 
International  Acts,  page  695),  dealing  with  the  remedial  works  neces¬ 
sary  to  preserve  the  Niagara  River,  Article  II  provides  that  “the  total 
cost  of  the  works  shall  be  divided  equally  between  the  United  States  of 
America  and  Canada.” 

Under  the  Rio  Grande  Convention  of  1906  (Treaty  Series  455  (34 
Stat.  2953) ),  this  Treaty  being  the  one  which  granted  Mexico  60,000 
acre-feet  of  water  from  the  Elephant  Butte  reservoir,  by  the  Act  of 
March  4,  1907  (34  Stat.  1295)  the  United  States  appropriated  $1  mil¬ 
lion  “toward  the  construction  of  a  dam  for  storing  and  delivering- 
60, 000  acre-feet  annually  in  the  bed  of  the  Rio  Grande  at  points 
where  the  heaclworks  of  the  Acequia  Madre  now  exists  above  the  City 
of  Juarez,  Mexico.”  The  Treaty  also  provides  that: 

The  said  delivery  shall  be  made  without  cost  to  Mexico,  and 
the  United  States  agrees  to  pay  the  whole  cost  of  storing  the  said 
quantity  of  water  to  be  delivered  to  Mexico,  of  conveying  the 
same  to  the  international  line,  of  measuring  the  said  water,  and  of 
delivering  it  in  the  river  bed  above  the  head  of  the  Mexican  Canal. 

In  1933,  the  United  States  entered  into  the  Rio  Grande  Convention 
(Treaty  Series  864  (48  Stat.  1621)).  The  purpose  of  this  Convention 
was  to  provide  for  rectification  of  the  channel  of  the  Rio  Grande  below 
Elephant  Butte  reservoir.  In  this  Convention,  Article  III,  the  cost  of 
the  works  was  prorated  between  the  two  governments  in  the  following 
percentages:  United  States  88  percent  and  Mexico  12  percent. 

The  Columbia  River  Treaty  (15  U.S.  Treaties  and  Other  Interna¬ 
tional  Agreements,  page  1555)  provides  in  Article  VI  for  the  payment 
by  the  United  States  to  Canada  of  $64,400,000  as  compensation  to 
Canada  for  the  benefits  which  the  United  States  will  receive  from  the 
construction  of  dams  in  Canada  on  the  headwaters  of  the  Columbia 
River. 
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5.  The  Worsening  Water  Supply 

Since  the  date  of  the  Treaty’s  ratification,  the  Colorado  River’s 
water  supply,  and  the  quality  of  that  supply,  have  worsened.  Storage 
in  American  reservoirs  has  been  depleted,  at  times,  to  the  bare  mini¬ 
mum  of  operating  heads  of  the  power  plants — in  grim  contrast  with 
the  assumption  stated  in  the  Senate  Committee  1944  report  on  the 
Treaty,  p.  9 :  “The  use  of  Boulder  Dam  is  not  contemplated  under  the 
Treaty  for  the  delivery  of  the  Mexican  allocation.”  Lake  Mead  is  only 
half  full,  and  Lake  Powell  has  never  reached  more  than  one-third 
its  capacity,  while  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  has  been  fully  honored. 
Mexico  has  complained  of  the  quality  of  the  water  reaching  her,  with 
the  consequence  that  extra  quantities  have  been  released  from  Ameri¬ 
can  storage  to  improve  that  quality,  and  expensive  works  have  been 
built  at  the  expense  of  the  United  States  Government  to  bypass  return 
flow  from  the  Wellton-Mohawk  Project  in  Arizona  around  the  Mexi¬ 
can  points  of  diversion.  This,  also,  is  in  contrast  with  the  remarkable 
assurance  given  the  United  States  Senate  by  one  of  the  American 
negotiators  that  the  Treaty  could  be  satisfied  by  delivering  to  Mexico 
water  of  unusable  quality  (S.  Doc.  249, 79tli  Cong.,  p.  12).  Davis  Dam, 
built  at  Federal  expense  as  a  treaty  structure  to  re-reguiate  the  power 
discharges  at  Hoover,  has  had  to  be  supplemented  by  the  Senator 
Wash  Dam,  at  Federal  expense,  to  more  nearly  regulate  the  Hows  to 
Mexico.  Painted  Rock  Dam  has  been  built  at  Federal  expense  to  con¬ 
trol  floods  from  the  Gila,  which  enters  the  Colorado  just  above  Mexico. 
Clearly  the  precedent  has  been  established  that  the  costs  of  fulfilling 
the  Mexican  Treaty  are  to  be  borne  by  the  American  taxpayers. 

6.  Summary 

Testimony  before  this  Committee  shows  that  the  ultimate  intro¬ 
duction  of  at  least  an  additional  2  million  acre- feet  of  new  water  of 
high  quality  into  the  river  is  essential  if,  in  addition  to  meeting  the 
Mexican  Treaty  requirements,  these  objectives  are  to  be  accomplished  : 
(1)  to  supply  the  minimum  of  7.5  million  acre- feet  annually  of  main¬ 
stream  water  which  the  Congress  apportioned  among  the  three  Lower 
Division  States;  (2)  to  avoid  further  disputes  and  arguments  with 
Mexico  concerning  deterioration  of  the  quality  of  the  water  at  the 
boundary,  already  containing  several  times  the  salt  content  counte¬ 
nanced  by  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  standards,  to.  a  level  wholly 
unaccep table  for  use  in  either  the  United  States  or  Mexico,  and  (3) 
to  resolve  a  presently  unresolved  dispute  between  the  Upper  and 
Lower  Basins  over  filling  deficiencies  in  deliveries  of  water  to  Mexico 
in  short  water  years.  The  unresolved  issue  is  whether  consumptive  use 
of  the  water  from  the  Gila  River  in  Arizona,  which  is  a  tributary  of 
the  Colorado  River,  should  be  counted  when  computing  the  amounts 
of  water  that  may  have  to  be  supplied  by  the  Basin  States  to  fill  de¬ 
ficiencies  in  deliveries  to  Mexico.  If  the  National  Government  aug¬ 
ments  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River,  there  will  be  no  deficien¬ 
cies,  and  possible  litigation  between  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  States 
can  be  avoided. 

In  summary,  it  is  clear  that  (1)  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  was 
based  on  a  mistake  of  fact — i.e.,  that  delivery  to  Mexico  of  1,500,000 
acre- feet  of  water  would  not  decrease  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  appor- 
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tionments  of  water,  (2)  the  Treaty  was  based  on  the  mistaken  assump¬ 
tion  that  its  fulfillment  would  not  require  the  use  of  Lake  Mead 
storage,  (3)  consideration  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  Colorado  Rivers 
together  in  the  Treaty  negotiations  worked  to  the  detriment  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States,  and  (4)  negotiations  during  wartime 
and  just  prior  to  the  conference  to  organize  the  United  Nations 
resulted  in  additional  concessions  by  the  United  States.  Thus,  the 
Committee  believes  that  the  economic  impact  of  the  Treaty  should 
be  borne  by  the  nation  as  a  whole,  rather  than  by  the  water  users  on 
the  Colorado  River.  In  other  words,  the  cost  of  performing  the  Treaty 
ought  to  be  a  Federal  responsibility.  The  national  government  created 
the  Treaty  obligation  in  the  belief  that  it  would  not  deprive  American 
users  of  water  or  disrupt  the  economy  of  a  large  area  in  the  United 
States,  and  when  that  belief  proves  to  be  wrong  the  national  govern¬ 
ment  should  bear  the  cost  of  providing  the  additional  water  to  meet 
the  obligation.  Both  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  have  endorsed  this  principle,  and  the  Committee  accepts 
it  as  fair  and  equitable  and  necessary  to  the  enactment  of  this 
legislation. 

IX.  NEED  FOR  PROJECTS 

Central  Arizona  Project 

Central  Arizona  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  and  most  arid  regions 
in  the  Nation.  Historically,  development  in  Central  Arizona  lagged 
behind  most  regions  in  the  Nation  because  of  its  remoteness  and  its 
arid  climate.  Recently,  however,  population  and  economic  growth  have 
advanced  rapidly,  resulting  in  the  utilization  of  the  area’s  dormant 
wealth  in  agriculture,  mining,  lumbering  and  tourist  attractions. 

The  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  which  Central  Arizona  is  a 
vital  part,  produces  more  than  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  agricultural 
products  annually.  The  fact  that  the  Nation  has  this  production  now 
is  highly  important,  but  the  prospect  that  the  Nation  might  not  have 
it  in  the  future  is  alarming.  Many  specialty  crops  such  as  winter  let¬ 
tuce,  citrus  fruits,  garden  vegetables,  dates  and  melons  are  produced 
in  this  area.  Virtually  all  of  the  agriculture  depends  on  irrigation. 

A  market  exists  for  more  produce  of  this  kind  than  our  domestic 
Southwest  now  grows.  This  is  seen  in  the  fact  that  the  United  States 
presently  imports  $65  million  worth  of  this  type  farm  produce.  These 
imports  consist  principally  of  winter  vegetables  (melons,  tomatoes, 
peppers,  peas,  and  so  forth)  from  irrigated  areas  south  of  the  Arizona 
and  California  borders. 

Water  is  the  key  element  that  has  made  Arizona’s  economy  strong 
and  its  spectacular  recent  growth  possible.  Without  a  permanent 
supply  of  water,  much  of  this  area  would  revert  to  desert.  This  is  more 
than  a  future  possibility,  as  it  has  already  begun  to  happen  in  some 
areas  of  the  State  where  water  shortages  are  most  critical. 

The  effects  of  declining  water  supply  are  first  felt  in  the  agricultural 
sector  of  an  area’s  economy.  Diminished  yields,  greater  depths  to 
ground  water,  lowered  water  quality,  and  higher  costs  are  first  felt  by 
farmers.  Cutbacks  in  irrigation  adversely  affect  local  businesses.  Local 
business  is  the  link  with  regional  and  national  trade,  and  reductions 
are  soon  transmitted  to  other  States  and  other  areas.  If  Arizona’s 
water  problems  are  not  resolved,  repercussions  will  be  manifested  in 
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the  reduced  outflow  of  agricultural  products  and  the  reduced  inflow 
of  farm  machinery,  fertilizers,  and  other  farming  inputs. 

Urbanization  is  rapidly  expanding  in  Arizona  and  in  some  areas 
is  resulting  in  the  loss  of  prime  agricultural  land.  This  is  especially 
true  in  Central  Arizona,  because  the  major  metropolitan  areas  have 
sprung  from  towns  in  the  irrigated  farming  areas,  and  the  very  eco¬ 
nomic  base  which  underlies  the  growth  and  vitality  of  these  cities 
is  being  taken  over  in  the  population  explosion.  For  example,  the 
incorporated  area  of  Phoenix,  Arizona,  has  increased  from  17.1  square 
miles  to  222.7  square  miles  during  the  last  14  years.  The  demand  for 
more  agricultural  land  for  industry,  for  business,  for  residences,  for 
schools,  parks,  and  recreation,  will  continue  as  the  agriculture  land 
base  declines. 

_  The  transition  from  an  agricultural  economy  dependent  on  irriga¬ 
tion  to  a  strong,  diversified  industrial  economy  is  inevitable.  Industrial 
and  municipal  uses  of  water  will,  in  the  long  run,  support  a  lai'ger 
and  more  affluent  population  than  will  predominantly  agricultural 
uses  of  water,  and  this  is  a  very  important  consideration  in  an  area 
which  will  probably  always  have  to  live  within  definite  constraints 
on  the  availability  of  water  supplies.  Basic  changes  such  as  these  in 
the  structure  and  fabric  of  a  region’s  economy  and  way  of  life  do  not 
normally  occur  overnight,  however,  and  when  they  do,  they  are  usu¬ 
ally  accompanied  by  dislocation  which  disrupt  the  economy  of  the 
area,  the  well-being  of  its  institutions,  and  the  security  and  the  aspira¬ 
tions  of  its  people. 

Construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  will  permit  a  more 
gradual  transition  toward  a  predominantly  municipal  and  industrial 
use  of  water.  Water  supplied  under  the  project  is  to  supplement  exist¬ 
ing  supplies  and  no  new  lands  are  to  be  irrigated.  Water  supplied  by 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  will  allow  Arizona  to  utilize  its  share  of 
Colorado  River  water.  It  will  also  provide  time  to  diversify  the  econ¬ 
omy?  to  plan,  and  to  implement  procedures  which  will  avoid  the  crises 
which  too  often  accompany  a  region’s  realization  that  economic  growth 
must  take  place  within  the  confines  of  a  limited  water  supply. 

The  outstanding  growth  of  manufacturing  in  the  past  l'O  years  is 
partially  a  result  of  the  contribution  of  agriculture  which  furnishes 
substantial  quantities  of  the  raw  materials  processed  through  the  fac¬ 
tories.  The  bulk  of  the  growth  in  manufacturing,  however,  has  re¬ 
sulted  from  expansion  in  products  of  the  communications,  space,  and 
aircraft  industries.  This  trend  should  continue  in  the  future. 

Much  of  the  water  used  in  Arizona  in  the  past  has  come  from  large 
ground  water  basins.  Water  stored  in  these  reservoirs  has  accumulated 
over  millions  of  years.  Mining  of  this  ground  water  resource  (pump¬ 
ing  of  the  ground  water  at  a  rate  faster  than  it  can  be  recharged  na¬ 
turally) ,  has  largely  supported  the  area’s  growth. 

In  the  desert,  ground  water  recharge  from  precipitation  is  minimal. 
Historically,  the  major  source  of  natural  recharge  came  from  rivers 
flowing  onto  and  across  the  desert.  Today  this  recharge  is  restricted 
to  exceptionally  wet  water  years  when  the  highly  developed  reservoir 
systems  fill  and  surplus  water  can  flow  downstream  into  the  recharge 
area.  As  the  streamflow  has  been  diverted  from  natural  streams  into 
canals  and  farmland  the  recharge  from  agriculture  and  municipal 
uses  has  increased.  However,  even  with  this  recharge  the  current  aver¬ 
age  annual  rate  of  ground  water  decline  in  the  area  has  been  about 


10  feet  per  year  with  a  large  portion  of  the  area  experiencing  a  decline 
of  as  much  as  20  feet  or  more. 

The  average  water  table  depth  in  1940  was  only  about  TO  feet  below 
ground  surface.  By  1964  the  average  had  dropped  to  200  feet  with 
depths  as  great  as  500  feet.  Pump  lifts  associated  with  these  water 
table  levels  vary  from  250  to  600  feet.  Judging  from  the  present  rate 
of  ground  water  withdrawal,  the  average  water  table  can  be  expected 
to  fall  about  300  feet  or  lower  by  1975 ;  and  this  fall  in  water  tables 
will  be  accompanied  by  corresponding  increases  in  pumping  lift  from 
wells. 

Water  quality  frequently  becomes  poor  at  greater  depths  because 
of  deep  deposits  of  salts  and  gypsum.  This  poor  quality  water  must  be 
diluted  with  better  quality  water  from  other  sources  to  avoid  salt 
concentrations  which  exceed  the  minimum  agricultural  and  public 
health  standards.  In  fact,  a  great  deal  of  the  water  presently  used  in 
Central  Arizona  now  exceeds  these  minimum  standards. 

Because  of  pumping  costs,  poor  water  quality,  and  the  physical 
limitations  imposed  by  the  variable  nature  of  the  underground  storage, 
the  entire  volume  of  underground  water  cannot  be  considered  avail¬ 
able  for  use.  The  present  net  rate  of  overdraft  of  about  2U>  million 
acre-feet  per  year  will  drastically  deplete  this  largely  nonreplenish- 
able  resource  before  adequate  water  is  available  to  bring  supply  and 
demand  in  balance. 

Water  use  in  Arizona  in  the  past  has  been  predominantly  for  agri¬ 
culture.  As  late  as  1960  more  than  90  percent  of  the  water  used  in 
Central  Arizona  was  used  for  agricultural  purposes.  As  the  urban 
areas  of  Phoenix  and  Tucson  expand,  this  relationship  of  water  use 
is  changing  rapidly.  The  rate  of  change  is  expected  to  accelerate  in 
the  future  as  the  population  continues  to  expand  and  as  industrial 
development  increases. 

Central  Arizona  Project  water  will  be  marketed  through  qualified 
contracting  agencies,  principally  municipalities  and  irrigation  dis¬ 
tricts.  The  chief  immediate  result  of  purchases  of  project  water  by 
either  of  these  two  types  of  users  will  be  a  reduction  in  present  over¬ 
drafts  on  the  ground  water,  which  in  turn  will  result  in  prolonged 
availability  of  water  for  all  uses.  The  use  of  project  water  to  satisfy 
the  growing  urban  needs  will  slow  the  pace  of  the  preemption  of  agri¬ 
cultural  water  which  is  now  taking  place. 

In  brief,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  needed  to — - 

(1)  Reduce  a  dangerous  overdraft  upon  ground  water  reserves; 
(2)  Maintain  as  much  as  possible  of  the  area’s  irrigated  farm 
land;  and  (3)  Provide  a  source  of  additional  water  for  munici¬ 
pal  and  industrial  use  that  will  be  required  during  the  next  30 
years. 


Upper  Basin'  Projects 


The  Upper  Basin  projects  are  needed  in  the  areas  they  will  serve  to 
provide  dependable  water  supplies  to  meet  the  ever-growing  needs  for 
agricultural,  municipal,  and  industrial  uses. 

A  nimas-LaPlata 

A  dependable  water  supply  is  the  most  urgent  need  of  the  Animas* 
LaPlata  project  area.  It  is  essential  to  expansion  of  the  irrigated  area, 
to  stabilization  of  agriculture  on  the  presently  irrigated  area,  and  to 
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the  continuing  development  of  other  resources.  Because  of  the  great 
seasonal  and  yearly  fluctuations  in  riverflow,  the  additional  water 
needed  can  he  obtained  only  through  construction  of  regulatory 
reservoirs. 

Practically  all  the  land  now  irrigated  is  in  need  of  supplemental 
water  in  the  late  growing  season.  Good  quality  lands  without  irrigation 
are  idle  or,  under  dry  farming,  are  producing  only  a  small  part  of  their 
potential.  Dry  farming  is  a  speculative  venture  and  many  man-years 
of  low  rainfall  investments  in  dry  farming  are  almost  totally  lost. 
Because  of  shortages  of  feed,  the  livestock  industry  on  which  much  of 
the  area  is  economically  dependent  is  at  a  standstill.  With  the  limited 
crop  production  winter  feeds  are  in  short  supply  and  national  forest 
and  Taylor  grazing  lands  are  used  to  capacity.  High  transportation 
costs  make  it  impractical  to  import  additional  feed  into  the  area. 
Many  farmers  work  off  the  farm  part  time  to  supplement  their  in¬ 
come.  As  a  result,  a  growing  number  of  small  farms  are  inefficiently 
operated. 

When  the  Animas-LaPlata  plan  was  developed  in  1962,  the  project 
was  designed  to  serve  primarily  irrigation  needs.  However,  in  the 
period  since  the  1962  plan  was  formulated,  a  need  for  larger  quantities 
of  municipal  and  industrial  water  in  an  area  serviceable  by  the  project 
has  become  evident.  Interest  in  obtaining  water  has  been  expressed  by 
a  number  of  New  Mexico  communities  extending  from  Aztec  on  the 
Animas  River  through  Farmington  at  the  junction  of  the  Animas  and 
San  Juan  Rivers  and  downstream  along  the  San  Juan  River  through 
Ivirtland,  Fruitland,  Waterflow,  and  Shiprock.  Farmington  plans  to 
extend  its  municipal  water  system  to  include  these  downstream  com¬ 
munities.  Active  interest  has  also  been  shown  in  obtaining  water  for 
uses  associated  with  development  of  the  extensive  bituminous  coal 
deposits  underlying  large  areas  of  the  LaPlata  River  Basin  and  the 
adjacent  Mancos  River  Basin  to  the  west.  The  Peabody  Coal  Co.  and 
the  Pittsburgh  and  Midway  Coal  Mining  Co.  are  separately  exploring 
the  feasibility  of  a  large  coal-fueled  power  plant  that  would  utilize 
coal  from  the  LaPlata  coalfield  near  the  Colorado-New  Mexico  State 
line.  The  Peabody  Coal  Co.  has  expressed  an  interest  in  obtaining 
30,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually  for  cooling  purposes  at  that  location. 
Any  development  there  would  involve  lands  owned  by  the  Southern 
Ute  Indian  Tribe.  The  Ute  Mountain  Indian  Tribe  has  coal  deposits  on 
its  lands  in  Colorado  in  the  service  area  of  the  Animas-LaPlata  project. 
Other  potential  needs  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  in  the  project 
area  are  associated  with  natural  gas,  oil,  and  other  mineral  resources, 
recreational  attractions,  and  the  trend  toward  more  intensive  farming 
in  the  raising  of  vegetables  and  fruit  in  the  New  Mexico  portion  of  the 
area  and  dairying  in  the  Colorado  portion. 

The  1962  project  plan  for  the  Animas-La  Plata  project  has  been 
modified  to  meet  the  growing  requirements  for  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water. 

Dolores 

A  dependable  water  supply  through  development  of  additional 
storage  regulation  is  the  most  urgent  need  for  continued  growth  of 
the  Dolores  project  area.  The  water  demands  cannot  be  met  by  direct 
flows  and  the  limited  storage  supplies  presently  available. 
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Additional  irrigation  water  supplies  are  needed  to  stabilize  and  ex¬ 
pand  agricultural  development.  Lands  in  the  Dove  Creek  area,  which 
are  now  dry-farmed,  produce  only  a  part  of  their  full  potential  be¬ 
cause  of  the  farmers’  dependence  on  rainfall  for  moisture.  In  years  of 
adequate  rainfall,  yields  are  good  and  the  farmers  prosperous  yet  in 
years  of  drought,  which  frequently  occur,  the  lands  produce  barely 
enough  to  offset  farming  expenses.  Although  much  of  the  Montezuma 
Valley  area  is  irrigated,  the  irrigation  supply  fails  to  meet  require¬ 
ments  and  sufficient  feeds  are  not  available  for  the  livestock  industry. 
In  the  Towaoc  area,  a  part  of  the  Ute  Mountain  Indian  Reservation, 
the  sage-covered  lands  are  usable  only  for  sparse  grazing.  Indians  on 
the  reservation  are  forced  to  hire  non-Indian  operators  in  adjacent 
areas  to  raise  much  of  their  livestock  feed  supply. 

Communities  in  the  project  area,  particularly  Dove  Creek  and 
Cortez,  anticipate  a  need  for  additional  water  for  future  growth.  Dove 
Creek’s  present  supply  is  excessively  costly  because  of  high-head 
pumping  involved  in  securing  water  from  the  Dolores  River,  and  any 
development  of  additional  supplies  without  project  development  would 
be  equally  as  expensive.  Without  the  Dolores  project,  it  will  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  Cortez  to  acquire  water  which  is  currently  used  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  to  construct  storage  facilities.  Not  only  would  such  action 
be  costly  to  the  city  but  it  would  take  valuable  agricultural  land 
out  of  production. 

Dallas  Creek 

In  the  Dallas  Creek  project  irrigation  service  area  there  is  an  urgent 
need  for  additional  and  dependable  irrigation  supplies  to  improve 
and  stabilize  the  economy  of  the  farmers  and  of  related  service  in¬ 
dustries.  At  the  present  time  the  late-season  water  shortages  on  ir¬ 
rigated  lands  commonly  result  in  crop  failures.  Dryland  farming  is 
practiced  to  a  limited  extent  but  results  are  uncertain.  Large  acreages 
of  land  once  cleared  for  dry  farming  at  considerable  expense  are  no 
longer  farmed  because  of  frequent  crop  failures  due  primarily  to  in¬ 
sufficient  rainfall.  Decreases  in  grazing  privileges  on  public  lands  in 
recent  years  have  adversely  affected  some  livestock  operations  and 
increased  the  need  for  more  farm-grown  feed.  Many  of  the  farmers 
have  depressed  living  standards  because  of  limited  agricultural 
production. 

Additional  municipal  and  industrial  water  is  needed  to  meet  exist¬ 
ing  and  anticipated  needs  of  local  communities  and  to  provide  a  safe 
and  convenient  supply  for  surrounding  rural  areas.  The  need  for 
additional  water  in  the  communities  is  accentuated  by  the  population 
growth  anticipated  for  them  in  the  years  ahead.  The  already  important 
recreational  attractions  of  the  area  will  soon  be  greatly  increased  with 
completion  of  the  Curecanti  unit  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project. 
Local  industrial  development  also  is  expected  to  be  stimulated  by 
electric  power  from  the  Curecanti  unit  and  other  units  of  the  storage 
project.  Growth  in  the  area  will  almost  certainly  result  from  the  new 
power  operations  center  at  Montrose,  Colorado.  Development  of  the 
authorized  Fruitland  Mesa  and  Bostwick  Park  projects  and  of  the 
Dallas  Creek  project  itself,  if  authorized,  would  increase  agriculture 
and  would  improve  recreational  and  fish  and  wildlife  attractions,  fur¬ 
ther  stimulating  growth  of  the  general  area. 
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Control  of  floodflows  of  the  Uncompahgre  River  is  needed  to 
prevent  the  inundation  of  farmlands  and  frequent  channel  changes 
that  now  occur  during  the  spring  snowmelt  period  and  during  heavy 
rainstorms  which  usually  occur  in  the  late  summer. 

W est  Divide 

Additional  water  is  the  most  urgent  need  of  the  project  area,  both 
for  agriculture  and  as  a  reserve  for  municipal  and  industrial  use. 

Because  of  inadequate  irrigation  supplies,  agricultural  incomes  in 
the  project  irrigation  service  area  on  the  south  side  of  the  Colorado 
River  are  unstable  and  many  farm  operations  are  marginal.  Less  than 
half  of  the  arable  lands  are  irrigated.  Even  lands  with  high-priority 
water  rights  often  have  late-season  water  shortages  and  lands  with 
low-priority  water  rights  receive  almost  no  irrigation  water  in  drought 
years.  Recent  decreases  in  grazing  permits  on  public  lands  have  ag¬ 
gravated  the  agricultural  problems  and  forced  a  number  of  farmers  to 
reduce  their  livestock  herds  and  sell  or  abandon  their  farms.  An  in¬ 
creased  supply  of  irrigation  water  made  dependable  by  reservoir  stor¬ 
age,  such  as  would  be  provided  by  the  West  Divide  project,  would 
alleviate  the  farm  problems  and  provide  a  base  for  an  expanded  and 
more  prosperous  agriculture. 

Important  as  is  the  need  for  irrigation  water,  an  even  greater  need 
appears  to  exist  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  in  connection  with 
the  oil  shale  potentialities.  Large  water  reserves  are  essential  to  the 
processing  of  the  shale  oil  on  a  commercial  basis  and  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  urban  complexes  to  support  the  large  influx  of  industrial 
workers  and  their  families  that  would  necessarily  accompany  the  in¬ 
dustrial  development.  Municipal  water  also  is  urgently  needed  to  sup- 
port  suburban  and  recreational  areas  rapidly  expanding  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  project  area  southward  from  Glenwood  Springs  and 
in  the  vicinity  of  Redstone,  Colorado. 

8 an  Miguel 

An  expansion  of  the  agricultural  base  is  urgently  needed  to  offset 
the  fluctuating  and  currently  depressing  effects  of  the  mining  indus¬ 
try  on  the  general  economy  of  the  San  Miguel  Project  area.  New 
agricultural  development  would  create  new  settlement  opportunities, 
more  work  on  existing  farms,  and  employment  in  related  service  in¬ 
dustries.  Such  development  would  be  a  boon  to  the  area’s  younger  gen¬ 
eration  seeking  job  opportunities  and  to  many  now  in  the  labor  force 
with  uncertain  futures  in  the  mining  industry. 

Improved  control  of  San  Miguel  River ‘flows  is  desirable  to  firm 
the  water  supply  for  industrial  expansion  and  associated  municipal 
water  needs.  Interest  has  been  shown  in  obtaining  regulated  water 
supplies  near  the  Nucla  coal  reserves  to  stabilize  and  expand  present 
operations  to  meet  continuously  increasing  power  requirements.  In¬ 
terest  has  also  been  expressed  in  the  establishment  of  a  wood  pulp  or 
pulp  and  paper  mill  to  utilize  the  products  of  nearby  forests.  Devel¬ 
opment  of  the  area’s  potash  reserves  and  the  use  of  water  in  secondary 
oil  and  gas  recovery  operations  represent  other  potential  water  needs. 

The  growing  number  of  tourists  in  the  project  area  is  creating  a 
need  for  water  recreation  areas  such  as  would  be  provided  by  the  San 
Miguel  project.  Reservoir  areas  would  help  fill  the  demand  for  fish¬ 
ing,  picnicking,  and  other  outdoor  recreational  opportunities. 
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X.  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROJECTS 

Central  Arizona  Project 

Central  Arizona  project  facilities  authorized  by  H.R.  3300  will 
-coordinate  the  use  of  Colorado  River  water  and  the  local  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  Gila  River  Basin  to  provide  water  for  the  rapidly 
expanding  metropolitan  areas  of  Phoenix  and  Tucson,  for  agricultural 
areas  presently  dependent  upon  severely  over-drafted  ground  water 
basins,  and  for  other  water- deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and  western 
New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water.  Additional 
purposes  include  flood  control,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  conserva¬ 
tion,  sediment  retention,  salinity  control,  power  generation,  and  area 
redevelopment. 

The  backbone  facilities  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  are  the 
Granite  Reef,  Salt-Gila,  and  Tucson  aqueducts,  which  will  convey 
pumped  Colorado  River  water  to  the  central  service  zone.  Major 
project  features  include : 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants. 

Salt-Gila  aqueduct  and  pumping  plant. 

Orme  clam  and  reservoir  or  suitable  alternative. 

Tucson  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants  (Colorado  River  source). 

Buttes  dam  and  reservoir. 

Hooker  dam  and  reservoir  (New  Mexico) . 

Charleston  dam  and  reservoir. 

Tucson  aqueduct  (San  Pedro  River  source) . 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct 

The  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  will  transport  water  diverted  from 
Lake  Havasu  by  the  Havasu  pumping  plant  about  200  miles  to  Orme 
Dam  located  a  few  miles  northeast  of  Phoenix.  The  designed  capacity 
of  the  concrete-linecl  aqueduct  is  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second.  The 
Granite  Reef  aqueduct,  in  addition  to  the  initial  pumping  plant  at 
Lake  Havasu,  will  require  a  series  of  lower  lift  pumping  plants,  short 
tunnels,  and  siphon  crossings  at  major  drainages. 

Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir 

Located  on  the  Salt  River  just  downstream  from  its  junction  with 
the  Verde  River,  the  Orme  Dam  will  be  operated  with  the  present 
Salt,  River  project  storage  system  as  well  as  the  aqueduct  system 
from  the  Colorado  River.  Sediment-laden  storm-flows,  originating 
on  tributaries  below  Bartlett  and  Stewart  Mountain  Dams,  will  be 
regulated  and  controlled.  Coordinated  with  operation  of  the  Granite 
Reef  aqueduct,  it  will  provide  regulatory  storage  as  needed  for  both 
Salt- Verde  flows  and  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  deliveries.  In  its  multiple- 
purpose  role  it  will  serve  as  an  afterbay,  reregulate  releases  from 
upstream  reservoirs,  improve  the  Salt  River  project  operating  con¬ 
ditions  by  removing  sediment,  create  a  recreational  area  with  fish 
and  wildlife  conservation  uses,  and  in  combination  and  coordination 
with  the  upstream  reservoirs  and  downstream  channelization,  provide 
storage  to  meet  the  flood  control  requirements  of  the  Salt  River 
through  the  Phoenix  area. 

Salt-Gila  aqueduct  and  pumping  plant 

The  1,800  cubic-feet-per  second  capacity  Salt-Gila  aqueduct  will 
receive  water  either  directly  from  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  or  by 
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releases  from  Orme  Reservoir.  A  relatively  low-head  pumping  plant 
is  required  to  lift  the  water  into  the  aqueduct  from  either  source. 

Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir 

Although  investigated  and  reported  previously  as  a  separate  facil¬ 
ity,  Buttes  .Dam  and  .Reservoir  is  included  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  An  earthfill  structure,  the  Buttes  Dam  will 
form  a  reservoir  of  366,000  acre-feet  capacity.  Conservation  storage 
capacity  will  be  100,000  acre-feet,  and  266,000  acre-feet  of  capacity 
will  be  used  for  sediment  and  flood  control  purposes. 

Tucson  aqueduct  {Colorado  source) 

An  aqueduct  to  deliver  100,000  feet  annually  to  the  Tucson  metro¬ 
politan  area  will  originate  at  the  terminus  of  the  Salt-Gila  aqueduct. 
This  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  will  be  conveyed  through 
a  150-cubic  feet  per  secoond-capacity  pipeline  and  would  be  lifted 
920  feet  by  a  series  of  pumping  plants. 

Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir 

On  the  San  Pedro  River  between  Tombstone  and  Fort  Huachuca,. 
a  concrete  gravity  structure  rising  158  feet  above  streambed,  with 
earthenwing  dams,  will  create  a  238,000  acre-feet  capacity  reservoir. 
Water  conservation  will  be  provided  through  exchanges.  Recreation,, 
fish,  and  wildlife  uses,  sediment  detention,  and  flood  control  benefits 
wdl  also  accrue. 

Tucson  aqueduct  {San  Pedro  source) 

This  conduit  will  convey  about  12,000  acre-feet  annually  from  the 
Charleston  Reservoir  to  Tucson  and  vicinity. 

Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir 

Hooker  Dam  or  suitable  alternative  would  be  a  structure  on  the 
upper  Gila  River.  The  dam  will  be  constructed  to  a  size  adequate  to 
provide  for  new  consumptive  uses  of  18,000  additional  acre  feet  of 
water  annually  by.  New  Mexico  as  provided  in  this  legislation.  The 
reservoir  will  provide  water  supplies,  fish  and  wildlife  uses,  recreation, 
sediment  detention,  and  flood  control.  H.R.  3300  requires  further  study 
of  this  feature,  and  an  alternative  site  may  be  recommended  in  the 
final  plan. 

Distribution  systems 

In  all.  areas  an  improvement  in  conveyance  and  distribution  system- 
efficiencies  is  essential  to  obtain  optimum  water  development  and  use. 

H.R.  3300  provides  for  the  authorization  of  up  to  $100  million 
of  appropriations  for  Federal  financing  of  distribution  and  drainage 
systems  for  non-Indian  lands. 

Construction  of  new  irrigation  systems1  and  rehabilitation  and 
lining  of  existing  systems  for  the  seven  Indian  reservations  within 
the  project  area  are  included  in  the  project  costs. 

Drainage  and  reuse  facilities 

Drainage  facilities  contemplated  as  part  of  the  project  works  are 
open  drains  and  drainage  wells  upstream  from  Gillespie  Dam  on  the 
Gila  River.  Costs  of  these  facilities  are  included  in  the  project  cost. 


61 


Power  generation  and  transmission  arrangements 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  make  prepayment 
arrangements  to  acquire  an  entitlement  to  the  delivery  of  a  portion  of 
the  electrical  output  of  a  large  thermal  generating  powerplant  to 
serve  project  pumping  needs,  assuming  that  he  determines  this  is  the 
best  way  to  meet  these  power  needs.  The  thermal  plant  would  be 
owned,  constructed,  and  operated  by  non-Federal  interests  (private 
and  public  utilities  in  the  Southwest).  Current  studies  indicate  that 
approximately  400  megawatts  of  capacity  will  be  required.  The  pre¬ 
payment  arrangements  would  permit  the  project  to  obtain  power  for 
pumping  at  a  cost  reflecting  the  economy  of  large  thermal  electric 
powerplants  and  the  benefits  of  F ederal  financing. 

Water  salvage  measures 

Included  in  the  bill  are  water  salvage  measures  consisting  of  ground 
water  recovery  in  the  Yuma  area  and  phreatophyte  clearing  along  the 
Lower  Colorado  River.  These  undertakings  will  yield  an  estimated 
320,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually  for  use  in  the  lower  Colorado 
River  basin. 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge 

Fish  and  wildlife  measures  include  national  fish  hatcheries  for  both 
warm  water  fish  and  trout,  the  Cibola  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the 
New  Mexico  State  Fish  Hatchery,  and  a  rough  fish  eradication 
program. 

Upper  Basin  Projects 

The  five  projects  that  will  be  authorized  by  H.R.  3300  are  the  Ani- 
mas-La  Plata  project  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico,  and  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  in  Colorado. 
They  would  be  authorized  as  participating  projects  under  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act.  The  five  projects  are  briefly  described  in 
the  following  paragraphs : 

A  rdmas-La  Plata 

The  Animas-La  Plata  project  is  in  southwestern  Colorado  and 
northwestern  New  Mexico  in  the  San  Juan  River  Basin.  The  project 
would  develop  the  flows  of  the  Animas  and  La  Plata  River  systems 
for  irrigation,  municipal  and  industrial  use,  recreation,  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement. 

Project  water  supplies  would  be  provided  to  about.  72,000  acres  in 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  of  which  46,500  acres,  including  about 
7,500  acres  of  Indian  lands,  would  receive  full  supplies  and  25,600 
acres  would  receive  supplemental  supplies.  About  76,000  acre-feet  an¬ 
nually  of  municipal  and  industrial  wafer  also  would  be  supplied  by 
the  project.  A  portion  of  these  supplies  would  fulfill  the  present  and 
future  needs  of  Durango,  Colorado;  Farmington,  New  Mexico,  and 
nearby  communities.  Substantial  supplies  would  be  made  available 
for  the  development  of  coal-fired  electric  powerplants  which  will  uti¬ 
lize  the  coal  deposits  on  the  Southern  Ute  and  Ute  Mountain  Indian 
Reservations.  By  exchange,  the  project  would  also  make  irrigation 
water  available  to  augment  supplies  of  the  existing  Florida  project 
nearby. 

The  Animas-LaPlata  project  would  assist  in  the  trend  toward  more 
intensive  farming  and  the  production  of  vegetables,  fruit,  and  dairy 
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products  in  the  area.  The  availability  of  water  would  insure  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  area’s  valuable  coal  deposits.  The  development  would 
be  of  particular  value  to  the  Indian  tribes  through  the  provision  of 
both  industrial  and  agricultural  economic  ventures. 

Dolores 

The  Dolores  project  is  just  east  of  the  Utah-Colorado  State  line  in 
southwestern  Colorado.  The  pi'oject  would  develop  the  flows  of  the 
Dolores  River  to  provide  irrigation  water  for  about  61,000  acres,  of 
which  28,700  acres  would  receive  supplemental  water  supplies  and 
32,300  acres,  including  1,500  acres  of  Indian  land  would  receive  full 
supplies.  The  project  would  furnish  6,100  acre-feet  annually  of  muni¬ 
cipal  and  industrial  water  supply  for  the  communities  of  Dove  Creek 
and  Cortez.  Significant  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement, 
flood  control,  area  redevelopment,  and  water  quality  control  benefits 
would  also  be  realized  from  the  development. 

The  Dolores  project  would  stabilize  the  existing  agricultural  econ¬ 
omy  by  providing  supplemental  water  to  irrigated  lands  now  ex¬ 
periencing  shortages  and  by  expanding  irrigation  to  good  quality 
lands  presently  dry  farmed  and  producing  only  a  part  of  their  poten¬ 
tial.  The  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  is  urgently  needed 
to  meet  current  and  future  requirements  of  communities  in  the  project 
area. 

Development  of  the  project  would  bring  substantial  employment 
benefits  to  Indians  of  the  Southern  Ute,  Ute  Mountain,  and  Navajo 
Reservations.  The  regulation  provided  by  the  project’s  McPhee  Reser¬ 
voir  would  improve  the  quality  of  water  for  municipal  use  at  Cortez 
and  Dove  Creek  and  provide  appreciable  flood  control  benefits  down¬ 
stream  along  the  Dolores  River. 

Opportunities  for  water-based  recreation  and  for  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  would  be  afforded  by  the  project  in  an  area  now  nearly 
devoid  of  such  opportunities. 

Dallas  Creek 

The  Dallas  Creek  project  is  in  Delta,  Montrose,  and  Ouray  Coun¬ 
ties  in  west-central  Colorado.  The  project  would  develop  the  water  of 
the  Uneompahgre  River  and  its  tributaries  to  provide  irrigation  water 
for  about  23,600  acres  of  land,  of  which  14,900  acres  would  receive 
full  water  supplies  and  8,700  acres  supplemental  supplies,  and  15,000 
acre-feet  annually  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  for  the 
communities  of  Olathe,  Montrose,  and  Delta  and  the  surrounding  rural 
areas.  Recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  flood  control 
benefits  would  be  provided  by  the  project’s  reservoirs. 

The  irrigation  supplies  of  the  Dallas  Creek  project  are  urgently 
needed  to  alleviate  late-season  water  shortages,  which  commonly  result 
in  crop  failures,  and  to  augment  the  irrigated  acreage  which  supports 
the  livestock  industry  of  the  area. 

The  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies  are  needed  to  meet 
the  existing  and  potential  needs  for  adequate  and  safe  supplies  for  local 
communities  and  surrounding  rural  areas,  particularly  the  city  of 
Montrose  which  is  presently  experiencing  rapid  growth.  The  expansion 
of  tourism  is  one  of  the  factors  contributing  to  the  growth  in  the  area. 

Three  project  reservoirs  would  provide  attractive  recreation  areas, 
and  features  for  the  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  are  also 
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included  in  the  plan.  The  proposed  Ridgeway  Reservoir  would  be  valu¬ 
able  for  the  control  of  snowmelt  floods. 

West  Divide 

The  West  Divide  project  is  in  Garfield,  Mesa,  Pitkin,  and  Gunnison 
Counties  in  west-central  Colorado.  Project  water  would  be  obtained 
from  a  series  of  Colorado  River  tributaries,  including  the  Crystal 
River.  The  project  would  provide  77,500  acre-feet  annually  of  muni¬ 
cipal  and  industrial  water  and  irrigation  water  for  about  40,000  acres, 
of  which  19,000  acres  would  receive  full  irrigation  supplies  and  21,000 
acres  would  receive  supplemental  supplies.  Recreation,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  conservation,  and  flood  control  would  also  be  important  functions 
served  by  the  project. 

The  project  area  lies  along  both  sides  of  the  Colorado  River  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  Roan  Plateau  which  contains  some  of  the  world’s  richest 
oil  shale  deposits.  Developmental  oil  shale  activity  is  in  progress  near 
the  project,  and  the  area  offers  an  attractive  and  convenient  site  for  a 
municipal  and  industrial  complex  to  develop  this  resource.  The  West 
Divide  project  would  provide  the  initially  required  water  supplies  for 
the  industrial  processes  and  the  attendant  community  growth.  Muni¬ 
cipal  water  would  also  be  supplied  for  the  current  recreation  and 
suburban  expansion  near  Glenwood  Springs. 

The  dependable  irrigation  water  supplied  by  the  project  would  al¬ 
leviate.  the  problems  of  the  unstable  and  often  marginal  farming 
operations  in  the  area  and  provide  an  expanded  and  more  prosperous 
base  for  the  existing  agricultural  economy. 

The  project  reservoirs  would  significantly  improve  recreation  op¬ 
portunities  in  the  already  popular  White  River  National  Forest. 
Benefits  to  fisheries  and  upland  game  hunting  would  be  provided  by 
the  project,  and  the  project’s  Placita  Reservoir  would  reduce  snowmelt 
flood  damages  on  the  Crystal  River. 

San  Miguel 

The  San  Miguel  project  is  in  Montrose  and  San  Miguel  Counties 
in  southwestern  Colorado.  The  project  would  develop  the  flows  of  the 
San  Miguel  River  to  irrigate  about  38,900  acres  of  land,  of  which 
26,400  acres  would  receive  full  irrigation  supplies  and  12,500  acres 
would  receive  supplemental  supplies,  and  to  provide  44,000  acre-feet 
annually  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies.  It  would  also 
provide  flood  control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
benefits. 

Mining  is  the  chief  source  of  income  in  the  project  area,  with  agri¬ 
culture  second  in  importance.  Mining  activity  has  fallen  off  in  recent 
years  and  an  expansion  of  the  agricultural  base  is  urgently  needed 
to  offset  the  depressing  effect  on  the  general  economy  of  the  area.  The 
project  development  would  create  new  settlement  opportunities  and 
increased  employment  on  existing  farms  and  in  related  service  indus¬ 
tries. 

The  project  would  also  provide  water  supplies  for  potential  indus¬ 
trial  and  associated  municipal  expansion  in  the  area.  Interest  has 
been  evidenced  in  the  development  of  coal  resources  near  Nucla  for  the 
expansion  of  existing  thermal-electric  generating  facilities.  Other 
potential  industrial  uses  are  for  pulp  mills  to  utilize  nearby  timber  re¬ 
sources  and  the  development  of  the  area’s  potash  reserves.  A  depend- 
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able  water  supply  would  be  basic  to  the  realization  of  any  of  these 
possibilities. 

The  growth  of  tourism  in  the  area  is  creating  a  need  for  water- 
based  recreation  and  fishing,  which  will  be  provided  by  the  de¬ 
velopment.  Damaging  spring  flows  of  the  San  Miguel  River  would 
also  be  reduced  by  the  project. 

XI.  SUMMARY  OF  COSTS— ECONOMIC  AND  FINANCIAL 

ANALYSES 


Central  Arizona  Project 

Costs 

A  summary  of  up-to-date  capital  and  operating  costs  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  including  water  salvage  and  recovery  works,  is  set 
out  in  the  tabulation  which  follows : 


Project  costs  :  1967  price  level 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct _ $370,  760, 000 

Salt-Gila  aqueduct _  42,  320,  000 

Tucson  aqueduct -  46, 300,  000 

Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir _  42,  340,  000 

Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir _  35,  240,  000 

Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir _  36, 420, 000 

Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir _  1 31,  730,  000 

Drainage  system -  11,  570,  000 

Power  generation  and  transmission  arrangements _  2  94,  700,  000 


Subtotal  -  711, 380,  000 

Indian  distribution  system _  19,  970,  000 

Water  salvage  and  recovery _  42,  450,  000 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge _  5,  250,  000 


Total  project  costs -  779,  050,  000 


Annual  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs : 

Aqueduct  system -  3  3,  773,  000 

Power  generation  and  transmission  arrangements _  3  6,  556,  000 


Subtotal  -  10,  329,  000 

Water  salvage  projects _  1,  000,  000 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge _  490,  000 


Total -  11,  S19,  000 


1  This  amount  should  not  be  appreciably  different  for  any  suitable  alternative  to  Hooker 

Dam. 

-  Includes  federally  constructed  transmission  system  to  project  pumps  :  $2S,480,000 — 
1967  price  level. 

3  Pumping  power  costs  are  associated  with  power  plant  and  transmission  system  rather 
than  aqueduct  system. 

Benefit-cost  analysis 

A  comparison  of  expected  annual  benefits  from  construction  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  with  annual  costs  is  summarized  in  the 
tabulation  which  follows : 
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Benefits : 

Irrigation  : 

Total  _ 

Direct _ 

Municipal  and  industrial _ 

Commercial  power _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _ 

Recreation _ 

Flood  control _ 

Areal  redevelopment _ 

Total _ 

Direct  _ 

Costs : 

Total  project  costs _ 

Interest  during  construction _ 

Subtotal _ 

Less : 

Investigation  costs _ 

Indian  distribution  system 


Net  Federal  investment 


196  7  price  level 
$59,  428,  OOO 
(28,  640,  000) 
18,  584,  000 
4,  246,  000 
1,  635,  000 
583,  000 
780,  000 
267.  000 


85,  523,  000 
54,  735,  000 


779,  050,  000 
52,  446,  000 


_  831,496,000 

$5,  794,  000 
19,  970,  000 

-  25,  764,  000 


805,  732,  000 


Annual  equivalent  of  investment  costs  (100  years,  314  percent 


interest)  -  27,298,000 

Average  annual  O.M.  &  R _  11,  819,  000 


Total  annual  costs _  39, 117,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratios : 

Total  benefits,  100  years _  2. 2  to  1.  0 

Direct  benefits  only,  100  years _  1.  4  to  1.  0 

Total  benefits,  50  years _  2. 1  to  1.  0 

Direct  benefit  only,  50  years -  1.  3  to  1.  0 


Cost  allocation  ( 100-year  period ,  3y^-percent  interest ) 

The  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  are  allocated  as  follows : 

1967  PRICE  LEVEL 


Purpose 


Project  cost  Average  annual 
O.M.  &  R. 


Irrigation . $358,157,000 

Municipal  and  industrial. . . . . .  216, 143, 000 

Power... . . 94,  700, 000 

Irrigation .  (45,361,000) 

M.  &  I  . .  (17,898,000) 

Commercial... .  (31,441,000) 

Recreation.. . . . . . ..  5,984,000 

Flood  control. _ _  10,964,000 

Fish  and  wildlife. . . . - .  23,801,000 

Prepaid  investigation . . . 1,631,000 


$2,  523, 000 
812, 000 
6,  556, 000 
(3, 140,  000) 
(1,239, 000) 
(2, 177,  000) 
329, 000 
36, 000 
73,  000 


Subtotal.. . . . 

Indian  distribution  system . 

Water  salvage  and  recovery _ 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge 


711,380,000  10,329,000 

19,970,000  . . 

42,  450,  000  1,  000,  000 

5, 250, 000  490,  000 


Total 


779,050,000  11,819,000 


Repayment  analysis 

A  summary  of  the  reimbursable  and  the  nonreimbursable  costs  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  follow: 


91-963—68- 
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1967  PRICE  LEVEL 


Project  cost  I  DC  at  3.253  Total  for 

percent  repayment 


Reimbursable: 

Irrigation _ 

Municipal  and  industrial _ 

Power _ 

Irrigation _ 

Maintenance  and  inspection 

Commercial _ 

Reel  eation _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _ 


$358, 157, 000  _  $358,157,000 

216,143.000  $16,625,000  232,768,000 

94,700.000  2,842,000  97,542,000 

(45,361,000)  ...  _  (45.361,000) 

(17,898,000)  (1,031,000)  (18,929,000) 

(31.441,000)  (1,311.000)  (33,252,000) 

1,678,000  55,000  1,733.000 

323,000  10,000  333,000 


Total 


671,001.000  19,532,000  690,533,000 


Nonreimbursable: 

Flood  control _  10,  964,  000 

Recreation _ _ _  4,306,000 

Fish  and  wildlife _ _ —  23,478,000 

Indian  distribution  system  1 _ _  19.970,000 

Water  salvage  and  recovery _  42, 450. 000 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge _  _  5,250,000 


Total _  106,418,000 

Prepaid  investigations.  - - -  1.631,000 


Total  project  cost - - - -  779, 050, 000 


1  Secretary  makes  determination  of  repayment  ability— amount  in  excess  over  50-year  period  is  nonreimbursable. 

Repayment  of  reimbursable  costs 

A  repayment  summary  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  shown  in 
the  tabulation  which  follows,  and  this  summary  is  supported  by  a  year- 
by-year  repayment  analysis  which  is  also  included. 

1967  PRICE  LEVEL 


Reimbursable  Met  revenues  Surplus  or 

costs  available  deficit 


Irrigation _  _  $358,157,000 

Municipal  and  industrial _ 232,768.000 

Power  (total) _  97.  542. 000 

Fish  and  wildlife _  333.000 

Recreation _  1,733,000 


Arizona’s  share  of  development  fund  2. 


$60.  438,  000 
287.072.000 
175.199.000 
333.000 
1.733.000 
166.064, 000 


-$297,719,  000 
i  54,  304,  000 
77.657,  000 


166.064,000 


Total 


690, 533, 000  690, 839, 000  306, 000 


1  Municipal  and  industrial  water  charge  per  acre-foot:  $53.37. 

2  Derivation  of  Arizona’s  share  of  development  fund  available  for  irrigation  assistance  for  central  Arizona  project. 

Development  Fund  revenue  after  project  payout  through  2029 
follows : 


Total  Arizona's  share  Remainder 


Hoover  _ $443,500,000  $78,056,000  $365,444,000 

Parker-Davis _ _ 93,335,000  46.668.000  46.667,000 

PNW-PSW  Intertie _ 41,600,000  41,600,000  _ 


Total _ 

Power  loss  at  Coolidge  Dam 


578,  435,  000 


166,324,000  >412,111,000 

260,000  _ _ 


Available  for  CAP  irrigation  assistance. 


166, 064, 000 


1  This  repayment  study  assumes  that  assistance  to  Dixie  project  of  $28,000,000  to  $35,000,000  will  be  repaid  from  revenue 
in  development  fund  in  excess  of  Arizona’s  share;  however,  all  or  part  of  this  amount  could  be  paid  from  Arizona’s  share 
after  repayment  of  CAP.  Approximate  annual  revenues  into  the  development  fund  after  2029;  Hoover.  $10,660,000;  Parker- 

Davis,  $3,624,000;  PNW-PSW  Intertie,  $5,200,000  through  year  2046;  CAP,  $16,965,000  for  total  of  annual  revenue  of 
$36,449,000. 
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Upper  Basin  Projects 


Costs 

A  summary  of  up-to-date  costs  for  the  Upper  Basin  projects  follows : 


Animas-La  Plata 

Dolores _ 

Dallas  Creek _ 

West  Divide _ 

San  Miguel _ 


$113,  SSO.  000 
33,  850,  000 
42,  310,  000 
100,  580,  000 
73,  140,  000 


Total - 391,  760,  000 

Benefit-cost  analysis 

A  comparison  of  the  expected  annual  benefits  from  construction  of 
the  Upper  Basin  Projects  with  annual  costs  is  summarized  in  the  tabu¬ 
lation  which  follows: 


Benefit-cost  ratios : 


Animas-La  Plata _ 

Dolores  _ 

Dallas  Creek _ 

West  Divide _ 

San  Miguel _ 

Composite  (5  projects  combined) 


1.  64  to  1.  0 
1.  72  to  1.  0 
1.  70  to  1.  0 
1.  86  to  1.  0 
1.  42  to  1.  0 
1.  68  to  1.  0 


Cost  allocation  and  repay ment  analysis 

A  project-by-project  summary  of  the  cost  allocation  and  repayment 
analysis  for  the  Upper  Basin  Projects  follows : 


ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT— COST  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  ANALYSIS  (1967  PRICE  LEVELS) 


[I n  thousands  of  dollars] 


Construction 

costs 

Interest  during 
construction  i 

Annual  0.M,  &  R. 
costs 

Reimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation.  .. 

240.6 

36.2 

34.2 

M.  &  1.  water.. 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 

-  29,710.0 

-  284. 8 

2,  028.  0 

1.5 

Subtotal _ 

2, 029. 5 

311.0 

Nonreimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 

5.516.0 

_  2, 452. 2 

135.  5 

15.4 

Subtotal...  _ 

-  2, 452.  2 

5,651.5 

15.4 

Total _ _ 

7,681.0 

326.4 

i  Reimbursable  interest  during  construction  computed  at  3.222%  and  nonreimbursable  interest  at  3.125%. 
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REPAYMENT  OF  REIMBURSABLE  COSTS,  50  YEARS 
[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Colorado  New  Mexico  Total 


Con¬ 

struction 

costs 

Annual 
O.M.  &  R. 

Con¬ 

struction 

costs 

Annual 
O.M.  &  R. 

Con¬ 

struction 

costs 

Annual 
O.M.  &  R. 

Irrigation . . .  .  . . — 

.  61,348.0 

176.9 

22, 035.  0 

63.7 

83,  433.  0 

240.6 

Irrigators .  . .  . . 

.  9,  495.  0 

176.9 

1,785.0 

63.7 

11,280.0 

240.6 

Non-Indians . . .  .  _ 

.  (8,480.0) 

155.3 

(1,525.  0) 

55.8 

(10,005.  0) 

211.1 

Indians 2 . . . . 

.  (1,015.0) 

21.6 

(260.  0) 

7.9 

(1,275.  0) 

29.5 

Ad  valorem  taxes _ _ _ 

3,390.0  . 

4,347.0  . 

7,  737.0 

Prepayment3 _  ...  .  _ 

472.0  . 

170.  0  . 

642.0 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund _ 

.  47,991.0 

15,783.0 

63,774.0 

M.  &  1.  water..  _  ... 

.  26,  115.0 

30.2 

5, 623.  0 

6.0 

31,738.0 

36.2 

Water  users* . .  . . .  ... 

.5  25, 927.0 

5  30.2 

5,  533. 0 

6.0 

31,510.0 

36.2 

Prepayment3 _ _ _  .. 

188.0  . 

40.0 

228.0 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  by  non-Federal 
interests*  _  _ _  ..  .  - 

192.5 

7  26.  3 

93.8 

7.9 

286.3 

34.2 

Total . . . . . 

.  87,655.5 

233.4 

27,801.8 

77.6 

115, 457.3 

311.0 

2  Payments  by  Indians  on  construction  costs  deferred  under  Leavitt  Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  564). 

3  Prepaid  from  Colorado  River  development  fund  and  contributed  funds. 

*  Construction  costs  amount  repaid  with  interest. 

» Includes  $1,669,000  of  interest  during  construction. 

«  Includes  $359,000  of  interest  during  construction. 

7  Includes  $1,500  of  interest  during  construction. 

DOLORES  PROJECT— COST  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  ANALYSIS 

[1967  price  levels.  In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Construction  Interest  during  Annual  O.M.  &  R. 
costs  construction*  1  costs 


Reimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation _ 

M.  &  I.  water _ 

Water  quality _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 


45,259.8  . . 

2, 393.  5  182.  8 

183.3  14.0 

690.2  41.3 


Subtotal 


48,  526.  8 


238.1 


Nonreimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation - - -  3,312.5 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _  4, 357.  8  282.  5 

Flood  control _  458.1  34.0 


Subtotal _ 

Cost  not  allocated  2. 


4,815.9  3,629.0 

507. 3  _ 


Total 


53, 850.  0  3, 867. 1 


Repayment  of  reimbursable  costs,  50  years: 
Irrigation: 

Irrigators: 

Non-Indian _ 

Indian 3 _ _ 

Ad  valorem  taxes _ 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund.. 


5,956.8 
248.2 
1,424.6 
37, 630. 2 


Subtotal _  45,259.8  - 

M.  &  I.  water:  Water  users _  2,  576.8  196.8 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife,  non-Federal  interests.  690. 2  41. 3 


Total 


48, 526.  8  238. 1 


138.9 

3.0 

.3 

16.3 


158:5 


31.5 

2.2 


33.7 


192.2 


133.3 

5.6 


3.3 

16.3 


158.5 


i  Reimbursable  interest  during  construction  computed  at  3.222  percent  and  nonreimbursable  interest  at  3.125  percent. 
3  CRDF  $474,600  and  contributed  funds  $32,700. 

i  Payments  by  Indians  on  construction  costs  deferred  under  the  Leavitt  Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  564). 
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DALLAS  CREEK  PROJECT— COST  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  ANALYSIS 
[1967  price  levels.  In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Construction  costs  Interest  during  Annual  O.M.  8  R. 

construction  2  costs 


Reimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation . . .  30,380  . 

M.  8  1.  water . . . . . . .  5,377  343 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife .  797  9 


Subtotal . . .  36,554  352 


Nonreimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation- . . . . . . .  1,239 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife .  4,609  223 

Flood  control . . . .  229  13 


Subtotal . . .  4,838  1,475 


Cost  not  allocated : 

Investigations  from  nonreimbursable  CRD  fund .  336 

Excess  costs  of  road  relocation.. .  582 


Subtotal . . .  918 


Total . . . . .  42,310  1,827 

ayment  of  reimbursable  costs,  50  years: 

Irrigation: 

Irrigators . . . .  3,005  . 

Ad  valorem  taxes . . .  2,496  . 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund . .  24, 879 


Subtotal.. .  30,380  . . 

M.  8  I.  water:  Water  users . . .  5, 377  343 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife,  non-Federal  interests..  797  9 


Total . . . .  36,554  352 


75.9 
7.0 
88.  1 


171.0 


10.0 

2.0 


12.0 


183.0 

75.9 


75.9 
7.0 
88.  1 


171.0 


1  Reimbursable  interest  during  construction  computed  at  3.222  percent  and  nonreimbursable  interest  at  3.125  percent. 

WEST  DIVIDE  PROJECT— COST  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  ANALYSIS 
(1967  price  levels.  In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Repayment  of  reimbursable  costs,  50  years: 
Irrigation: 

Irrigators . . 

Ad  valorem  taxes _ _ 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund.. 
Prepayment2 . 

Subtotal . . 

M.  8  I.  water— Water  users: 

High  quality . . . 

Low  quality . 

Prepayment2 . . . . 

Subtotal . 

Total . . . 


11,625 
4,959 
56,  208 
255 


73,047 


22,  083 
7,997 
105 


30, 185 


103, 232 


Construction 

costs 

Interest  during 
construction 1 

Annual  OMSR 
costs 

Reimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation  . . . . . . 

.  73,047 

79.5 

M.  8  1.  water: 

High  quality. . 

.  22, 188 

1,533 

10.1 

Low  quality _ _ 

.  7, 997 

632 

4.2 

Subtotal . . . 

 103, 232 

2,165 

93.8 

Nonreimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation  ..  _ _ 

5,870 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _ _ 

.  3, 048 

233 

2.2 

Flood  control . . . 

_  300 

27 

1.8 

Subtotal.  . . . . 

.  3, 348 

6,130 

4.0 

Total . . 

.  106, 580 

8, 295 

97.8 

1,533 

632 


2,165 


2,165 


79.5 


79.5 


10.1 

4.2 


14.3 


93.8 


1  Reimbursable  interest  during  construction  computed  at  3.222  percent  and  nonreimbursable  interest  at  3.125  percent. 

2  Prepaid  from  Colorado  River  development  fund  and  contributed  funds. 
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SAN  MIGUEL  PROJECT— COST  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  ANALYSIS 
11967  price  levels.  In  thousands  of  dollars) 


Reimbursab  e  costs: 

Irrigation _ 

M.  &  I.  water _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Subtotal . . . . 


Nonreimbursable  costs: 

Irrigation . . . . 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 
Flood  control _ _ 


Subtotal. 


Total. 


Repayment  of  reimbursable  costs,  50  years: 
Irrigation: 

Irrigators _ 

Ad  valorem  taxes _ 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund... 
Prepayments _ 


Subtotal _ 

M.  &  I.  water: 

Water  users _ 

Prepayment  - _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife,  non-Federal  interests 


Total. 


Construction 

Interest  during 

Annual  O.M.  &  R. 

costs 

construction  1 

costs 

56,000 

125. 1 

11,851 

584 

25.5 

549 

10 

31.9 

68,400 

594 

182.5 

2,917 

3.612 

'157 

4.5 

1,128 

54 

3.2 

4,740 

3,128 

7.7 

73,140 

3,722 

190.2 

4,845 

125.1 

587 

50,251  _ 

317  _ _ _ 

56,000 

125.1 

11,784 

584 

25.5 

67 

>_  549 

10 

31.9 

68,400 

594 

182.5 

1  Reimbursable  interest  during  construction  computed  at  3.222  percent  and  nonreimbursable  interest  at  3.125  percent. 

2  Prepaid  from  Colorado  River  development  fund  and  contributed  funds. 


XII.  SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 


Title  I — Colorado  Liver  Projects:  Objectives 

Section  101 

This  Section  provides  that  the  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Colorado 
River  Basin  Project  Act.” 

Section  102 

Section  102  states  a  dual  purpose:  (1)  to  provide  for  the  compre¬ 
hensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  and  (2)  to  provide  additional  and  adequate  wyater  supplies  in 
both  the  upper  and  lower  Colorado  River  Basins.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  directed  to  develop  a  regional  water  plan  that  will  serve 
as  a  framework  for  coordinating  the  construction  of  all  projects  in 
the  basin  under  a  time  schedule  that  will  assure  an  adequate  supply 
of  water  for  all  of  them. 

Title  II — Investigations  and  Planning 

j Section  201 

Section  201  directs  the  Water  Resources  Council  to  establish  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  (1)  for  estimating  both  the  long-range  water 
supplies  of  the  basin  and  the  water  needs  of  the  basin,  (2)  for  investi¬ 
gating  methods  of  supplying  water  to  meet  basin  needs,  either  directly 
or  by  exchange,  (3)  for  investigating  means  of  maintaining  water 
quality  in  the  basin,  (4)  for  investigating  means  for  providing  prudent 
conservation  practices  in  the  basin,  and  (5)  for  investigating  the  long- 
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range  water  supply  of  areas  from  which  water  could  be  imported  into 
the  Colorado  River  system,  and  probable  water  needs  of  such  areas. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  directed  to  undertake  such  investi¬ 
gations  in  accordance  with  the  standards  and  procedures  established 
by  the  Water  Resources  Council.  He  is  also  directed  to  prepare  recon¬ 
naissance  reports  on  all  matters  investigated,  and  to  submit  the  reports 
to  the  President  and  the  Congress  not  later  than  June  30, 1973,  but  he 
may  not  include  in  a  report  a  recommendation  for  inter-basin  transfers 
of  water  without  the  approval  of  the  States  affected.  He  is  further 
directed  to  prepare  a  feasibility  report  on  a  plan  which  shows  the  most 
economical  means  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  2 i/>  million  acre-feet  annually,  i.e.,  increas¬ 
ing  the  supply  of  the  river  by  that  amount  of  water  which  is  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  natural  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system.  If  that  plan 
involves  an  inter-basin  diversion,  no  recommendation  may  be  included 
in  the  feasibility  report  unless  the  States  affected  approve,  and  the 
feasibility  report  must  include  provisions  for  protecting  the  interests 
of  the  areas  of  origin.  This  report  and  comments  of  affected  states  and 
appropriate  Federal  agencies  must  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  not 
later  than  Jan.  1, 1975. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  section  to  provide  for  the  assembly  of  all 
relevant  facts  in  order  that  they  may  be  evaluated  by  the  Congress. 
The  prohibition  against  Secretarial  recommendation,  in  either  a  recon¬ 
naissance  or  feasibility-grade  report,  of  an  inter-basin  diversion  with¬ 
out  approval  of  the  States  concerned  is  intended  to  assure  Congres¬ 
sional  consideration  of  all  relevant  facts  without  prejudgment  by  the 
Executive  Branch.  It  is  important,  however,  that  Congress  have  all  of 
the  facts. 

As  fully  discussed  hereinbefore  in  Parts  III  and  VII  of  this  report, 
the  Committee  believes  that  augmentation  of  the  flow  of  the  Colorado 
River  by  some  means  is  essential  to  the  success  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  and  to  the  continued  economic  wellbeing  of  the  Southwest. 

The  significance  of  the  2.5  million  acre-feet  figure  is  that  the 
flow  of  the  mainstream  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  must  be  aug¬ 
mented  by  that  amount  of  water  in  order  for  the  Lower  Basin  States  to 
be  assured  of  getting  the  full  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  mainstream  water 
apportioned  to  them  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  when  Upper 
Basin  depletions  reduce  the  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  to  the  allowable  annual 
average  of  7.5  million  acre-feet. 

Section  202 

Section  202  deals  with  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  burden  from 
Colorado  River  and  is  a  key  provision  in  this  legislation.  It  declares 
that,  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Treaty  constitutes  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  which  shall  be  the  first  priority  of  any  augmenta¬ 
tion  program. 

The  Mexican  Treaty  was  entered  into  in  1944  by  the  Federal  gov¬ 
ernment  as  part  of  a  settlement  also  involving  the  Rio  Grande  River 
and  in  the  interest  of  international  comity.  This  burden  was  imposed 
on  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  and  is,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Committee,  properly  a  national  obligation.  Justification  for  the 
Committee's  position  is  discussed  in  Part  VIII  of  this  report. 

The  language  of  Section  202  provides  that  both  the  Upper  Basin 
and  the  Lower  Basin  are  relieved  of  the  obligation  imposed  by  Article 
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1 11(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  which  covers  deliveries  of 
water  to  Mexico,  but  only  at  such  time  as  the  Secretary  determines  and 
proclaims  that  means  are  available  and  are  in  operation  capable  of 
delivering  annually  into  the  Colorado  River  or  its  tributaries  sufficient 
water  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  requirements  together 
with  associated  losses.  The  studies  to  determine  the  means  of  supply¬ 
ing  this  water  are  provided  in  Section  201,  but  the  necessary  works 
cannot  be  undertaken  until  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Section  203 

Section  203  protects  the  States  or  areas  of  origin  in  the  event 
a  plan  is  prepared  for  inter-basin  diversions  into  the  Colorado  River 
system.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  include  in  the  plan  provisions 
that  assure  water  supplies  that  are  adequate  to  satisfy  the  ultimate 
requirements  of  the  areas  of  origin  at  prices  that  are  not  affected 
adversely  by  the  exportation  of  Avater  to  the  Colorado  River.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  if  the  exportation  of  water  caused  the  potential  water  users 
in  the  areas  of  origin  to  look  to  more  expensive  sources  or  methods 
of  supply,  the  additional  cost  would  have  to  be  met  either  from  one 
of  the  two  development  funds  established  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
or  from  other  Federal  revenues. 

The  section  also  protects  the  areas  of  origin  by  gi\’ing  their  future 
requirements  for  water  a  priority  in  perpetuity  over  the  users  of 
waters  that  are  diverted  from  the  basin,  even  though  the  diverted 
waters  are  put  to  a  prior  consumptive  use. 

Section  20  5 

Section  204  requires  annual  reports  to  be  made  covering  the  progress 
made  on  the  investigations  and  reports  authorized  by  the  bill. 

Section  205 

Section  205  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  the  funds  that  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  Title  II. 

T mu:  III — Authorized  Units:  Protection  of  Existing  Uses 
Section  301 

Subsection  (a)  authorizes  the  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  including  the  Hooker  dam  and  reservoir  in  New  Mexico  or 
suitable  alternative.  The  elements  of  the  Project  have  been  described 
in  Part  X  of  this  report. 

The  Hooker  dam  project  is  included  in  this  legislation  to  provide 
the  storage  necessary  for  downstream  flood  protection  and  to  permit 
New  Mexico  to  use  at  least  18,000  acre-feet  of  water  over  and  above 
the  amount  in  the  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California.  The  present  Hooker 
dam  plan  is  based  on  reconnaissance  studies  many  years  old.  The 
studies  need  to  be.  up-dated  giving  consideration  to  all  new  and 
pertinent  information  presented  during  the  Committee’s  hearings. 
The  flexibility  needed  for  modifying  the  plan  on  the  basis  of  the 
further  studies  is  provided  by  the  inclusion  in  the  legislation  of  the 
words  “or  suitable  alternative”  following  the  language  which  au¬ 
thorizes  Hooker  dam  and  reservoir.  In  restudying  this  feature,  the 
Secretary  should  give  consideration  to  all  the  usual  factors  that  go  into 
determining  the  most  feasible  development.  In  this  instance,  par¬ 
ticular  attention  should  be  given  to  the  matter  of  water  loss  due  to 
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evaporation  and  the  fact  that  the  present  proposal  involves  a  minor 
intrusion  into  the  Gila  wilderness  area. 

Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  establish  a  shortage  formula  which  assures 
California  4.4  million  acre- feet  ahead  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
in  any  year  in  which  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  is  not 
adequate  to  provide  7.5  m.a.f.  of  mainstream  consumptive  use  in  the 
Lower  Basin  and  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation.  This 
formula  applies  to  all  uses  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  under 
present  perfected  rights  (which  means  rights  existing  as  of  June  25, 
1929,  the  effective  date  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act),  under 
existing  contracts  with  the  United  States,  and  existing  Federal  Reser¬ 
vation  rights. 

In  any  year  in  which  there  is  insufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River 
water  available  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet 
in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water  to 
meet  present  perfected  rights  and  other  uses  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada,  including  existing  Federal  reservations,  with  a  limita¬ 
tion  of  4,400,000  acre-feet  on  California  uses.  Water  users  in  the 
State  of  Nevada  will  not  have  to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion 
greater  than  would  have  been  imposed  in  the  absence  of  this  section. 
The  relative  priorities,  among  themselves,  of  the  water  users  in  the 
three  States  whose  rights  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the  Central 
Arizona  unit  will  not  be  affected  by  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

The  effect  of  the  limitation  on  California  imposed  by  section  4(a) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  is  to  require  California  to  bear 
the  first  impact  of  any  shortage  which  reduces  the  water  supply  from 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  the  three  States  to  7.5 
million  acre-feet.  There  are  existing  projects  in  California  designed 
and  built  to  use  5.4  million  acre-feet  in  anticipation  of  the  availability 
of  1  million  acre-feet  of  surplus  water,  and  the  projects  have  actually 
used  5.1  million  acre-feet.  Thus,  California  would  have  to  give  up 
700,000  acre-feet  of  existing  uses  when  the  main  stream  supply  shrinks 
to  7.5  million  acre-feet,  and  Arizona  and  Nevada  require  their  full 
decreed  rights.  The  effect  of  this  section  of  the  legislation  is  that  if  the 
supply  of  main  stream  water  drops  below  7.5  million  acre-feet,  the 
next  impact  of  shortage  will  have  to  be  borne  by  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  Under  this  condition  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  would  have  to  be  reduced  to  the  extent  necessary  to  assure  the 
availability  of  water  for  use  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  by 
holders  of  present  perfected  rights  and  for  meeting  commitments  to 
other  users  served  under  existing  contracts  with  the  United  States, 
with  the  protection  to  California  limited,  however,  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet. 

The  provisions  in  subsection  (b)  have  the  effect  of  implementing 
Article  II  B(3)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Arizona  v. 
California  which  deals  with  shortages  in  the  7.5  million  acre-feet 
apportioned  by  the  Supreme  Court.  Article  II  B(3)  directs  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  first  satisfy  perfected  rights  and  to  allocate  the  remaining 
available  water  in  accordance  with  applicable  law.  This  section  writes 
the  applicable  law  which  the  Secretary  would  have  to  follow. 

Under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (c)  the  limitation  on  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  diversions  stated  in  subsection  (b)  will  be  inappli¬ 
cable  in  any  year  that  the  Secretary  determines  and  proclaims  that 
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means  are  available  and  in  operation  to  augment  the  water  supply  of 
the  Colorado  River  System  so  as  to  provide  annual  consumptive  use 
of  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  mainstream  water  to  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada  users. 

A  priority  for  present  California  uses,  up  to  4.4  million  acre-feet 
per  year,  over  new  uses  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  has  been  one 
of  the  major  stumbling  blocks  in  this  and  prior  bills.  If  the.  flow  of 
the  River  is  eventually  augmented,  as  a  result  of  the  studies  authorized 
in  Title  II,  the  problem  will  become  academic.  If  the  augmentation 
does  not  occur,  however,  the  decreased  amount  of  water  estimated  to 
be  in  the  River  for  use  in  the  Lower  Basin  will  curtail  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

Section  302 

Section  302  provides  for  the  acquisition  of  the  Indian  lands  or  inter¬ 
ests  therein  that  are  needed  for  the  Onne  dam  and  reservoir.  The  ac¬ 
quisition  will  be  by  negotiated  agreement,  if  possible:  otherwise,  it 
will  be  by  condemnation.  The  Indians  will  be  paid  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  lands  or  interests  acquired. 

The  section  permits  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  acquire  either 
fee  title  to  a  tract  of  land  or  an  easement  in  the  land,  whichever  is 
needed. 

The  value  of  the  land  is  estimated  to  be  between  $1,000  and  $2,000 
per  acre.  On  the  basis  of  a  possible  taking  up  to  15,000  acres,  the  esti¬ 
mated  maximum  cost  would  be  $30,000,000.  The  actual  cost  could,  of 
course,  be  less  than  half  this  amount.  There  are  about  300  persons  in 
the  Tribe,  including  both  adults  and  children,  who  will  receive  the 
benefit  of  the  payment. 

In  addition  to  payment  of  the  full  value  of  the  land  or  easement 
acquired,  the  section  provides  for  the  following  special  benefits: 

(1)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  directed  to  add  to  the  Fort 
McDowell  Reservation  2500  acres  of  Federal  land  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Reservation  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.  This  land  has  a  lower  estimated  value  per  acre  than  the  land 
to  be  taken  by  the  government.  The  2500  acres  are  now  in  the  Tonto 
National  Forest,  but  will  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  this  purpose  by  public  land  order.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  will  provide  substitute  lands  for  the  Forest  Service  by  ex¬ 
changing  public  lands  for  inholdings  in  the  various  Arizona  National 
Forests  and  transferring  the  exchanged  lands  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

The  2500  acres  are  to  be  added  to  the  Indian  reservation  because  the 
Fedei-al  taking  for  the  Orme  dam  and  reservoir  will  involve  between 
12,000  and  15,000  acres,  out  of  a  reservation  of  24,680  acres.  Some  sub¬ 
stitute  lands  are  needed  to  maintain  an  adequate  land  base  for  the 
reservation. 

(2)  The.  Indians  will  retain  the  right  to  use  the  land  taken  by  the 
United  States,  or  to  lease  it,  for  any  purpose  that  is  not  inconsistent 
with  the  operation  of  the  Federal  project.  This  will  permit  use  of  the 
land  for  grazing,  for  example,  when  it  is  not  actually  under  water. 
It  will  also  permit  the  extraction  of  minerals,  if  any,  to  the  extent 
operation  of  the  Federal  project  will  not  be  impaired.  There  are  no 
known  mineral  values  that  could  be  extracted.  The.  value  of  the  mineral 
right  retained  by  the  Indians  will  be  reflected  in  the  appraisal  of  the 
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will  not  be  considered  in  the  appraisal. 

(3)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  directed  to  offer  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  toward  the  cost,  of  relocating  or  replacing  the  improvements 
on  the  Fort  McDowell  reservation.  The  entire  community 
will  be  required  to  move.  The  improvements  consist  of  53  homes  with 
an  estimated  value  ranging  from  $0  to  $12,000,  one  tribal  community 
building,  one  office  building,  and  a  water  system.  The  latter  have  an 
estimated  value  of  $15,000  each.  The  payment  for  replacing  a  home 
may  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  present  struc¬ 
ture  and  $8,000,  which  is  considered  to  be  the  minimum  cost  of  an 
acceptable  replacement  home.  If  $8,000  were  allowed  for  the  replace¬ 
ment  of  all  53  homes,  which  is  not  expected  to  happen,  a  total  of 
$421,000  would  be  used,  leaving  $70,000  for  replacement  of  the  com¬ 
munity  building,  office  building,  and  water  system.  If  more  costly 
replacements  are  desired  by  the  Indians,  they  should  provide  the  funds 
from  the  purchase  price  paid  for  the  land  taken  by  the  government. 

(4)  Each  of  the  Indian  communities  involved  will  be  permitted  to 
develop  and  operate  recreational  facilities  on  the  Federal  lands  along 
the  shoreline  of  the  Orme  Reservoir  that  are  located  on  or  adjacent  to 
its  reservation.  Such  development  must  be  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  and  conditions  prescribed  bv  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  but 
will  not  be  subject  to  the  Federal  Water  Projects  Recreation  Act.  (See 
sec,  308. ) 

Precedent  for  the  foregoing  special  benefits  is  found  in  prior  legis¬ 
lation  providing  for  Federal  acquisition  of  reservation  lands  needed 
for  the  Tock’s  Island  dam  project,  the  Oahe  dam  project,  the  Fort 
Randal]  dam  project,  and  the  Big  Bend  dam  project.  In  each  instance, 
substantial  sums  were  provided,  in  addition  to  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  land,  as  compensation  for  indirect  damages  sustained  by  the 
Indians,  and  for  rehabilitation  purposes. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  special  benefits  provided  by  section 
302  are  reasonable  and  are  comparable  to  the  benefits  provided  for 
other  Indian  tribes. 

Section  303 

Section  303  directs  the  Secretary  to  continue  studies  and  complete 
a  plan  for  supplying  the  power  requirements  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  and  for  augmenting  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund, 
but  such  plan  cannot  include  main  stream  dams  on  the  Colorado  River. 
The  plan  must  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  within  one  year  after  the 
date  of  this  Act  and,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  it  will  not  become  effective  until  approved  by  Congress. 

If  included  in  the  recommended  plan,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into 
a  contract  with  non-Federal  interests  who  propose  to  construct  and 
own  a  large  thermal  generating  power  plant,  under  which  the  United 
States  will  acquire  the  right  to  the  portion  of  the  plant  capacity  that 
is  needed  for  the  Central  Arizona  project,  estimated  to  be  about  400 
megawatts  for  a  2,500  cfs  canal.  During  intermittent  periods,  when 
such  power  and  energy  are  not  needed  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  the  Secretary  may  dispose  of  this  excess  power  and  energy 
at  such  prices  as  lie  may  determine,  including  its  marketing  in  con¬ 
junction  with  other  power  and  energy  from  the  Federal  Colorado 
River  System. 
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Under  the  contract,  the  United  States  will  pay  a  portion  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  based  on  the  ratio  of  the  plant  capacity  purchased  by 
the  United  States  to  t he  total  plant  capacity.  The  Federal  share  of 
preconstruction  costs  may  be  made  available  as  needed,  but  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  of  construction  costs  may  be  made  available  only  after  ade¬ 
quate  contracts,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  have  been  entered 
into  between  all  affected  parties  with  respect  to  the  construction  and 
operation  of  the  plant.  The  United  States  will  also  pay  a  fair  share  of 
the  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  and  will  be  given  credit  for  the 
value  of  any  interest  in  Federal  land  made  available  for  the  plant. 

The  proposed  thermal  generating  powerplant  will  require  access 
across  and  use  of  b  ederal  lands  for  plant  facilities  and  appurtenances 
and  transmission  lines  interconnecting  said  plant  with  the  project 
pumping  plants  and  with  the  load  centers  of  the  participating  non- 
Federal  interests  and  customers  of  such  non-Federal  interests.  The  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  thermal  generating  power  plant  is  of 
benefit  to  the  United  States  and  the  Committee  expects  that,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  principles  of  sound  land  management,  such  access  rights  and 
use  of  Federal  lands  will  be  granted  by  the  Federal  agencies  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  administration  of  such  lands  expeditiously  and  without 
conditions  not  directly  related  to  the  project  or  with  the  administration 
of  the  lands  so  occupied  so  as  to  advance  the  timely  construction  and 
operation  of  such  facilities.  The  United  States,  of  course,  should  re¬ 
ceive  appropriate  payment  for  the  interest  in  Federal  lands  so  made 
available. 

T\  ater  for  the  plant,  if  diverted  above  Lee  Ferry  for  use  in  Arizona, 
will  be  a  charge  against  the  50,000  acre-feet  per  year  entitlement  which 
Arizona  has  as  a  State  of  the  Upper  Basin  under  the  Upper  Colorado 
Fiver  Basin  Compact. 

Section  30 Jf. 

Section  304  provides  that  Central  Arizona  Project  water  will  not  be 
made  available  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  unless  the  lands  have  a  recent 
irrigation  history,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary.  This  prohibition 
does  not  apply  to  Indian  land,  to  national  wildlife  refuges,  or,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary,  to  State-administered  wildlife  areas. 

Central  Arizona  Project  water  may,  if  the  Secretary  deems  desirable, 
be  supplied  for  irrigation,  municipal,  and  industrial  uses  pursuant  to 
master  contracts  with  organizations  that  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  taxable,  real  property  within  their  boundaries.  The  con¬ 
tracts  between  such  organizations  and  water  users  will  be  subject  to 
Secretarial  approval. 

Repayment  contracts  and  water  delivery  contracts  under  Sections 
9(d)  and  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1939  may  be  for  a 
basic  term  of  not  more  than  50  years,  and  may  provide  for  the  use  of 
irrigation  water  for  municipal  and  industrial  purposes  when  it  is  not 
needed  for  irrigation  purposes. 

Central  Arizona  Project  contracts  for  municipal  and  industrial 
water  may  be  made  without  regard  to  the  last  sentence  of  Section  9(c) 
of  the  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1939,  which  permits  such  contracts 
only  if  they  will  not  impair  the  efficiency  of  the  project  for  irrigation 
use. 

Central  Arizona  Project  contracts  must  control  expansion  of  irriga¬ 
tion  from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area, 
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prevent  excess  conveyance  losses  in  canals,  and  prohibit  pumping 
ground  water  from  within  the  service  area  to  a  point  outside  the  service 
area  unless  surplus  ground  water  exists  and  drainage  is  required. 

Central  Arizona  Project  contracts  may  require  a  contractor  to  accept 
main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  other  sup¬ 
plies*  In  times  of  shortage,  however,  contractors  who  have  yielded 
water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream  water  will  have 
a  priority  over  other  main  stream  users  to  the  extent  of  the  quantities 
of  water  yielded. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  certain  water  rights  on  the  Salt  and 
Gila  River  systems,  with  which  exchanges  are  contemplated,  have 
never  been  adjudicated  as  to  their  legality  and  their  dates  of  priority 
in  relation  to  the  rights  of  other  water  users.  It  is  anticipated  that  a 
complete  adjudication  of  all  such  rights  will  be  effected  before  valid 
and  meaningful  exchange  arrangements  may  be  negotiated  between 
the  Secretary  and  the  prospective  upstream  beneficiaries  of  exchange 
agreements. 

The  Secretary  may,  by  contract,  permit  the.  consumptive  use  in  New 
Mexico  of  not.  to  exceed  an  average  of  18,000  acre-feet,  per  year  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River.  Such  use  will  be  in  addition  to  the  New  Mexico 
entitlement  to  Gila  River  water  under  Arizona  v.  California ,  and  will 
be  charged  to  the  Arizona  entitlement  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water.  Such  use  will  be  permitted  however,  only  as  long  as 
other  Colorado  River  water  is  available  in  sufficient  quantities  to  re¬ 
place  any  diminution  of  supply  in  Arizona  resulting  from  diversions 
from  the  Gila  in  New  Mexico. 

When,  through  augmentation,  water  is  available  from  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  to  permit  consumptive  uses  in  Arizona 
in  excess  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  per  year,  the  Secretary  may,  to  the 
extent  of  the  excess,  permit  the  additional  use  in  New  Mexico  of  an 
average  of  30,000  acre-feet  per  year  from  Gila  River  water. 

Both  the  18,000  and  the  30,000  acre- feet  uses  in  New  Mexico,  if  they 
should  materialize,  would  be  junior  to  all  existing  rights  to  Gila  River 
water.  In  both  cases  the  diminished  water  supply  for  use  in  Arizona 
that  is  caused  by  the  diversions  from  the  Gila  in  New  Mexico  would 
be  replaced  by  Colorado  River  water.  The  18,000  acre- feet  would  come 
out  of  the  Arizona  entitlement  from  the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado 
River,  while  the  30,000  acre-feet  would  come  from  the  augmented 
water  supply  in  the  River  only  after  2.8  million  acre-feet  is  made 
available  for  consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  for  both  ex¬ 
changes. 

Section  305 

Section  305  proAudes  that  if  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  is  aug¬ 
mented  in  order  to  make  possible  the  annual  consumptWe  use  of  2.8 
million  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  4.4  million  acre-feet  in  California,  and 
300,000  acre-feet  in  Nevada,  the  water  made  available  by  augmenta¬ 
tion,  within  the  limits  of  the  figures  mentioned,  will  be.  furnished  to 
users  at  the  same  cost,  and  on  the  same  terms  that  would  have  applied 
if  mainstream  water  had  been  available.  This  cost  provision  is  limited 
to  the  extent  the  deficiencies  can  be  offset  by  the  financial  assistance 
available  from  the  development  fund  established  by  Section  403  after 
taking  into  account  a  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  replenishment 
of  deficiencies  occasioned  by  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden. 


78 


Section  306 

Section  306  directs  the  Secretary  to  undertake  programs  for  water 
salvage  and  ground  water  recovery  along  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River,  to  the  extent  they  are  reasonably  consistent  with  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  in  the  area. 

Section  307 

This  section  reauthorizes  the  Dixie  Project  in  Utah  and  provides  for 
its  financial  integration  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project.  Changes 
in  the  Dixie  Project  plan  of  development  have  resulted  in  increased 
costs,  and  the  appropriation  authorization  for  the  project  is  therefore 
increased  by  this  section  from  $42,700,000  to  $58,000,000.  Financial 
integration  of  the  project  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  will 
permit  it  to  participate  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  established  by  Title  IV. 

Section  308 

This  section  provides  for  the  conservation  and  development  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  and  for  the  development  of  recreational  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Projects  Recreation 
Act.  This  is  a  standard  provision  carried  in  all  recent  water  project 
authorizations.  The  recreation  development  by  the  Fort  McDowell 
Indians  authorized  in  Section  302,  is  exempt  from  the  provisions  of 
this  section. 

Section.309 

This  section  limits  the  appropriation  authorization  for  construction 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  to  $779,000,000,  subject  to  adjustment 
to  reflect  changes  in  price  indices.  This  amount  includes  prepayment 
for  entitlement  to  electric  plant  capacity  and  for  entitlement  to  related 
transmission  capacities.  The  appropriation  authorization  for  con¬ 
struction  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands 
is  limited  to  $100,000,000.  The  latter  appropriation  and  the  revenues 
from  the  operation  of  the  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  will 
not  be  credited  to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  since  these 
facilities,  if  constructed  or  financed  by  the  Federal  government,  will 
be  handled  by  separate  contracts  on  a  fully  reimbursable  basis. 

Title  IV — Lower  River  Basin  Development  Fitnu:  Alloca¬ 
tion  and  Repayment  of  Costs:  Contracts 


Section  1^01 

This  section  requires  the  cost  of  constructing  each  Lower  Basin  unit 
of  the  Project,  upon  completion,  to  be  allocated  to  the  multiple  pur¬ 
poses  served  by  the  Project,  Allocation  will  be  in  accordance  with 
Federal  Reclamation  Laws  and  the  Federal  Water  Projects  Recrea¬ 
tion  Act,  except  that  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  enhancement  for  the  Dixie  Project  are  made  nonreimbursable 
as  provided  in  the  original  Dixie  Project  authorization  Act.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  an  appropriate  portion  of  the  total  construction  cost  is  to  be 
allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  Colorado  River  flows  required  in 
performance  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  These  replenishment 
costs,  including  also  operation  and  maintenance  expenses,  are  made 
nonreimbursable  because  the  cost  of  performing  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  is  made  a  national  obligation  by  Section  202.  The  Treaty  costs 
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include  replenishment  of  those  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from 
regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at  the  Mexican  boundary 
which  are  associated  with  the  Treaty  obligation.  It  should  be  under¬ 
stood  that  these  replenishment  costs  are,  in  fact,  the  costs  of  augment¬ 
ing-  the  Colorado  River  by  an  amount  necessary  to  satisfy  the  Treaty 
obligation.  Thus,  any  allocation  under  this  authority  must  await  the 
authorization  of  augmentation  works  by  the  Congress  and  the  con¬ 
struction  of  such  works. 

Section  402 

This  section  provides  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the  irrigation  of 
Indian  lands,  and  which  are  beyond  the  repayment  capability  of  the 
lands,  will  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  that  are  within  the  repayment 
capability  of  the  lands  are  reimbursable,  but  collection  is  deferred  as 
long  as  the  land  remain  in  Indian  ownership  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Leavitt  Act.  The  Leavitt  Act  applies  automatically 
to  all  strictly  Indian  projects,  but  must  be  made  applicable  by  spe¬ 
cific  provision  when  Indian  lands  are  irrigated  by  a  non-Indian  irriga¬ 
tion  project. 

Section  403 

This  .section  establishes  a  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  into 
which  will  be  paid : 

(1)  All  appropriations  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and 
the  Dixie  Project  as  authorized  by  Title  III ; 

(2)  All  revenues  from  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  and  the  Dixie  Project  (except  entrance  and  recreation 
user  fees,  which  will  continue  to  be  governed  by  existing  law), 
including  revenues  after  payout  of  the  projects; 

(3)  All  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parke r-Da vis 
Projects  which  are  surplus,  after  repayment  obligations  of  these 
projects  have  been  met.  I11  lieu-of-tax  payments  of  $300,000  to 
each  of  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  are  required  to  be  con¬ 
tinued,  however,  as  long  as  revenues  accrue  from  operation  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project.  Without  this  provision  the  payments 
would  terminate  in  1987 ; 

(I)  All  revenues  from  the  portion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest- 
Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in  Nevada  and  Arizona  which 
are  surplus,  after  applicable  repayment  obligations  have  been  met. 

Appropriations  for  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and 
the  Dixie  Project  that  are  credited  to  the  fund  are  to  be  used  for  that 
purpose.  Other  revenues  credited  to  the  fund,  however,  may  not  be 
used  for  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or  any  other 
project  until  approved  by  Congress. 

Revenues  in  the  fund  derived  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
and  the  Dixie  Project  and  the  surplus  revenues  in  the  fund  derived 
from  the  portion  of  the  intertie  in  Nevada  and  Arizona,  and  the  sur¬ 
plus  revenues  in  the  fund  derived  from  the  sale  of  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona,  may  be  used 
without  further  appropriation  (1)  for  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  the  Dixie  Project  (subject  to  any 
limitation  that  may  be  imposed  by  annual  appropriation  Acts),  and 
(2)  for  payment  to  water  users  in  Arizona  to  compensate  them  for 
losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  caused  by  exchanges  of  water  between 
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users  in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  under  Section  804(f),  which  relates 
to  the  diversion  of  18,000  acre- feet  of  Gila  River  water  in  New  Mexico. 
This  latter  payment  is  not  expected  to  exceed  $5,000  annually. 

The  revenues  referred  to  in  the  preceding  paragraph  that  are  not 
used  for  the  two  purposes  specified  must  be  transferred  annually,  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  ( f ),  to  the  General  Fund  of  the  Treasury  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  they  are  needed  to  return  within  50  years,  exclusive  of  any  au¬ 
thorized  development  period,  the  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
and  the  Dixie  Project  that  are  allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  pow¬ 
er,  or  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  plus  interest  on  the  un¬ 
amortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  features  of  the  projects.  How¬ 
ever,  in  the  case  of  the  Dixie  Project,  repayment,  to  the  extent  it  is  not 
covered  by  Dixie  Project  revenues,  shall  be  made  only  after  payout  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  Dixie  Project  costs,  which  exceed 
Dixie  Project  revenues,  also  may  be  repaid  pursuant  to  subsection  (g) 
of  this  section. 

In  accordance  with  subsection  (g),  all  revenues  in  the  fund  that  are 
not  used  or  usable  in  the  manner  explained  in  the  preceding  two  para¬ 
graphs  will  be  available,  without  further  appropriation,  to  reimburse 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  as  required  by  Section  502,  and, 
if  needed,  to  help  finance  the  Dixie  Project  (see  Section  307),  and, 
upon  appropriation  by  Congress,  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  incurred  in  connection  with  future  projects  to  augment 
the  water  suppl  ies  of  the  Colorado  River. 

A  financially  sound  development  fund  is  critical  to  the  success  of  an 
augmentation  program  and  to  resolution  of  the  controversy  over  the 
sharing  of  water  shortages  in  the  Lower  Basin.  Notwithstanding  the 
nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  a  substantial 
amount  of  money  will  be  required  in  the  development  fund  to  provide 
the  financial  assistance  necessary  to  assure  that  augmentation  water 
required  to  provide  the  full  7.5  million  acre-feet  apportioned  among 
the  Lower  Basin  States  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  Ari¬ 
zona  v.  California  will  be  available  at  the  same  costs  as  the  natural 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River.  Unless  this  is  accomplished,  augmenta¬ 
tion  would  do  no  more  than  shift  the  controversy  from  a  struggle  over 
who  must  bear  the  shortage  to  one  of  who  must  stand  the  cost  of  the 
augmentation  water. 

The  interest  rate  required  by  this  section  will  be  based  on  the  average 
rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  on  outstanding  fifteen  year  or  longer 
obligations;  i.e.,  the  coupon  rate  rather  than  the  yield  rate.  This  is  the 
formula  used  by  Congress  in  most  water  resource  projects  authorized 
in  recent  years. 

Business-type  budgets  are  required  to  be  submitted  to  Congress  an¬ 
nually  for  all  operations  financed  from  the  fund. 

Section 

This  section  requires  the  Secretary  to  submit  to  Congress  on  a  fiscal 
year  basis  reports  showing  the  status  of  the  cost  of  constructing,  oper¬ 
ating,  and  maintaining  each  Lower  Basin  project  and  unit  and  the 
status  of  revenues  received.  The  report  must  show  the  investment  allo¬ 
cated  to  each  purpose,  the  up-to-date  status  of  repayment,  and  the 
estimated  return  necessary  to  accomplish  full  repayment  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 
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Title  V — Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Authorizations  and 


Section  501 


Reimbursements 


This  section  authorizes  the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  in  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  The  five  projects  will  cost  a  total 
of  $392,000,000  and  are  briefly  described  in  Part  X  of  this  report.  It 
also  conditionally  authorizes  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
Project,  subject  to  submission  of  a  planning  report  to  the  Congress, 
certification  as  to  its  physical  and  financial  feasibility,  and  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  appropriations  for  its  construction. 

This  section  also  deletes,  adds,  and  changes  the  nomenclature  of  cer¬ 
tain  projects  in  the  planning  section  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act,  with  a  deadline  set  for  completion  of  the  planning  report 
for  the  Ute  Indian  Unit  in  Utah. 

The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  with  the  construction  of  the  five 
projects  authorized  for  the  Upper  Basin  under  a  time  schedule  that 
will  permit  them  to  be  completed  by  the  time  water  is  first  delivered 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  but  an  appropriate  repayment 
contract  must  be  executed  before  construction  on  a  project  may  com¬ 
mence.  Furthermore,  the  Animas-La  Plata  project  may  not  be  started 
until  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  have  ratified  a  compact  which  makes 
the  right  to  divert  and  store  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  project 
water  for  use  in  New  Mexico,  equal  in  priority  to  the  right  to  use 
project  water  in  Colorado,  provided  the  New  Mexico  uses  are  within 
the  New  Mexico  entitlement  under  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact,  The  consent  of  Congress  is  given  to  the  compact,  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  which  is  set  out  in  this  section. 

The  160-acre  excess  lands  provision  of  the  Federal  Reclamation 
Laws  is  modified  to  mean  160  acres  of  Class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
in  other  land  classes,  insofar  as  the  five  Upper  Basin  projects  and  the 
Seedskadee  project  (already  authorized)  are  concerned. 

In  the  administration  of  projects  authorized  bv  this  Act  or  by  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  that  are  within  or  for  the  sole 
benefit  of  Colorado,  the  Secretary  is  required  to  comply  with  the  laws 
of  Colorado  with  respect  to  priority  of  appropriation  and  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Federal  and  State  Court  decrees  entered  pursuant  to  such  laws, 
in  .the  diversion  and  storage  of  water.  The  Committee  understands 
this  requirement  to  mean  that  diversion  and  storage  rights  for  these 
projects  will  be  junior  to  existing  rights  recognized  under  Colorado 
law.  This  is  merely  a  reaffirmation  of  the  rule  of  law  that  would 
apply  in  any  event.  The  Secretary  is  also  directed  to  obtain  the 
approval  of  the  State  of  Colorado  to  any  operating  principles  he  may 
decide  to  adopt  for  these  projects.  The  Secretary  is  not  required,  how¬ 
ever,  to  adopt  any  operating  principles.  The  Committee  does  not  intend 
this  language  to  interfere  with  the  executive  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  in  contracting  for  the  sale  and  distribution  of  water. 

Subsection  (f)  has  been  included  in  the  legislation  in  order  to  give 
congressional  interpretation  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  “any  western 
slope  appropriations”  that  appear  in  paragraph  (i)  of  the  section 
of  Senate  Document  No.  SO,  Toth  Congress,  1st  session,  entitled  “Man¬ 
ner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features.”  The 
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meaning  of  these  words  which  this  subsection  approves  is  the  same  as 
that  approved  by  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board.  The  sec¬ 
tion  of  Senate  Document  No.  80  referred  to  provides  for  three  prin¬ 
cipal  water  components  of  the  Colorado — Big  Thompson  Federal 
reclamation  project;  namely,  for  diversion  of  water  to  the  eastern  slope 
of  Colorado,  for  storage  of  replacement  water,  and  for  storage  of 
water  for  use  in  western  Colorado.  The  replacement  water  (52,000 
acre-feet)  and  water  for  use  in  western  Colorado  (100,000  acre-feet) 
are  stored  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  in  western  Colorado. 

The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (g)  of  the  particular  section  of  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  No.  80  in  question  says: 

The  100,000  acre-feet  of  storage  in  said  reservoir  shall 
be  considered  to  have  the  same  date  of  priority  of  ap¬ 
propriation  as  that  for  water  diverted  or  stored  for  trans¬ 
mountain  diversion. 

This  quoted  sentence  is  subsequently  qualified  by  paragraph  (i) 
of  the  same  section  which,  with  reference  to  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact,  states,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Notwithstanding  the  relative  priorities  specified  in  paragraph 
(g)  herein,  if  an  obligation  is  created  under  said  compact  to 
augment  the  supply  of  water  from  the  State  of  Colorado  to 
satisfy  the  provisions  of  said  compact,  the  diversion  for  the 
benefit  of  the  eastern  slope  shall  be  discontinued  in  advance  of 
any  western  slope  appropriations. 

The  Committee  was  informed  that  there  has  been  considerable  mis¬ 
understanding  within  the  State  of  Colorado  as  to  the  effect  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  projects  herein  authorized  when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  above- 
quoted  provisions  of  Senate  Document  No.  80.  Although  the  misunder¬ 
standings  may  be  less  real  than  they  appear,  the  Committee  agrees  to 
resolving  the  matter  by  approving  the  interpretation  of  the  words 
“any  western  slope  appropriations”  to  mean  and  refer  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  heretofore  made  for  storage  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  on  the 
western  slope  of  Colorado.  It.  is  the  view  of  the  Committee  that  any 
other  interpretation  would  interfere  with  water  rights  vested  by  law 
in  prior  appropriators,  and  that  the  approved  interpretation  defines 
and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate  Document 
No.  80,  and  does  not,  in  any  way,  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations 
arising  under  Senate  Document  No.  80  or  under  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  Colorado. 

Section  502 

Section  502  deals  with  the  financial  problems  created  by  the  filling  of 
Lake  Powell  and  the  resulting  impairment  of  firm  power  production 
at  Hoover  Dam.  Substantial  payments  have  already  been  made  out  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  to  compensate  Hoover  Dam 
power  contractors  for  deficiencies  in  power  generation  at  Hoover  Dam 
and  additional  payments  may  have  to  be  made  in  the  future  under  the 
Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria. 

Section  502  provides  for  the  repayment  of  actual  money  expended 
heretofore  or  hereafter  out  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund, 
pursuant  to  the  1962  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria.  This  is  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  transferring  $500,000  each  year  to  the  Upper  Basin  Fund 
from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund  created  by  the  Boulder 
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Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  of  1940,  commencing  with  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act.  This  1940  Fund  now  receives  $500,000  per  year  from 
Hoover  Dam  power  revenues  earmarked  for  use  in  the  construction  of 
projects  and  will  continue  to  do  so  under  existing  law  until  1987.  The 
effect  of  section  502  is  to  earmark  that  same  amount  ($500,000)  for 
transfer  to  the  Upper  Basin  Fund  instead.  If  any  deficit  in  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  exists  after  19S7  the 
remaining  deficiency  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the  new  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  Development  Fund  which  is  established  by  Title  I\7  of  this  Act. 

Title  VI — General  Provisions:  Definitions:  Conditions 

Long  and  arduous  negotiations  preceded  the  adoption  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  Title  VI  relating  to  the  reservoir  operating  criteria  for 
Iloover  and  Glen  Canyon  dams.  These  negotiations  involved  interests 
in  the  three  Lower  Division  States  and  the  four  Upper  Division  States 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  consultation  with  technical  and  legal 
representatives  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  agreement 
reached  is  a  step  toward  finally  settling  the  disputes  which  have 
existed  between  the  two  basins,  and  constitutes  an  Act  of  statesmanship 
which  is  to  be  highly  commended. 

The  language  expressed  in  Title  VI,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee,  constitutes  a  fair  and  reasonable  solution  to  the  problem  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  future  water  resource  development  of  the  four  Upper 
Division  States,  and  also  providing  for  the  use  of  the  water  in  the 
Lower  Division  States  until  the  water  is  required  upstream.  This 
should  result  in  the  greatest  beneficial  use  of  the  available  water. 

Section  601 

This  section  disclaims  any  intention  to  change  in  any  way  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact,  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty,  or  the  Supreme  Court  decision  in  Arizona  v. 
California.  Likewise,  except  as  provided  in  this  legislation,  there  is  no 
intention  to  change  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act. 

The  Secretary  is  directed  to  make  reports  at  five-year  intervals 
showing  consumptive  uses  and  losses  from  the  Colorado  River  system, 
and  to  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water  originating 
in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  upon  the  availability  of 
water  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact.  While  the  reports  would 
have  to  be  submitted  only  every  five  years,  starting  October  1,  1970, 
the  information  on  consumptive  uses  and  losses  would  be  on  an  annual 
basis.  The  importance  of  this  provision  is  underscored  by  the  fact  that 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  will  be  able  to  operate  at  full  capacity 
only  by  using  temporarily  water  that  is  apportioned  to  the  Upper 
Basin  but  which  is  presently  not  used  there.  As  Upper  Basin  develop¬ 
ment  progresses  there  will  come  a  time  when  this  water  will  no  longer 
be  available  for  use  in  the  Lower  Basin,  and  operations  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  will  need  to  be  reduced  unless  the  flow  of  the  river 
below  Lee  Ferry  is  augmented.  This  time  is  expected  to  arrive  about 
1985  to  1995.  The  Upper  Basin,  therefore,  insists  and  is  entitled  to  a 
clear  statement  of  its  right  to  recapture  its  waters  when  needed. 

While  the  Committee  hopes  that  some  practical  method  of  augmen¬ 
tation  can  be  found,  it  is  satisfied  from  the  testimony  of  witnesses 
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that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  economically  feasible  even  if  the 
river  flow  is  not  augmented  and  the  Project  water  supply  is  ultimately 
curtailed. 

Under  the  terms  of  subsection  (c)  any  affected  State  may  institute 
suit  in  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  and  the  United  States  may  be 
joined  as  a  party,  in  the  event  that  any  Federal  officer  or  agency 
fails  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  or  with  the  laws,  treaty, 
interstate  compacts,  and  court  decree  named  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  The  Committee  understands  that  this  subsection  relates  to 
the  storage  and  release  of  water  from  all  Federal  reservoirs  and  to 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  Federal  facilities  in  the  Colorado 
River  system,  including  any  Federal  works  that  may  be  subsequently 
authorized  for  construction  for  the  augmentation  of  the  water  supply 
in  any  part  of  the  Colorado  River  system  from  sources  outside  the 
drainage  area  of  that  system. 

Section  602 

Storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  the  key  to  whether  the  Upper  Division 
States  can  deliver  water  at  Lee  Ferry  as  required  by  Articles  III(c) 
and  111(d)  of  the  Compact  without  curtailment  of  Upper  Basin  con¬ 
sumptive  uses.  If  there  is  no  water  storage  in  Lake  Powell  to  make 
the  required  releases  during  periods  of  drought,  it  is  possible  that 
Upper  Basin  consumptive  uses  would  have  to  be  curtailed  in  order 
to  discharge  the  Compact  obligations.  The  greater  the  storage  in  Lake 
Powell,  the  less  likelihood  there  will  be  of  this  happening.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  too  much  water  is  withheld  in  Lake  Powell  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  necessary  for  later  discharge  of  Upper  Basin  com¬ 
pact  obligations  the  possibility  of  spill  and  denial  of  use  in  the  Lower 
Basin  is  increased.  The  language  of  Title  VI,  implementing  opera¬ 
tions  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  is  intended  to  establish  a 
commonsense  balance  between  the  right  of  the  Upper  Division  States 
to  store  water  to  meet  future  delivery  requirements  under  the  Com¬ 
pact  and  the  Lower  Basin’s  right  under  Article  111(e)  of  the  Com¬ 
pact  to  demand  the  release  of  water  stored  in  the  Upper  Basin  to 
meet  Lower  Basin  consumptive  uses. 

Section  602  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  consultation  with 
the  official  representatives  of  each  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  and  with  affected  contractual  interests,  to  promulgate  equit¬ 
able  criteria  for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  reservoirs 
constructed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act,  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act,  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act.  It  sets  forth 
the  broad  objectives  to  be  attained  by  such  criteria  and  outlines,  in 
broad  terms,  guiding  policies  to  be  followed.  It  also  sets  forth  specific 
and  detailed  provisions  to  be  incorporated  in  the  criteria. 

The  criteria  required  by  section  602  must  be  adopted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  not  later  than  July  i,  1970,  and  he  must  report  annually,  begin¬ 
ning  January  1,  1972,  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  with  respect  to  operation  under  these 
adopted  criteria.  To  the  extent  that  it  is  possible  to  foresee,  reservoir 
operations  under  section  602  will  not  be  inconsistent  with  reservoir 
operations  permitted  under  the  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  printed  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  July  19,  1962  (27  F.R.  6851).  Thus,  it  is  expected  that 
the  criteria  established  pursuant  to  this  section  will  permit  the  filling 
criteria  to  be  continued  until  terminated  at  some  later  date.  No  change 
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in  the  manner  of  determining  deficiencies  in  Hoover  generation  dur¬ 
ing  the  remainder  of  the  filling  period  is  anticipated,  but  the  matter 
of  payments  for  such  deficiencies  will  be  governed  by  section  502  of 
this  Act. 

With  respect  to  the  procedure  for  establishing  the  criteria  required 
by  subsection  (a),  it  is  the  intention  of  the  language  approved  by  the 
Committee  that  such  criteria  be  prepared  and  reviewed  each  year  after 
an  exchange  of  views  (1)  with  State  entities  designated  as  official  in 
the  field  of  water  resource  development  either  by  State  law  or  by  the 
Governor  of  the  State;  (2)  with  representatives  of  interstate  compact 
commissions  primarily  concerned  with  administration  of  the  waters 
of  either  the  Upper  or  Lower  Basins;  and  (3)  with  parties  to  contracts 
with  the  Federal  government  that  may  be  affected  by  the  criteria. 

The  section  specifies  that  in  the  preparation  of  the  reservoir  op¬ 
erating  criteria,  and  in  their  execution,  certain  priorities  shall  govern 
the  storage  of  water  in  reservoirs  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Proj- 
ject  and  releases  of  water  to  the  Lower  Basin  at  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 
The  first  priority,  set  out  in  clause  (1),  is  for  the  release  of  water  to 
satisfy  one-half  the  deficiency  in  deliveries  of  water  to  Mexico  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  Article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  if  such 
deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  Upper  Basin  States.  This 
priority  for  releasing  water  at  Glen  Canyon  Dam  shall  not  apply  in 
any  year  that  the  Secretary,  pursuant  to  section  202  of  this  Act,  pro¬ 
claims  that  means  are  available  and  are  in  operation  capable  of  deliver¬ 
ing  annually  into  the  Colorado  River  or  its  tributaries  sufficient  water 
to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  requirements  together  with 
associated  losses. 

The  Committee  is  fully  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  witnesses  from 
the  Upper  Basin  and  from  the  Lower  Basin  differed  with  respect  to 
the  impact  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  burden  on  the  two  basins.  The 
Committee,  therefore,  realizes  that  if  the  river  is  not  augmented  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  meet  the  Treaty  requirements  the  question  of  the 
magnitude  of  the  Upper  Division  States’  share  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
water  deficiency  burden  remains  unresolved  and  may  have  to  be  settled 
by  litigation  should  curtailment  of  water  resource  development  in  the 
Upper  Basin  be  threatened. 

The  second  priority,  set  out  in  clause  (2),  for  release  of  water  from 
Lake  Powell  is  to  deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  75  million  acre-feet  in  every 
period  of  10  consecutive  years  under  Article  111(d)  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact.  If  the  Upper  Division  States  arrange  for  a  delivery 
of  water  into  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  from  sources  out¬ 
side  the  Colorado  River  system,  this  water  is  to  be  credited  to  the 
States  of  the  Upper  Division  which  then,  by  exchange,  can  consume 
an  equal  amount  of  Colorado  River  water. 

A  third  priority  is  given  to  the  storage  of  water  to  enable  the 
States  of  the  Upper  Division  to  meet  their  compact  obligations  with¬ 
out  impairing  consumptive  uses  in  the  Upper  Basin.  The  langauge  in 
the  first  part  of  clause  (3)  provides  that  water  not  required  to  be  re¬ 
leased  each  year  to  fulfill  the  priorities  relating  to  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden  and  delivery  of  75  million  acre-feet  every  10  years  shall  be 
stored  in  Upper  Basin  reservoirs  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  shall 
find  to  be  necessary  to  assure  long-term  deliveries  of  water  at  Lee  Ferry 
for  these  same  purposes  without  impairing  present  or  contemplated 
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consumptive  uses  of  water  within  the  Compact  apportionment  to  the 
tipper  Division  States.  In  determining  the  extent  to  which  water  must 
be  stored  for  those  purposes,  the  Secretary  is  required  to  consult  with 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three 
Lower  Division  States  and  to  take  into  consideration  all  factors  perti¬ 
nent  to  an  hydrologic  analysis  of  the  water  supply  situation,  including 
historic  streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  for  which  water  records 
are  available,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply  under  recognized 
statistical  procedures.  This  procedure  is  consistent  with  the  intent  of 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  and  the  Committee  believes 
that  it  can  be  complied  with  and  still  provide  the  Secretary  the  neces¬ 
sary  latitude  in  determining  the  extent  of  storage  reasonably  required. 

As  the  Upper  Basin  depletions  increase  with  time,  the  controlling 
critical  periods  will  lengthen  and  the  required  amounts  of  carryover 
storage  will  increase.  It  is  recognized  that  (he  establishment  of  require¬ 
ments  for  carry-over  storage  cannot  be  based  on  critical  period  con¬ 
siderations  alone,  but  that  probabilities  of  water  supply  also  must  be 
considered.  Also,  the  production  of  power  and  energy  is  a  relevant 
factor  that  must  be  considered  if  the  financial  feasibility  of  Federal 
developments  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  to  be  assured. 

The  Committee  understands  that  the  language  of  the  proviso  in 
clause  (3)  establishes  specific  criteria  for  the  release  of  water  available 
in  excess  ol  Compact  III  (c)  and  (d)  requirements  and  water  required 
to  be  stored  as  provided  in  clauses  (1),  (2),  and  the  first  part  of  (3). 
Before  discussing  the  operating  criteria  of  clause  (3),  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  during  prolonged  periods  of  low  runoff  there  would  be 
no  available  excess  water  and  hence  these  criteria  would  not  be  applica¬ 
ble.  During  periods  of  high  runoff  and  high  storage  content  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  reservoir  operation  dealt  with  in  clause  (3)  are  not  critical 
and  their  application  would  not  be  of  major  significance.  Thus,  it  is 
within  the  intermediate  ranges  of  runoff  and  storage  content  that  the 
criteria  specified  are  particularly  meaningful. 

The  language  of  the  proviso  in  clause  (3)  embodies  three  specific 
operating  criteria.  The  first  listed  criterion  (i)  provides  that  if  water 
excess  to  the  requirements  of  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  and  the  first  part 
of  (3)  is  determined  to  be  available,  it  shall  be  released  from  Lake 
Powell  to  the  extent  that  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  Lower 
Division  States  to  the  domestic  and  agricultural  uses  specified  in 
Article  Illfe)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such  releases 
of  water  will  be  made  from  Lake  Powell  when  the  active  storage  there¬ 
in  is  less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead. 

The  second  listed  criterion  (ii)  has  as  its  objective  the  distribution  of 
available  excess  water  in  a  manner  that  will  equalize  as  nearly  as  prac¬ 
ticable  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  and  Lake  Powell.  The  Committee 
believes  that  the  policy,  herein  established,  of  maintaining  so  far  as 
possible  equal  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  good  operating  practice  and  is  fair  and  equitable  to  both 
the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins.  The  Committee  was  advised  that  al¬ 
though  there  may  be  conditions  where  it  would  be  desirable  and 
advantageous  to  operate  over  a  limited  period  of  time  in  a  manner 
different  than  that  specified  in  criterion  (ii),  particularly  when  both 
Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead  have  substantial  reserves  of  storage,  any 
problem  caused  by  application  of  this  criterion  is  not  regarded  as 
serious. 
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The  third  listed  criterion  (iii),  to  avoid  spilling  water  from  Lake 
Powell,  is  obviously  consistent  with  good  river  management. 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  602  directs  that  section  7  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  St  at.  100),  which  relates  to  power  pro¬ 
duction.  bo  administered  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  set  out  in  this 
section.  This  provision  is  appropriate  and  necessary,  in  the  view  of  the 
Committee,  in  order  to  assure  consistent  power  operations  at  all  Fed¬ 
eral  reservoirs  on  the  Colorado  River,  and  to  emphasize  the  point  that 
the  production  of  hydroelectric  energy  is  a  relevant  factor  that  must 
be  considered  if  the  financial  feasibility  of  Federal  water  resource  de¬ 
velopments  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  to  be  reasonably  assured, 
as  hereinbefore  indicated. 

The  Committee  believes  that  the  inclusion  of  the  reservoir  operating 
criteria  of  section  602  not  only  will  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the  mis¬ 
understandings  that  were  manifest  in  the  basin  at  the  time  the  Secre¬ 
tary  initiated  the  filling  of  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  reservoirs, 
but  also  will  constitute  a  major  contribution  to  more  efficient  and  rea¬ 
sonable  river  management.  The  Committee  regards  the  operating 
criteria  of  this  section  as  being  fully  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  including  Article  III  (e)  thereof.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  wishes  to  emphasize  that  the  language  in  this  section  is  not  an 
attempt  to  interpret  Article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact; 
it  simply  places  qualifications  upon  operations  under  Article  111(e). 
The  successful  negotiations  between  1 '  pper  and  Lower  Basin  repre¬ 
sentatives  which  produced  these  guidelines  for  the  Secretary  to  follow 
in  operating  Federal  reservoirs  under  Article  III  (e)  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  may  preclude  costly  litigation  in  the  future. 

Section  603 

This  section  is  included  in  the  legislation  in  order  to  further  pro¬ 
tect  the  rights  of  the  Upper  Basin  to  the  consumptive  use  of  water  ap¬ 
portioned  to  it  from  the  Colorado  River  system  by  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  against  any  claims  to  the  use  of  that  water  over  either  a 
short-term  or  long-term  by  water  users  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin.  The  Committee  wants  it  to  be  clearly  understood  that  the  right 
of  the  Upper  Basin  States  to  fully  utilize  the  water  apportioned  by 
the  Compact  to  the  LTpper  Basin  shall  not  be  diminished,  reduced  or 
prejudiced  by  the  temporary  use  in  the  Lower  Basin  of  presently  ap¬ 
portioned  but  unused  upper  basin  waters. 

Subsection  (b)  disclaims  any  intention  to  change  in  any  way  the 
duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

Section  604- 

Section  601  is  a  statement  of  policy  that,  except  as  provided  in  this 
legislation,  the  Secretary,  in  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining 
the  units  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project  authorized  in  this  Act 
or  to  be  authorized  as  units  of  said  project  in  subsequent  legislation, 
is  governed  by  general  Federal  Reclamation  Laws,  including  the  ex¬ 
cess  lands  provisions  thereof,  and  that  this  legislation  upon  enactment 
shall  be  a  supplement  to  the  Reclamation  Laws. 

Section  605 

This  section  makes  Paid  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  inapplicable 
to  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  Congress.  This  reserves  to  the  Congress 
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(lie  ultimate  decision  concerning  the  wisest  use  or  combination  of  uses 
of  the  water  and  land  resources  of  this  part  of  the  river.  One  im¬ 
mediate  effect  of  the  section  is  to  preclude  the  issuance  of  a  FPC 
license,  to  develop  the  Marble  Canyon  or  the  Hualapai  damsites.  The 
Committee  feels  that,  in  view  of  the  conflicting  interests  involved, 
any  decisions  with  respect  to  development  on  this  stretch  of  the  river 
should  be  made  by  the  Congress  rather  than  the  Federal  Power 
Commission. 

Section  606 

This  section  defines  the  terms  used  in  this  legislation.  Of  particular 
significance  is  the  fact  that  all  terms  used  in  this  legislation  that  are 
defined  in  the  Colorado  River  Compact  will  retain  the  meanings  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  Compact.  Also  of  significance  is  the  definition  of 
‘‘augment”  or  “augmentation” ;  these  words  mean  the  introduction  of 
new  water  into  the  river  system  which  is  in  addition  to  the  natural 
supply  of  the  system.  The  Committee  wants  it  clearly  understood  that 
the  definitions  apply  only  to  the  usage  of  the  terms  in  this  legislation. 

XIII.  DEPARTMENTAL  REPORT 

The  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  H.R.  3300  follows : 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

W ashington,  D.C. ,  February  15, 1967. 

lion.  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  ~W  ashing  ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  responds  to  your  request  for  a  report  on 
H.R.  3300,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes. 

With  two  important  exceptions,  the  bill  is  patterned  after  H.R. 
4671,  89th  Congress,  which  was  extensively  considered  and,  with 
modifications,  favorably  reported  by  your  Committee  on  August  11, 
1966  (H.  Rep.  No.  1849,  89th  Cong.,  2nd  sess.).  The  two  differences 
are :  the  Marble  Canyon  unit  is  eliminated,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  would  be  directed  to  make  a  reconnaissance  grade  investiga¬ 
tion  of  projects  to  augment  the  flow  of  the  main  stream  Colorado 
River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  a  minimum  of  2,500,000  acre- feet  annually, 
by  imports  from  sources  outside  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  H.R.  4671, 
as  reported,  called  for  a  feasibility  report  as  well.  References  here¬ 
after  to  H.R.  4671  are,  except  as  otherwise  note,  to  that  measure  as 
reported. 

The  basic  objectives  of  the  first  four  titles  of  H.R.  3300  are  two¬ 
fold — to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  project  thereby  enabling  Ari¬ 
zona  to  use  its  entitlement  of  Colorado  River  water,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  to  lay  the  framework  for  a  sound  and  lasting  solution  for  the 
Colorado  River  Basin’s  long-range  water  supply. 

With  these  objectives,  the  Department  and  the  Administration  are 
in  full  accord. 

The  Administration  is  committed  to  the  authorization  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project.  If  the  State  of  Arizona  is  to  put  to  use  its  entitle¬ 
ment  of  Colorado  River  water  as  adjudicated  by  the  Supreme  Court 
in  Arizona  v.  California,  et  al.,  373  U.S.  546  (1963),  this  project  must 
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be  built.  The  Central  Arizona  Pi’oject  should  be  undertaken  now  in 
order  to  slow  the  pace  at  which  ground  water  resources  in  the  Central 
Arizona  area  are  being  exhausted. 

Similarly,  we  are  in  agreement  that  studies  of  the  long-range  water 
supply  problems  of  the  Colorado  River  basin  should  now  be  initiated 
in  order  that  proposed  solutions  may  be  evolved  and  considered  in 
a  timely  fashion. 

Over  the  past  four  months,  in  concert  with  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  we  have  analyzed  a  wide  variety  of  possible  alternative  ap¬ 
proaches  to  the  basic  objectives  encompassed  in  Titles  I-IV  of  H.R. 
3300  and  its  predecessor,  H.R.  4671.  These  studies  have  led  us  to  the 
following  recommendations : 

1.  Authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (including 
Hooker  Dam  in  New  Mexico)  with  provision  for  assistance  in 
meeting  repayment  requirements  in  Arizona  through  (a)  a  $10 
per  acre-foot  average  canal-side  irrigation  rate,  (b)  a  $50  per 
acre-foot  municipal  and  industrial  water  rate,  (c)  a  small  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  municipal  and  industrial  water  rate,  or  an  ad  valorem 
tax,  or  a  combination  of  the  two ; 

2.  Provision  of  low-cost  pumping  power  for  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  through  prepayment  for  the  requisite  capacity  and 
associated  transmission  facilities  in  a  large,  efficient  thermal  plant 
to  be  constructed  in  the  southwest  area  by  a  combination  of  public 
and  private  utilities  associated  with  Western  Energy  Supply  and 
Transmission  Associates  (WEST)  ; 

3.  Programs  for  water  salvage  and  recovery  of  ground  water 
along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the  lower  Colorado 
River ; 

4.  Expansion  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  to  include 
the  Marble  Canyon  site  and  the  elimination  of  the  latter  develop¬ 
ment  from  the  program ; 

5.  Deferral  of  action  on  the  Hualapai  (Bridge  Canyon)  proj¬ 
ect  at  this  time,  reserving  the  question  of  disposition  of  the  Huala¬ 
pai  site  for  future  consideration  by  the  Congress; 

6.  Establishment  of  the  National  Water  Commission  to  re¬ 
examine  the  nation’s  critical  water  supply  problems,  including 
the  Colorado  River  Basin,  as  heretofore  recommended  by  the 
Administration. 

The  foregoing  program  will,  we  believe,  provide  the  authorization 
necessary  to  meet  the  most  immediate  water  development  needs  in 
the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  area.  At  the  same  time,  the  studies  of 
the  National  Water  Commission  will  provide  a  background  of  infor¬ 
mation  and  advice  against  which  long-range  solutions  to  the  region’s 
water  supply  problems  can  be  effectively  evolved. 

The  segments  of  the  lower  Colorado  River  that  would  be  inundated 
by  the  Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  developments  possess  major 
scenic  and  wilderness  values.  Whether  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from 
construction  of  these  projects  are  of  sufficient  importance  to  out¬ 
weigh  the  retention  of  these  areas  in  their  present  state  has  been  one 
of  the  most  vexing  issues  that  has  emerged  in  connection  with  consid¬ 
eration  of  Colorado  River  resource  problems.  After  further  consider¬ 
ation  all  aspects  of  the  matter,  we  have  concluded  that  the  highest 
and  best  use  of  the  Marble  Canyon  site  is  to  retain  it  in  its  natural 
state  as  an  addition  to  the  existing  Grand  Canyon  National  Park. 
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Studies  regarding  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  addition  to  the  park 
will  be  completed  shortly  and,  as  soon  as  possible,  we  shall  transmit 
for  the  Committee’s  consideration  a  draft  of  a  bill  to  carry  out  this 
recommendation.  Pending  action  on  it,  we  believe  that  legislation 
authorizing  the  Central  Arizona  project  should  also  remove  the 
Marble  Canyon  site,  along  with  the  Hualapai  site  hereafter  dis¬ 
cussed,  from  the  operation  of  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act.  If  the 
necessary  determinations  can  be  completed  in  time,  there  would  be  no 
objection  to  including  the  park  extension  in  the  present  legislation. 

Whether  hydroelectric  development  of  the  Hualapai  site  should 
also  be  precluded  permanently  need  not  be  decided  at  this  time.  De¬ 
ferment  of  this  decision  need  not  affect  construction  of  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  since,  under  our  recommendations,  the  Central  Arizona 
unit  will  not  depend  upon  a  main  stream  Colorado  River  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  development  as  a  source  of  pumping  power  and  financial 
assistance. 

We,  therefore,  reiterate  the  recommendation  made  in  our  report  of 
May  17,  1965,  on  H.R.  4671  and  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  its 
report  of  May  10,  1965,  on  S.  75  and  S.  1019,  that  consideration  of  the 
Hualapai  site  be  deferred  by  the  Congress  pending  evaluation  of  the 
issue  by  the  National  Water  Commission. 

In  order  to  preserve  Congressional  freedom  of  action  with  respect 
to  Hualapai,  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  should  be  made  inappli¬ 
cable  to  it. 

We  believe  that  the  National  Water  Commission  should  be  author¬ 
ized  separately  as  provided  by  S.  20  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
on  February  6  and  is  before  your  Committee.  Sections  201-205  of  H.R. 
3300  would  also  establish  a  Commission  with  similar  authority. 

We  believe  the  Commission  is  the  appropriate  entity  to  undertake 
an  evaluation  of  basic  issues  relative  to  Colorado  River  water  supply 
problems.  The  Commission  would  be  directed  by  section  3(a)  of  the 
Senate-passed  bill  to : 

“(1)  review  present,  and  anticipated  national  water  resource 
problems,  making  such  projections  of  water  requirements  as  may 
be  necessary  and  identifying  alternative  ways  of  meeting  these 
requirements — giving  consideration,  among  other  things,  to  con¬ 
servation  and  more  efficient  use  of  existing  supplies,  increased 
usability  by  reduction  of  pollution,  innovations  to  encourage  the 
highest  economic  use  of  water,  interbasin  transfers,  and  techno¬ 
logical  advances  including,  but  not  limited  to  desalting,  weather 
modification  and  waste  water  purification  and  reuse;  (2)  con¬ 
sider  economic  and  social  consequences  of  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment,  including,  for  example,  the  impact  of  water  resource  de¬ 
velopment  on  regional  economic  growth,  on  institutional  arrange¬ 
ments,  and  on  esthetic  values  affecting  the  quality  of  life  of  the 
American  people;  and  (3)  advise  on  such  specific  water  resource 
matters  as  may  be  referred  to  it  by  the  President  and  the  Water 
Resources  Council.” 

Advice  and  guidance  on  these  matters,  all  relevant  to  the  Colorado 
Basin’s  water  problems,  bv  a  disinterested  and  objective  Commission 
composed  of  outstanding  citizens  should  provide  background  of  great 
assistance  in  the  formulation  of  specific  proposals.  The  Commission 
can  be  expected  to  give  prompt  consideration  to  the  problems  of  the 
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Colorado  River  Basin.  As  President  Johnson  said  in  his  message  to 
the  Congress  on  “Protecting  our  Natural  Heritage”  of  January  30, 
1967,  in  renewing  his  recommendation  for  the  establishment  of  the 
Commission,  “We  must  thoroughly  explore  every  means  for  assuring 
an  adequate  supply  of  pure  water  to  arid  areas  like  the  Southwest.” 

I  'nder  the  previously  proposed  plan  for  the  Central  Arizona  project, 
which  envisioned  provision  of  pumping  power  and  financial  assistance 
from  main  stream  hydroelectric  power  developments,  all  reimbursable 
costs  would  have  been  returned  through  financial  assistance  from 
power  sales  and  average  rates  of  $10  and  $50  per  acre-foot  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  municipal  and  industrial  water,  respectively.  This  $50  M&I 
rate  included  a  component  for  irrigation  assistance.  Federal  financing 
of  a  portion  of  a  nonfederally  owned  thermal  plant  through  prepay¬ 
ment  for  project  power  requirements  would  provide  low-cost  pumping 
power  and  would  eliminate  the  necessity  for  financial  assistance  from 
main  stream  Colorado  River  hydroelectric  projects. 

Using  the  previously  proposed  average  water  rates,  our  studies  esti¬ 
mate  that  under  such  a  situation,  the  project  cost  would  be  repaid 
either  by  increasing  the  M&I  rate  to  $56.00  per  acre-foot  or  by  as¬ 
sessing  the  project  service  area  in  Arizona  with  an  annual  ad  valorem 
tax  levy  which  would  come  to  0.6  mills  per  dollar  of  assessed  valuation 
if  Pinal,  Maricopa,  and  Pima  Counties  are  included.  The  economic 
benefits  of  the  project  should  manifest  themselves  in  an  increase  in 
the  area’s  wealth  which,  in  turn,  would  be  reflected  in  a  growth  of 
the  tax  base.  All  things  considered,  the  increase  in  taxes  would  seem 
to  be  relatively  modest. 

Obviously,  various  combinations  of  the  two  alternatives  of  the  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water  charge  and  the  ad  valorem  levy  are 
possible.  Decisions  on  the  actual  mix  should  be  taken  only  in  closest 
consultation  with  the  State  and  local  people  concerned.  The  legislation 
we  are  suggesting  will  provide  the  requisite  flexibility.  The  average 
$10  per  acre-foot  canal-side  irrigation  water  rate,  which  results  in 
an  average  rate  of  $16  per  acre-foot  at  the  farmer’s  headgate,  however, 
is  not  capable  of  substantial  adjustment.  It  represents  the  average 
repayment  ability  of  the  water  users,  given  other  necessary  costs, 
reasonable  profit  allowances  and  maintenance  of  the  type  of  agricul¬ 
ture  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  reclamation  program. 
Among  the  factors  which  restrict  an  upward  thrust  of  the  average 
irrigation  water  rate  for  the  Central  Arizona  project  are  the  restraints 
proposed  upon  the  expansion  of  irrigation  and  the  lack  of  an  assurance 
of  a  continuing  water  supply.  Consequently,  we  contemplate  retention 
of  the  $10  rate,  on  the  basis  of  current  price  levels. 

This  plan  adheres  to  all  present  reclamation  repayment  policies. 
There  are  precedents  for  the  use  of  a  small  M&I  surcharge  or  ad 
valorem  tax  for  irrigation  repayment  assistance.  The  Central  Valley 
Project  in  California  is  an  example  of  the  former.  The  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  and  the  Fry ingpan- Arkansas  Project,  both  upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  projects,  are  among  the  latter,  as  is  the  Garrison 
Diversion  Project  in  North  I )akota. 

While  the  prepaid  purchase  of  pumping  power  from  a  non-Federal 
steam-electric  plant  would  be  a  departure  in  reclamation  history,  the 
provision  of  pumping  power  for  project  use  is,  itself,  customary.  There 
are  indications  that  Bureau  of  Reclamation  cooperation  in  a  non- 
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Federal  steamplant  would  be  acceptable  to  the  public  and  private 
generating  utilities  in  the  WEST  organization. 

Enclosed  as  Attachment  A  is  a  draft  of  bill,  sections  1-7  of  which 
would  give  effect  to  the  foregoing  recommendations.  Additional  com¬ 
ments  on  these  sections  of  this  draft  are  made  in  Attachment  B,  entitled 
“Analysis  of  Proposed  Bill.” 

H.R.  3300,  as  did  H.R.  4671,  would  grant  California  a  priority  for 
the  consumptive  use  of  4,400,000  acre- feet  of  water  as  against  diver¬ 
sions  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  any  year  in  which  there  is 
less  than  7,500,000  acre-feet  of  main  stream  Colorado  River  water 
available  for  consumptive  use  in  the  three  lower  basin  States  of 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada.  In  such  event,  diversions  for  the 
Central  Arizona  project  would  also  be  curtailed  in  favor  of  existing 
users  in  Arizona  and  Nevada.  This  priority  would  persist  until  works 
are  in  operation  capable  of  augmenting  the  flow  of  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  not  less  than  2,500,000  acre-feet 
annually.  T  Lis  interstate  priority  was  arrived  at  by  agreement  of  the 
States  involved.  Earlier,  the  Senate  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee,  in  favorably  reporting  S.  1658  in  the  88th  Congress,  provided 
a  similar  California  priority  as  against  the  Central  Arizona  project, 
but  terminating  in  25  years. 

We  believe  the  questions  of  whether  there  should  be  a  statutory 
priority  and  of  its  terms  are  primarily  for  resolution  by  the  States 
involved  and  the  Congress.  If  agreement  can  be  reached  upon  an  inter¬ 
state  priority,  the  Administration  would  offer  no  objection.  The  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  water  supply  studies,  financial  analysis  and  feasibility 
determination  for  the  Central  Arizona  project  have  been  made  in  the 
light  of  a  priority  of  4,400,000  acre-feet  per  annum  for  California  uses 
and  for  existing  rights  and  uses  in  Nevada  and  Arizona. 

Payout  assistance  from  a  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  would 
not  be  necessary  under  our  proposal.  However,  if  the  Congress  deems 
it  appropriate  to  establish  such  a  fund  at  this  time  to  provide  financial 
assistance  for  other  future  water  developments  for  the  lower  basin, 
we  perceive  no  objection  thereto.  Presumably,  such  a  fund  would 
include  post-amortization  revenues  from  the  existing  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  projects,  the  Central  Arizona  project,  and  such  other 
Federal  dams  as  may  be  subsequently  constructed  in  the  lower  basin. 
The  most  recent  step  by  the  Congress  in  this  direction  was  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  Columbia  Basin  account  by  section  2  of  P.L.  89—448  of 
June  14, 1966.  In  the  event  the  Committee  concludes  that  a  lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  development  fund  should  be  established  at  this  time, 
we  also  transmit  such  a  provision  (Attachment  C)  for  the  Comm ittee?s 
consideration. 

The  following  table  compares  the  construction  cost  of  the  lower 
Colorado  program  we  recommend  be  authorized  with  the  cost  of  the 
construction  authorizations  contained  in  Title  III  of  H.R.  3300 : 


Administration  Title  III,  H.R.  3300 

recommendation 


Hualapai  (including  Coconino  silt  retention  dam). 

Paria  silt  retention  dam . . 

Central  Arizona  project-.. . . 

Thermal  prepay. . . . . 

Water  salvage . . . 

ish  and  wildlife . 


.  $529,000,000 

-  11,000,000 

$580, 000, 000  580, 000, 000 

92, 000, 000  . 

42,  000, 000  42,  000, 000 

5, 000, 000  5, 000, 000 


Total. 


719,  000,  000 


1,167,000, 000 
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H.R.  3300  would  also  authorize  five  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  Animas-La  Plata,  Colorado- 
New  Mexico  and  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide  and  San  Miguel 
in  Colorado. 

In  transmitting  the  planning  reports  on  these  projects  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  Animas-La  Plata  and  Dolores  projects  were  recommended 
for  immediate  authorization.  Deferral,  pending  the  establishment  and 
completion  of  review  by  the  National  Water  Commission  of  related 
water  problems,  was  proposed  for  the  others.  This  proposed  legislation 
would  seem  to  be  the  appropriate  vehicle  to  authorize  the  Animas- 
La  Plata  and  Dolores  projects.  This  could  be  accomplished  by  inclu¬ 
sion  therein  of  a  provision  along  the  lines  of  Section  501  of  IP.R.  3300. 
In  that  event  subsections  (a)  and  (c)  would  be  modified  to  omit  the 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide  and  San  Miguel  projects.  We  would  also 
propose  to  eliminate  what  is  now  subsection  (d)  of  Section  501  of 
II.R.  3300  (Section  501(d)  of  H.R.  4671)  for  the  reasons  stated  last 
year  in  Commissioner  Dominv’s  testimony.  (See  pp.  1343-1344,  Serial 
89-17,  Paid  II,  Hearings  on  “Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Project.”) 
We  would  offer  no  objection  to  the  inclusion  of  provisions  like  Section 
501  (b)  and  (e)  of  H.R.  3300.  Nor  would  there  be  objection  to  apply¬ 
ing  the  “Class  1  equivalency”  concept  to  acreage  limitations  for  the 
Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores  and  Seedskadee  projects  (Sec.  501(c),  H.R. 
3300) ,  in  view  of  the  high  altitude  and  relatively  short  growing  seasons 
of  the  areas  involved. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  authorization  of  participating  projects 
under  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  H.R.  3300  includes  a 
number  of  provisions  affecting  Upper  and  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  relationships.  These  provisions  have  largely  been  arrived  at  in 
the  course  of  interbasin  discussions  and  Congressional  consideration 
of  earlier  Colorado  River  bills.  There  is  no  objection  to  inclusion  of 
the  substance  of  these  provisions  in  this  legislation  and  the  attached 
draft  bill  so  provides,  commencing  with  Section  8.  Comments  on  them 
are  contained  in  Attachment  B. 

In  addition  to  H.R.  3300,  reports  were  also  requested  on  H.R.  9, 
II.R.  722,  H.R.  744,  H.R.  1179  and  H.R.  1271.  H.R.  744,  except  for  the 
omission  of  Section  502,  is  identical  to  H.R.  3300.  H.R.  722  is  identical 
to  HR.  4671  as  reported  by  your  Committee  last  year.  H.R.  9,  H.R. 
1179  and  H.R.  1271  are  identical.  These  three  bills  differ  from  H.R. 
3300  principally  in  that  they  (a)  are  less  specific  regarding  the  scope 
and  timing  of  investigations  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  pur¬ 
suant  to  Title  II,  (b)  specify  a  minimum  3,000  cfs  capacity  for  the 
Granite  Reef  aqueduct,  ( c )  provide  for  a  Gila  River  exchange  of  18,000 
acre-feet  annually  in  favor  of  New  Mexico  users,  ( d )  omit  the  inter¬ 
state  priorities  in  favor  of  California  (4.4  million  acre-feet)  and  exist¬ 
ing  Nevada  uses,  as  against  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
in  the  event  of  shortage,  and  ( e )  omit  the  provisions  dealing  with 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  authorizations  and  reimbursements 
(Title  V  of  H.R.  3300).  The  views  expressed  in  this  report  are  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  measures  referred  to  in  this  paragraph  as  well  as  to  H.R. 
3300. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administration’s 
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program,  and  that  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  authorize  the  Central 
Arizona  project  as  herein  proposed  is  in  accord  with  the  program  of 
the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Stewart  L.  Udall, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Attachment  A 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Central 
Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
lj  nited  States  of  America  in  Congress  Assembled , 

Section  1.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Central  Arizona 
Project  Act.” 

Sec.  2(a).  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation  water  and 
municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water  deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and 
western  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water, 
generation  of  electric  power  and  energy,  control  of  floods,  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of 
recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  consisting  of  the 
following  principal  works:  (1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals, 
including  a  main  canal  and  pumping  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct 
and  pumping  plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  from  Lake 
Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which  system  shall  have 
a  capacity  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2) 
Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suitable  alter¬ 
native;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated  as 
to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the 
Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Number  59) ;  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir; 
(5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pump¬ 
ing  plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities, 
hydroelectric  powerplants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9) 
related  water  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  appurtenant 
works. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with  non-Federal 
interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating  powerplant 
whereby  the  United  States  shall  acquire  the  right  to  such  portion 
of  the  capacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery  of  power  and  energy 
over  appurtenant  transmission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon  cfe- 
livery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection  with  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  Power  and  energy  acquired  thereunder  may  be 
disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary  when  not  required  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  The.  agreement  shall  pro¬ 
vide,  among  other  things,  that — 

(1)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that  portion  of 
the  total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission 
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facilities  serving  the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States 
therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary 
shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  available  to  the  non- 
Federal  interests  during  the  construction  period,  including  the 
period  of  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  install¬ 
ments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule; 

(2)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  including  pro¬ 
vision  for  depreciation  (except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro-rata 
share  of  construction  cost  borne  by  the  United  States  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  (1) )  shall  be  apportioned  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an 
equitable  basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  subdivision  ( 1 ) ; 

(3)  Costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  subdivisions 
(1)  and  (2)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest  and  interest  during 
construction,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  taxes  (except  for  Social 
Security  and  other  payroll  taxes)  including  but  not  limited  to 
real  or  personal  property  taxes,  gross  or  net  income  taxes,  and 
sales,  use,  and  transaction  privilege  taxes,  (d)  franchise  fees,  and 
(e)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be  specified  in  the  agreement ; 

(4)  The  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate  credit  for  any 
interests  in  Federal  lands  administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the  powerplant  and  appurte¬ 
nances. 

(c)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress,  water  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  his¬ 
tory  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands, 
national  wildlife  refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary, 
State-administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(d)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona  may,  in  the 
event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment, 
be  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which  have  power 
to  levy  assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their 
boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  arrange¬ 
ments  whereby  each  said  organization  makes  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within  its  boundaries  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  Secretary’s  approval  and  the  United  States  shall,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  such  action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party 
to  such  contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user.  The  provisions 
of  this  subparagraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying  of  water  to 
an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d)  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d))  with  respect  to  any 
project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic 
period  of  not  more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pursu- 
ant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(e)  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty 
years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre- 
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foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery 
as  the  Secretary  may  designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to 
irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available  there¬ 
under  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  municipal  or  indus¬ 
trial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such  water  is  not  required  by 
the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes.  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law  no  contract  relating  to  an  irrigation  water  supply 
under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  shall  commit  the  United  States  to  deliver  such  supply  for 
a  basic  period  of  more  than  fifty  years  for  each  project  contract  unit 
or  irrigation  block,  nor  shall  such  a  contract  carry  renewal  or  con¬ 
version  rights  or  entitle  the  contractor  to  water  beyond  expiration  of 
the  delivery  periods  specified  therein.  In  negotiating  new  contracts 
for  delivery  of  such  main  stream  water,  the  Secretary  shall  consult 
with  representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona  and  the  Secretary  shall 
take  into  consideration  the  overall  water  supply  and  needs  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Pi'oject. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard  to  the 
limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation 
Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c) )  ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery 
of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre- foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  con¬ 
duits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if 
made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and  for  the  delivery  of 
water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (2) 
thereof. 

(e)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  measures,  ade¬ 
quate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  irriga¬ 
tion  from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area; 
(2)  the  canals  and  distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  con¬ 
veyed  after  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall 
be  provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his  judgment  to 
prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  (3)  neither  the  contractor  nor 
the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to  pmnp  ground  water  from 
lands  located  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  any  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  project  or  irrigation  district  receiving  water  from  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  for  any  use  outside  such  Federal  reclamation  project  or 
irrigation  district,  unless  the  Secretary  and  the  agency  or  organiza¬ 
tion  operating  and  maintaining  such  Federal  reclamation  project  or 
irrigation  district  shall  agree  or  shall  have  previously  agreed  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required  ; 
and  (4)  all  agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  return 
flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  located  in  or  flowing 
from  contractor’s  service  area  originating  or  resulting  from  (i)  waters 
contracted  for  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or  (ii)  waters  stored 
or  developed  by  any  Federal  reclamation  project  are  reserved  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  United  States  as  a  source  of  supply  for  the  serv¬ 
ice  area  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or  for  the  service  area  of  the 
Federal  reclamation  project,  as  the  case  may  be:  Provided ,  That  not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  clause  (3)  of  this  subsection,  the  agri¬ 
cultural,  municipal  and  industrial  waste  water,  return  flow,  seepage, 
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sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  in  or  from  any  such  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  project,  may  also  be  pumped  or  diverted'  for  use  and  delivery 
by  the  United  States  elsewhere  in  the  service  area  of  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,  if  not  needed  for  use  or  reuse  in  such  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  project. 

(f )  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under  which  water 
is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  contractor  agree 
to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  exist¬ 
ing  supplies  from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary 
shall  so  require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from 
the  Gila  River  system,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional 
quantities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the  conditions  specified 
in  subsection  (h)  of  this  section:  Provided ,  That  such  exchanges  and 
replacements  shall  be  accomplished  without  economic  injury  or  cost 
to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

(g)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream  Colorado 
River  water  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  ex¬ 
change  for  main  stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall  have  a 
first  priority  to  receive  main  stream  water,  as  against  other  users  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  unit  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources, 
but  only  in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Secretary 
shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water  from 
the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources,  in 
amounts  that  will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico 
not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years 
of  eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over 
and  above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  de¬ 
cree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California  (376  U.S.  340).  Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not 
begin  until  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as  delivery  of  Colorado 
River  water  to  downstream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accom¬ 
plished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace 
any  diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  diversions  from 
the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall 
be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved.  All 
additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection  shall  be 
subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the 
decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
Arizona  on  June  29, 1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irriga¬ 
tion  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Number  59)  and  to  all  other 
rights  existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and 
Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground 
water  sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made  only  to  the 
extent  possible  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such 
rights. 

Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project  works  authorized  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213) . 
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Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment  capability  of 
Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (including 
provision  of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and 
within  the  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1, 1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  as  are  beyond  repay¬ 
ment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  5.  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  are  properly  al¬ 
located  to  commercial  power  development  and  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  water  supply  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance 
is  made  for  initiating  construction  of  such  project,  on  the  basis  of  the 
computed  average  interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  out¬ 
standing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are  neither  due  nor  call¬ 
able  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  programs  for  water  salvage 
along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and  for 
ground  water  recovery  in  the  Yuma  area.  Such  programs  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat 
for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary.  No 
groundwater  recovery  program  hereby  authorized  shall  be  undertaken 
until  the  Secretary  of  State  has  reported  to  the  President  on  consulta¬ 
tion  which  he  may  have  had  with  the  Government  of  Mexico  pursuant 
to  the  'Water  Treaty  of  1944  (Treaty  Series  994)  and  the  President  has 
approved  a  definite  plan  report  thereon. 

Sec.  7.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  the  reach  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake 
Mead  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by 
Congress. 

Sec.  8.  TlieUpper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  established  under  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat,  107),  shall  be  reimbursed 
from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  established  by  section  2  of 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  755) ,  for  all  ex¬ 
penditures  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam 
during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the  Colorado 
River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for  the  filling  of  Glen 
Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19, 1962).  For  this  purpose 
$500,000  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant, 
commencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred  from 
the  Colorado  River  development  fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the  purposes 
stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act, 
until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To  the  extent  that  any  de¬ 
ficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1, 1987,  the  amount 
of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover  Dam. 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend, 
repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 


99 


Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994),  the  decree  entered  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California,  and 
others  (376  II.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105). 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive  uses  and  losses 
of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year  period  starting  on 
October  1,  1965.  Such  reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation 
with  the  States  of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors  of  each  State  sig¬ 
natory  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water  originat¬ 
ing  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the 
availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for  the  coordi¬ 
nated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and  operated 
under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  and 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
those  statutes,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Compact  and  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed  in 
this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the  storage  of 
water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and 
releases  of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of 
priority : 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described  in  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  deficiency  exists 
and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  upper  division. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  Article  111(d)  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  specified  in 
clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary 
after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and 
representatives  of  the  three  lower  division  States  and  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  all  relevant  factors  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic 
streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabilities  of 
water  supply),  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  de¬ 
liveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impairment  of  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  in  the  Upper  Basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact:  Provided ,  That  water  not  so  required  to  be  stored  shall  be 
released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably 
applied  in  the  States  of  the  lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  in 
article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such  releases 
shall  be  made  when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the 
active  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as  practicable, 
active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell,' 
and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  July  1,  1968,  the  criteria  proposed  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  submitted  to 
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the  governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such 
other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for 
their  review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  proposed 
criteria,  but  not  later  than  January  1,  1969,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt 
appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and  publish  the 
same  in  the  Federal  Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1970,  and  yearly 
thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
governors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the 
actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  compact 
water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current  year.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the 
Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve  the  pur¬ 
poses  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  cor¬ 
respondence  with  the  governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  and  appropriate  consultation  with  such  state  representatives 
as  each  governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  shall  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Rights  of  the  Upper  Basin  to  the  consumptive  use  of 
water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system  by 
the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by 

any  use  of  such  water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  impair,  conflict 
with  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission. 

Sec.  12.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  in  constructing, 
operating,  and  maintaining  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  governed  bv  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June 
17, '1902;  32  Stat.  388  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement. 

Sec.  13.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  which  are  defined  in  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  shall  have  the  meanings  there  defined. 

(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River 
downstream  from  Bee  Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including  the 
reservoirs  thereon. 

(c)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream  water  in 
the  lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any  person  or  leo;al  entity, 
entitled  imder  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Arizona  against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main 
stream  water  when  available  thereunder. 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in  reservoir  stor¬ 
age,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through  the 
existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States  of  Arizona. 
California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and  Wyoming. 

Attachment  B 

Analysis  of  Proposed  Bill  To  Authorized  the  Construction,  Oper¬ 
ation  and  Maintenance  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  Ari¬ 
zona-New  Mexico,  and  for  Other  Purposes 

The  description  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (sec.  2(a))  differs 
from  that  as  set  out  in  section  304(a)  of  H.R,  3300,  in  that  (1)  Granite 
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Reef  aqueduct  capacity  is  fixed  at  2,500  cfs  and  (2)  specific  reference 
to  capacity  and  possible  enlargement  of  Hooker  dam  is  omitted. 

Section  2(b)  is  new.  It  encompasses  the  authorization  for  acquisition 
of  thermal  power  for  purposes  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (with 
commercial  sale  of  power  when  intermittently  not  required  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  project).  Preliminary  studies  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  indicate  that  approximately  400  megawatts  of  thermal  power 
would  be  required  for  pumping  purposes,  with  the  2,500  cfs  Granite 
Reef  aqueduct  we  propose.  However,  we  have  not  specified  that  figure  in 
the  authorization — instead  we  make  refrence  to  such  portion  of  the 
output  as  is  required — in  order  to  allow  for  flexibility  m  negotiations 
and  possible  modification  resulting  from  final,  detailed  planning. 

Section  2(c)  is  adapted  from  the  first  sentence  of  section  304(b) 
of  H.R.  3300. 

Section  2(d)  (1)  is  new.  It  provides  for  ad  valorem  taxing  authority 
to  assist  in  repayment  of  the  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

Except  for  the  last  two  sentences,  section  2(d)(2)  is  substantially 
identical  with  section  404(a)  of  H.R.  3300.  The  last  two  sentences  are 
similar  to  a  provision  first  included  as  section  107(e)  of  the  draft 
bill  transmitted  with  our  report  of  April  9,  1964,  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  on  S.  1658  in  the  88th  Congress. 
Our  report  of  May  17,  1965,  to  your  Committee  on  H.R.  4671  also 
proposed  its  inclusion.  We  reiterate  here  what  was  said  in  that  letter: 

Until  such  time  as  sufficient  water  is  available  to  meet  all 
demands,  it  is  important  that  legislation  authorizing  new 
projects  using  lower  basin  Colorado  River  water  include  the 
mechanisms  whereby  the  availability  of  water  as  between  irri¬ 
gation  and  municipal  and  industrial  uses  can  be  further  con¬ 
sidered  from  time  to  time.  Irrigation  water  contracts  should 
be  of  a  definite  texan — long  enough  to  justify  investments  and 
development  to  put  the  water  to  use,  but  nevertheless  with  a 
finite  time  limit — to  provide  the  opportunity  for  reappraisal 
of  the  water  situation  at  the  end  of  the  contract  period  looking 
to  the  dedication  of  water  to  its  highest  use  at  that  time.  We 
recognize  that  this  is  a  departure  from  the  permanent  service 
requirement  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1956  (70  Stat.  415)  providing  for 
renewal  of  irrigation  water  delivery  contracts.  It  is,  however, 
in  our  view  justified  by  the  conditions  now  prevailing  in  the 
Southwest. 

Section  2(d)(3)  incorporates  the  provisions  of  section  404(b)  of 
H.R.  3300. 

Section  2(e)  incorporates  all  of  section  304(b)  of  H.R.  3300  except 
for  the  first  sentence  which,  as  above  noted,  appears  as  section  2(c) 
of  the  attached  draft.  Clauses  3  and  4  of  section  2(e)  (clauses  3  and  4 
of  sec.. 304(b)  of  H.R.  3300)  did  not  appear  in  the  version  of  H.R.  4671 
to  which  our  May  17,  1965,  report  was  directed.  However,  we  have  no 
objection  to  them  as  explained  at  page  58  of  the  Committee’s  report 
(H.  Rept,  1849,  89th  Cong.,  second  sess.). 

Section  2  (f)  and  (g)  incorporate  section  304  (c)  and  (d)  of  II.R, 
3300.  They  deal  with  exchange  of  main  stream  Colorado  River  water 
for  existing  local  supplies  in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  Except  for  the  references  to  Gila  River  system  exchange, 
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somewhat  similar  provisions  were  included  in  the  version  of  H.R.  4671 
upon  which  we  reported.  We  have  no  objection  thereto. 

Section  2(h)  incorporates  provisions  of  section  304  (e)  and  (g) 
of  H.R.  3300.  It  would  require  an  exchange  of  18,000  acre-feet  of  water 
per  annum  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  Arizona  for  main  stream 
Colorado  River  water  made  available  in  Arizona  in  order  that  Gila 
River  system  water  users  in  New  Mexico  might  increase  their  use  by 
the  same  amount.  The  section  is  explained  at  pages  58-59  of  your  (  om- 
mittee’s  report  on  H.R.  4671.  It  represents  an  agreement  arrived  at 
between  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  during  consideration  of  H.R.  46  d. 
We  have  no  objection  to  it.  We  have  not  included  that  portion  of  the 
H.R,  3300  (sec.-  304(f) )  which  provides,  on  a  contingent  basis,  for  an 
exchange  of  an  additional  30,000  acre- feet  of  water. 

Section  3,  dealing  with  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreation,  appears  as 
Section  308  of  H.R.  3300.  It  specifically  makes  applicable  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213). 

Section  4  relating  the  reimbursability  of  costs  of  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  allocable  to  Indian  lands,  is  Section  402  of  H.R.  3300. 
It  is  a  standard  provision. 

Section  5  (sec,  403(h)  of  II.R.  3300)  is  the  usual  provision  establish¬ 
ing  the  interest  rates  applicable  to  reimbursable  costs  allocable  to 
commercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water.  It  is  standard. 

Section  6,  dealing  with  water  salvage  programs  in  the  lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  area,  is  essentially  in  the  form  in  which  it  appeared  in 
section  305  of  the  version  of  H.R.  4671  upon  which  we  reported. 

Section  8  is  similar  to  section  502  of  II.R.  3300  (sec.  502  of  H.R. 
4671).  It  represents  an  agreement  between  upper  and  lower  Colorado 
River  basin  interests  relative  to  the  ultimate  assumption  of  the  costs 
entailed  in  meeting  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  dam  oc¬ 
casioned  by  filling  operations  at  the 'Colorado  River  storage  project 
reservoirs.  We  offer  no  objection  to  it. 

Section  502,  like  the  provisions  of  title  VI  of  H.R,  3300,  involves 
matters  of  concern  to  the  lower  Colorado  River  basin  as  well  as  to  the 
upper  basin.  For  that  reason,  we  have  included  it  as  section  8  of  the 
proposed  draft  bill,  along  with  the  others  to  which  we  offer  no 
objection. 

Section  9(a)  is  identical  to  section  601(a)  of  II.R,  3300. 

Section  601(b)(1)  of  H.R.  3300  is  not  reflected  in  the  draft  bill 
because  of  the  possibility  that  it  may  not  be  entirely  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  section  602  of  H.R.  3300  which  appear,  in  sub¬ 
stance,  as  section  10  of  the  draft.  The  latter  provision  is  also  one 
which  has  been  worked  out  between  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  in¬ 
terests  with  participation  on  the  technical  level  by  representatives  of 
this  Department.  As  Secretary  Holum  said  in  testifying  before  your 
Committee  last  year,  “we  endorse  the  objectnre  of  this  section  and 
find  the  guidelines  to  be  reasonable  and  workable,”  (See  Serial  No. 
89-17,  Part,  II,  “Hearings  on  H.R.  4671  and  similar  bills,”  p.  1339.) 

Section  601  (c)  of  H.R.  3300  (sec.  604(c)  of  H.R,  4671)  is  patterned 
after  similar  provisions  in  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70 
Stat.  105)  ;  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project  and  San  Juan-Chama 
Project  Act  (76  Stat,  96)  and  the  Fryingpan-Arkansas  Project  Act 
(70  Stat,  389).  It  appears  to  us  to  be  unnecessary  and  is,  therefore, 
omitted  from  the  attached  draft  bill . 
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5,602 

165,555 

776 

306,462 

36,879 

7 

4,445 

28,207 

12,217 

5,386 

158,724 

763 

305,699 

40,791 

8 

4,479 

23,728 

12,217 

5,163 

151,670 

713 

304,986 

3,912 

44,703 

9 

4,510 

19,218 

12,187 

4,934 

144,417 

686 

304,300 

3,911 

48,614 

2010 

4,540 

14,678 

12,187 

4,698 

136,928 

640 

303,660 

3,9H 

52,525 

11 

4,574 

10,104 

12,156 

4,454 

129,226 

611 

303,049 

3,852 

56,377 

12 

4,608 

5,496 

12,156 

4,204 

121,274 

561 

302,488 

60,229 

13 

4,638 

858 

12,125 

3,945 

113,094 

545 

301,943 

64,081 

14 

4,669 

0 

3,811 

12,125 

3,679 

104,648 

488 

301,455 

3,811 

71,744 

15 

4,702 

8,513 

12,094 

3,404 

95,958 

469 

300,986 

4,702 

3,852 

80,298 

16 

4,733 

13,246 

12,094 

3,122 

86,986 

423 

300,563 

4,733 

3,808 

88,839 

17 

4,764 

18,010 

12,063 

2,830 

77,753 

397 

300,166 

4,764 

97,411 

18 

4,794 

22,804 

12,034 

2,529 

68,248 

370 

299,796 

4,794 

106,013 

19 

4,828 

27,632 

12,034 

2,220 

58,434 

330 

299,466 

4,828 

114,649 

2020 

4,862 

32,494 

12,003 

1,901 

48,332 

301 

299,165 

4,862 

3,808 

123,319 

21 

4,892 

37,386 

11,972 

1,572 

37,932 

286 

298,879 

4,89e 

3,751 

131,962 

22 

4!<br 

42,309 

11,972 

1,234 

27,194 

229 

296,650 

4,923 

8,951 

145,836 

23 

47,266 

11,941 

885 

16,138 

210 

298,440 

4,957 

159,744 

24 

52,250 

11,910 

525 

4,753 

197 

298,243 

4,984 

8,951 

173,679 

25 

57,268 

11,879 

155 

0 

6,971 

168 

298,075 

3511,157 

5,018 

6,971 

194,619 

26 

62,316 

11,879 

0 

18,850 

121 

297,954 

240,574 

332,405 

5,048 

11,879 

8,921 

220,467 

27 

67,398 

11,849 

30,699 

102 

56,878 

56,878 

5,082 

11,849 

240,974 

5,345 

72,514 

11,818 

42,517 

73 

25,605 

31,200 

24,605 

5,116 

11,818 

31,200 

0 

2029 

5,143 

0 

0 

52,181 

45,361 

0 

77,657 

11,787 

0 

0 

232,768 

54,304 

60 

0 

358,157 

25,545 

0 

5,143 

11,787 

25,545 

8,921 

306 

Total 

207,042 

31,843 

0 

52,181 

45,361 

0 

77,657 

552,859 

265,787 

0 

232,768 

54,304 

60,438 

0 

358,157 

297,719 

0 

77,657 

54,304 

297  ,719 

166,064 

306 

1/  Arizona's  share  of  Development  Fund  adjusted  for  loss  of  power  at  Coolldge  Dam. 

»°te  Rate  assumptions:  Water  delivered  at  canalside—  irrigation,  $10  per  acre-foot;  M>I,  $53-37.  P°«r  delivered  to  pusps  or 


load  center — irrigation  pumping,  3  mjlls/kvh;  WcI*  pumping,  5  mllls/kwh;  residual  for  commerlcal  sales,  5  mills 
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Section  001(d)  of  H.R.  3300  (sec.  604(e)  of  H.R.  4671)  appears  to 
us  to  be  unnecessary.  We  do  not  read  the  bill  as  having  the  effects  re¬ 
ferred  to. 

The  other  provisions  of  the  draft  bill  are  self-explanatory. 

Attachment  C 

Draft  Provision  for  “Dower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 

Fund.” 

Sec.  — .  All  Federal  revenue  from  the  Boulder  Canyon,  Parker- 
Davis,  Central  Arizona  and  any  other  Federal  reclamation  projects 
hereafter  constructed  in  the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  which,  after 
completion  of  the  respective  repayment  requirements  thereof,  are  sur¬ 
plus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  their  respective  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  requirements  shall  be  kept  in  a  separate 
fimd  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  known  as  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund,  to  be  expended  or  applied  in 
connection  with  water  conservation  and  development  for  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  as  may  hereafter  be  prescribed  bv  the  Congress. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  en¬ 
closed  in  black  brackets,  new.matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law  in 
which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman)  : 

ACT  OF  SEPTEMBER  2,  1964  (78  STAT.  848) 

******* 

Sec.  8.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Dixie  project,  the  sum  of  [$42,700,000]  $ 58,000 WO , 
plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of 
ordinary  fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering 
cost  indexes  applicable  to  types  of  construction  involved  therein,  and, 
in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required  to  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  said  project. 


ACT  OF  APRIL  11,  1956  (70  STAT.  105,  AS  AMENDED; 

43  U.S.C.  620) 

In  order  to  initiate  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin,  for  the  purposes,  among 
others,  of  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River,  storing  water  for 
beneficial  consumptive  use,.  making  it  possible  for  the  States  of  the 
Upper  Basin  to  utilize,  consistently  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  the  apportionments  made  to  and  among  them  in  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  and  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Com¬ 
pact,  respectively,  providing  for  the  reclamation  of  arid  and  semiarid 
land,  for  the  control  of  floods,  and  for  the  generation  of  hydroelectric 
power,  as  an  incident  of  the  foregoing  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  hereby  authorized  (1)  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  following  initial  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  con- 
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sisting  of  dams,  reservoirs,  powerplants,  transmission  facilities  and 
appurtenant  works:  Curecanti,  Flaming  Gorge,  Navajo  (dam  and 
reservoir  only),  and  Glen  Canyon  :  Provided .  That  the  Curecanti  Dam 
shall  be  constructed  to  a  height  which  will  impound  not  less  than  nine 
hundred  and  forty  thousand  acre-feet  of  water  or  will  create  a  reservoir 
of  such  greater  capacity  as  can  be  obtained  by  a  high  waterline  located 
at  seven  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty  feet  above  mean  sea  level, 
and  that  construction  thereof  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  the 
Secretary  has,  on  the  basis  of  further  engineering  and  economic  in¬ 
vestigations,  reexamined  the  economic  justification  of  such  unit  and, 
accompanied  by  appropriate  documentation  in  the  form  of  a  supple¬ 
mental  report,  has  certified  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  President  that, 
in  his  judgment,  the  benefits  of  such  unit  will  exceed  its  costs;  and 
(2)  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  following  additional  recla¬ 
mation  projects  (including  power-generating  and  transmission  facili¬ 
ties  related  thereto),  hereinafter  referred  to  as  participating  projects: 
Central  Utah  (initial  phase  and  the  Uintah  unit),  San  Juan-Chama 
(initial  stage),  Emery  County,  Florida,  Hammond,  La  Barge,  Lyman, 
Navajo  Indian,  Paonia  (including  the  Minnesota  unit,  a  dam  and  res¬ 
ervoir  on  Muddy  Creek  just  above  its  confluence  with  the  North  Fork 
of  the  Gunnison  River,  and  other  necessary  works),  [Pine  River  Ex¬ 
tension]  Animas-La  Plata ,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  San 
Miguel .  Seedskadee,  Savery-Pot  Hook,  Bostwick  Park,  Fruitland 
Mesa,  Silt  and  Smith  Fork :  Provided.  That  construction  of  the  Uintah 
unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  shall  not  be  undertaken  by  the. 
Secretary  until  he  has  completed  a  feasibility  report  on  such  unit 
and  submitted  such  report  to  the  Congress  along  with  his  certification 
that,  in  his  judgment,  the  benefits  of  such  unit  or  segment  will  ex¬ 
ceed  the  costs  and  that  such  unit  is  physically  and  financially  feasible: 
Provided  further ,  That  as  part  of  the  Glen  Canyon  Unit  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  take  adequate  protective  measures  to  preclude 
impairment  of  the  Rainbow  Bridge  National  Monument. 

Sec.  2.  In  carrying  out  further  investigations  of  projects  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin,  the 
Secretary  shall  give  priority  to  completion  of  planning  reports  on  the 
Gooseberry,  [Parshall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,]  Eagle  Divide, 
[San  Miguel,  West  Divide,]  Bluestone,  Battlement  Mesa,  [Tomichi 
Creek,  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,]  Grand  Mesa,  [Dallas  Creek,  Dolores, 
Fruit  Growers  extension,  Animas-La  Plata.]  Yellow  Jacket,  Basalt, 
Middle  Park  ( including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure 
units),  Upper  Gunnison  ( including  the  East  River,  Ohio  Creek ,  and 
Tomichi  Creek  units),  Lower  Y  ampa  ( including  the  Juniper  and 
Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Y ampa  ( including  the  Hayden  Mesa , 
Wessels,  and  Toponas  units),  and  Sublette  ( including  a  diversion  of 
water  from  the  Green  River  to  the  North  Platts  River  Basin  in 
Wyoming),  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project,  San  Juan 
County  (Utah),  Price  River ,  Grand  County  (Utah),  Gray  Canyon, 
and  Juniper  (Utah)  participating  projects[.];  Provided.  Thai  the 
planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  partici¬ 
pating  project  shall  be  completed  on  or  before  December  31,  1971  to 
enable  the  United  States  of  America  to  meet,  the  commitments  here¬ 
tofore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian  Tribe  of  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Indian 
Reservation  under  the  agreement  dated  September  20, 1965  (Contract 
Numbered  11-06-W-191).  *  *  * 

******  * 


SEPARATE  AND  DISSENTING  VIEWS 


We  do  not  support  the  authorization  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act  and  the  extorted  provisions  of  H.R.  3300  as  amended  and 
reported  by  the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  We 
are  therefore  opposed  to  the  bill. 

I.  General  Comments 

II.R.  3300  as  amended  and  approved  by  the  Committed  has  as  one 
of  its  objectives  the  authorization,  construction,  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico. 
We  support  the  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  We  do 
so,  to  enable  the  people  of  the  State  of  Arizona  to  use  their  entitle¬ 
ment  of  2.8  million  acre  feet  of  Colorado  River  water  as  adjudicated 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  vs.  California , 
et.  al .,  373  U.S.  546  (1963).  In  support  of  this  position,  we  submit 
herein  a  proposal  which  was  offered  in  Committee  and  which  would 
authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  without  the  extorted  provisions 
contained  in  H.R.  3300. 

A  careful  reading  and  analysis  of  H.R.  3300  seriously  opens  to 
question  the  basic  principle  and  purpose  of  this  legislation.  This 
legislation  with  its  many  direct  authorizations,  its  open-ended  author¬ 
izations,  limitations,  protections,  conditions,  exceptions,  and  consent 
for  suit  against  the  United  States,  demonstrates  beyond  any  reason¬ 
able  doubt  that  the  principle  purpose  of  these  controversial  provisions 
are  the  defeat  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  if  the  extorted  pro¬ 
visions  are  not  retained  in  H.R.  3300. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  has  had  a  long  and  troubled  history. 
Bills  to  authorize  construction  of  the  project  were  first  introduced  in 
the  Congress  in  1947—18.  Hearings  on  this  legislation  have  always 
centered  on  the  legal  rights  and  availability  of  water.  In  1951,  it  was 
the  motion  of  the  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Committee  which 
resulted  in  the  Committee's  action  that  sent  the  States  of  Arizona 
and  California  into  the  Supreme  Court  to  have  these  questions  decided. 

Arizona  won  her  suit  against  California.  Arizona  won  it  fairly 
and  handsomely.  Arizona  is  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  her  efforts  with¬ 
out  the  extorted  agreements  and  conditions  imposed  upon  Arizona 
by  California,  Colorado,  and  the  other  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
as  set  forth  in  H.R.  3300.  Arizona  should  not  be  required  to  pay  a  price 
for  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  the  result  of  her 
victory  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

Nor,  should  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  ask  Arizona  to  pay 
this  ransom  by  authorizing  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act. 
The  Congress  of  the  United  States  should  not  be  placed  in  this  position 
because,  in  the  balance,  and  in  the  gathering  storm,  hinges  the  total 
future  of  the  reclamation  program.  Nothing  more  needs  to  be  said  of 
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the  importance  of  the  reclamation  program  to  the  future  of  this  nation 
and  its  people.  Its  non-existence  or  curtailment  is  obvious. 

Notwithstanding  this  national  interest,  the  other  basin  States  insist 
on  eviscerating  Arizona’s  Supreme  Court  victory  as  the  price  for  sup¬ 
porting  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  Arizona,  in  order  to  obtain  that 
support,  has  unwillingly  and  reluctantly  abrogated  her  rights,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Supreme  Court  decree,  by  accepting  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  3300  which  provide : 

(1)  A  guaranteed  priority  to  the  State  of  California  of  4,400, - 
000  acre-feet  of  water  each  year — an  amount  to  which  California 
is  entitled  only  if  there  is  7,500,000  acre  feet  available  in  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry,  but  not  otherwise; 
and 

(2)  That  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  constitute  a  national  obligation  and  the  first  obligation  of 
any  water  augmentation  project ;  and 

(3)  That  as  a  result  of  the  need  to  augment  the  river  to  satisfy 
the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  further  studies  be 
made  for  augmenting  the  flow  of  the  river  including  trans-basin 
importations ;  and 

(4)  Provisions  which  protect  the  Upper  Basin  States  and  guar¬ 
antee  that  their  future  water  needs  are  not  endangered  in  any 
way. 

This  conduct  by  the  other  basin  States  and  the  abrogation  by  Ari¬ 
zona,  sets  another  example  of  the  breeding  disrespect  and  the  erosion 
of  law  and  order  which  is  rapidly  encompassing  our  Nation  today. 

II.  A  Comparison 

H.R.  3300  is  similar  to  H.R.  4671,  a  bill  cited  as  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  Project  Act,  which  was  reported  by  the  Committee  during  the 
89th  Congress.  H.R.  4671  was  not  acted  upon  in  the  89th  Congress  for 
at  least  two  reasons:  (1)  the  highly  controversial  provisions  of  H.R. 
4671,  and  (2)  a  withdrawal  and  breach  by  the  other  basin  States  of 
their  agreement  with  Arizona. 

A  comparison  of  H.R.  3300,  as  amended  and  reported  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  II.R.  4671,  as  reported  in  the  89th  Congress,  is  most 
interesting. 

H.R.  4671  was  regional  in  scope  and  raised  a  number  of  issues  of 
national  concern.  The  bill  included  the  authorization  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project;  establishment  of  a  National  Water  Commission; 
provisions  for  augmentation  studies,  including  studies  of  transbasin 
diversions  of  water;  provisions  making  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
a  national  obligation  and  satisfaction  of  the  treaty  requirements  from 
water  to  be  imported  from  other  river  basins;  authorization  of 
Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams;  establishment  of  a  basin 
development  fund;  provision  for  a  4.4  million  acre-feet  guarantee  to 
California  until  augmentation  could  be  accomplished;  authorization  of 
participating  projects  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin ;  and  various 
other  provisions  reflecting  the  results  of  interstate  negotiations.. 

Immediately  after  the  90th  Congress  convened,  bills  were  again  in¬ 
troduced  in  both  Houses  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and 
to  authorize  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project.  On  March  13,  1967, 
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the  House  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  began  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  legislation,  H.R.  3300.  In  hearings  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  Arizona  testified  as  follows : 

19 GO  PROGRAM  TOO  AMBITIOUS 

Last  year  Arizona  and  its  neighbor  states  asked  for  much 
more.  We  worked  toward  a  regional  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  plan  which  would  have  solved  many  of  the  present  and 
future  water  supply  problems  of  the  entire  Southwest.  To¬ 
gether,  we  undertook  to  solve  all  of  our  common  water  prob¬ 
lems  and  succeeded  in  reaching  agreement  on  a  sound,  work¬ 
able  regional  plan. 

That  plan,  as  considered  so  meticulously  by  this  Commit¬ 
tee  last  year,  was  a  good  plan,  a  farsighted  plan,  a  blueprint 
for  the  essential  future  development  of  an  entire  segment  of 
the  country.  But  it  was  large,  it  was  expensive,  and  it  was  am¬ 
bitious.  And,  we  regret  to  say,  it  was  highly  controversial.  It 
included  some  elements  which  continue  to  be  controversial — 
elements  -flatly  unacceptable  to  some  segments  of  the  public. 
[Emphasis  added.]  .Vs  we  know,  that  great  plan,  which  looked 
not  just  to  the  present — but  50  years  into  the  future — was 
approved  by  this  Committee,  but  its  controversies  bore  heavily 
upon  it,  and  it  failed  to  clear  the  Rules  Committee  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  89th  Congress  and  was  never  considered  by 
the  entire  Congress. 

After  careful  soul-searching — after  a  thorough  and  pain¬ 
ful  analysis  of  the  legislative  situation — and  after  another 
hard  look  at  our  rapidly  deteriorating  water  situation — the 
Arizona  Congressional  delegation  is  now  convinced  that  Ari¬ 
zona  cannot  wait  to  solve  all  the  water  supply  problems  of  the 
Southwest. 

Let  us  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  we  support  regional 
water  planning  and  action.  Our  bill  is  a  regional  bill;  it  does 
contain  the  essential  foundation  and  skeleton  on  which  future 
regional  and  interregional  development  may  be  built. 

At  another  point,  Arizona  also  testified, 

But  the  single  most  important  lesson  of  199(1  was  that  H.R. 

4671  was  probably  too  large  and  controversial  to  pass  with¬ 
out  serious  danger  of  amendment. 

The  plea  of  Arizona  was  for  naught  as  California  testified  as 
follows : 

Here  we  are  legislating  in  the  field  that  the  Supreme  Court 
refused  to  decide,  the  allocation  of  shortages,  and  which  if 
remitted  to  Congress.  We  propose  to  solve  that  problem  by  re¬ 
sort  to  the  century-old  law  of  the  West :  the  protection  of 
existing  uses  under  senior  appropriations  against  new  uses, 
but  all  in  strict  accordance  with  the  agreement  that  Califor¬ 
nia’s  legislature  made  with  Congress  forty  years  ago.  We 
have  relied  on  that  agreement  in  building  the  half-billion  dol¬ 
lars  of  projects  on  which  ten  million  people  and  most  of 
Southern  California’s  agriculture  are  now  dependent,  and 
we  are  confident  that  Congress  will  keep  its  side  of  that  same 
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bargain  in  authorizing  the  new  Central  Arizona  project. 

In  this  way  both  States  are  made  aware  of  their  common 
necessity  to  bring  about  the  importation  of  water  into  the 
Colorado — a  necessity  shared  by  all  seven  states  for  that  mat¬ 
ter. 

With  our  existing  'projects  protected  to  the  extent  that  I 
have  described ,  California  can  and  does  support  the  inclusion 
of  the  Central  Arizona  project  in  the  regional  plan  of  devel¬ 
opment  proposed  in  our  bills.  [Emphasis  added.] 

The  existing  projects  in  California  presently  utilize  approximately 
5.1  million  acre  feet  of  Colorado  River  water.  California  is  entitled  to 
use  4.4  million  acre  feet  of  water  under  existing  laws  governing  the 
consumptive  use  of  Colorado  River  waters.  Thus,  California  is  using 
roughly  700,000  acre  feet  of  water  which  she  is  not  entitled  to  use. 
Therefore,  it  is  most  interesting  to  note  California's  support  of  H.R. 
3300.  If  H.R.  3300  is  enacted,  California  will  lose  700,000  acre-feet 
of  water,  if  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  constructed  and  there 
is  no  program  for  augmentation. 

At  another  point  California  itself  applied  a  simple  comparison  of 
II.R.  3300,  and  H.R.  4671,  and  said : 

II.R.  3300  is  itself  a  modified  compromise  of  H.R.  4671's 
principle  provisions.  And  while  there  may  exist  some  differ¬ 
ences  in  language  and  terms,  all  are  uniformly  dedicated  to  the 
same  goal  and  all  maintain  the  essential  seven-state  character¬ 
istics  of  H.R.  4671. 

In  a  direct  response  to  a  California  comparison  of  the  bills  before 
the  Subcommittee,  Arizona  responded  in  part : 

We  think,  realistically,  if  we  are  going  to  get  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  and  go  forward  on  the  water  needs  of  the 
region,  that  we  have  to  have  something  that  is  reduced  in 
scope. 

Again,  Arizona's  plea  was  unheeded  because  on  March  26,  1968, 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  ordered  H.R. 
3300,  as  amended,  favorably  reported  to  the  House  of  Representatives. 

II.R.  3300,  as  amended  and  reported  to  the  House  of  Representatives, 
is  by  comparison,  a  bill  which  is  regional  in  scope  and  raises  a  number 
of  issues  of  national  concern.  The  bill  includes  the  authorization  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project;  provisions  for  augmentation  studies, 
including  studies  of  transbasin  diversions  of  water;  provisions  making 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national  obligation  with  satisfaction  of 
the  treaty  requirements  the  first  obligation  of  the  water  to  be  imported 
from  other  river  basins;  establishment  of  a  basin  development  fund; 
provision  of  a  4.4  million  acre-feet  guarantee  to  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  perpetuity;  authorization  of  numerous  projects  in  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin;  and  various  other  provisions  reflecting  the 
results  of  interstate  negotiations. 

So,  by  comparison  there  is  very  little  difference  between  H.R.  4671, 
as  reported  to  the  89th  Congress,  and  H.R.  3300.  as  reported  to  the 
90th  Congress.  And,  this  is  so  despite  the  pleas,  desires  and  needs  of 
the  people  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  who  are  being  required  to  bear  the 
burden  of  an  expensive,  ambitious,  and  controversial  regional  water 
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development  plan,  under  the  guise  of  basinwide  support  for  a  simple 
Central  Arizona  Project. 

Before  leaving  this  comparison  it  might  do  well  to  compare  the 
federal  costs  involved  in  II.R.  4671  and  IT.  11.  3300.  A  cost,  analysis 
becomes  mandatory  when  considered  in  the  light  of  the  financial  crisis 
now  facing  this  N ation. 

H.R.  4671,  as  reported  in  the  89th  Congress,  involved  federal  expen¬ 
ditures  roughly  in  the  sum  of  $1,756,438,000,  not  including  the  studies 
and  costs  of  importation  which  were  factually  estimated  to  cost  an 
additional  $8,000,000,000. 

>  H.R.  3300,  as  amended  and  reported  in  the  90th  Congress,  involves 
federal  expenditures  of  approximately  $1,286,000,000,  not  including  the 
costs  of  the  study  of  importing  2y2  million  acre-feet  of  water  for  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  the  costs  of  the  associated 
studies,  plans  and  reports. 

This  cost  analysis  of  H.R.  4671  and  H.R.  3300  indicates  a  cost  reduc¬ 
tion  of  approximately  $400,000,000,  notwithstanding  the  plea  of  Ari¬ 
zona  for  a  bill  “reduced  in  scope*’  and  the  financial  crisis  now  facing  our 
national  government.  This  amount  does  not  include  the  costs  of  the 
studies  associated  with  H.R.  3300  which  in  testimony  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  was  stated  to  be  undeterminable. 

H.R.  3300,  as  amended  and  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  goes  far  beyond  the  recommendations  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  in  support  of  this  legislation. 

This  comparison  should  not  be  taken  as  indicating  that  we  are 
opposed  to  regional  or  large  scale  planning  or  the  costs  involved  in 
such  function.  We  are  not. 

It  is  the  attempts  to  justify  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  on  the  basis  of  studies  predirected  and  prejudged  on  the  need 
for  large  scale  importations  of  water  which  have  not  been  made  that 
we  oppose. 

Amidst  all  the  clamor  for  large  scale  regional  planning,  of  moving 
forward  together  and  joining  hands  in  partnership  lies  hidden  an 
irreconcilable  conflict  of  water  rights  jealously  guarded  and  emo¬ 
tionally  defended. 

Water  planning  requires  decisions,  and  these  decisions  are  neces¬ 
sarily  political  because  their  purposes  are  political  purposes  of  states 
and  nations.  For  that  reason  no  perfect  plan  or  solution  for  water 
problems  will  be  found  at  anytime.  If  we  are  to  try  and  meet  the  ever 
changing  demands  and  situations  of  our  society  our  water  planning 
decisions  must  be  based  upon  completed  studies  and  criteria  which 
form  the  basis  for  long-range  and  regional  water  planning.  To  do 
otherwise  is  to  give  substance  to  a  never  ending  conflict  of  water 
rights  and  availability,  which  in  turn  create  the  issues  of  national 
concern. 

H.R.  3300  does  not  in  our  opinion  present  a  long-range  regional 
water  development  plan  based  upon  completed  studies  and  reports 
so  necessary  for  intelligent  planning.  If  we  are  to  proceed  with  the 
reclamation  program,  if  we  are  to  encourage  progress  in  the  economic 
development  of  the  Southwestern  United  States,  we  must  proceed 
at  a  pace  in  which  this  Nation  and  its  people  have  the  capacity  to 
perform.  We  suggest,  therefore,  that  in  the  absence  of  detailed  studies 
and  reports  we  proceed  one  step  at  a  time  and  authorize  the  Central 
Arizona  Project. 
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III.  WATER  AVAILABILITY 

As  early  as  the  latter  part  of  the  nineteenth  century  the  people  of 
the  Southwestern  United  States  recognized  the  need  for  a  controlled 
and  dependable  water  supply  from  the  Colorado  River.  And,  since 
that  time,  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado  River  have  been  a  sub¬ 
ject  of  controversy. 

Each  time  the  Committee  considers  legislation  involving  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River,  the  testimony  indicates  wide  differences  of  opinion  re¬ 
garding  the  dependability  of  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
and  the  amount  of  water  actually  available  for  consumptive  use. 
These  differences  are  due  to  the  inability  of  the  hydrologists  to  agree 
upon  the  basic  data  to  be  incorporated  in  their  studies. 

H.R.  3300  again  raises  the  issue  of  water  availability  because  the 
bill  initially  authorizes  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  involves 
a  large  diversion  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River.  The  other  basin 
States  contend  there  is  not  sufficient  water  available  to  authorize  a 
financial  and  economically  feasible  Central  Arizona  Project. 

The  Committee  concluded  in  reporting  similar  legislation  during 
the  89th  Congress,  based  upon  all  the  studies  and  testimony  presented 
to  the  Committee  that — 

There  will  he  available ,  however ,  a  f  ull  water  supply  from 
the  Colorado  River  for  the  central  Arizona  unit  until  some 
time  during  the  decade  1990-2000.  [Emphasis  added.]  *  *  * 

In  the  absence  of  imported  water,  the  average  divertible  sup¬ 
ply  of  water  for  the  Central  Arizona  unit  is  estimated  to  be 
900,000  acre-feet  by  the  year  2000. 

This  Committee  conclusion  of  the  89th  Congress  apparently  proved 
unconvincing  because  on  March  14,  1967,  the  testimony  before  the 
Committee  was  as  follows : 

Question.  . . .  You  say  that  you  know  of  no  serious  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  central  Arizona  Project  that  the  administration 
proposed. 

The  problem,  of  course,  under  your  proposal,  is  that  there 
is  no  provision  for  long-term  water  supply  for  the  central 
Arizona  project,  nor  is  there  any  provision  that  studies  will 
be  made ;  is  that  true  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  No,  I  could  not  accept  that  as  a  statement 
of  the  situation.  We  have  adequate  water,  even  assuming — as 
we  assume  in  all  of  our  studies — the  4.4  priority,  for  a  viable 
project  with  a  sound  cost-benefit  ratio. 

Question.  At  whose  expense  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  Well,  I  think  at  no  one’s  expense. 

Question.  You  are  going  to  continue  the  central  Arizona 
project  as  you  propose  it,  to  make  it  a  lasting  project,  to  serve 
the  amount  of  water  that  is  needed  to  make  this  a  feasible 
project,  and,  if  so  who  has  to  furnish  that  water,  if  you  do 
that  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  my  posi¬ 
tion  very  clear  on  this  point.  I  think  one  very  big  and  bold 
and  necessary  assumption  must  be  made. 

As  far  as  the  long-term  future  of  the  river  is  concerned,  the 
river  is  in  short  supply.  This  is  the  main  fact  of  life  on  the 
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river.  This  is  what  all  of  us  have  been  talking  about  for  the 
last  2  or  3  years,  and  I  am  convinced  that  the  people  of  this 
large  and  fast-growing  region  are  not  going  to  sit  by  without 
providing  plans  that  will  be  timely.  And  when  the  year  1990 
or  the  year  2000  comes,  you  will  have  augmenting  plans  to  the 
river  whole. 

I  just  proceed  on  this  assumption. 

So  that  I  think,  in  terms  of  anybody  bearing  any  shortage 
or  deficiency,  if  we  do  our  work  right  in  the  Congress  and  in 
the  region,  I  do  not  think  that,  there  will  be  any  deficiency. 

Question.  You  do  not  answer  my  question :  At  whose  ex¬ 
pense  must  this  project  get  water,  even  from  the  beginning? 

Secretary  Udall.  I  do  not  understand.  I  do  not  understand 
your  question.  At  whose  expense — — 

Question-.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River 
compact,  and  along  the  river,  whose  entitlement  will  be  used 
to  make  this  project  a  feasible  project  ? 

Secretary  Udall.  I  think  the  anticipation  is  that  water  that 
Arizona  uses  during  this  period,  as  we  have  planned  it,  is 
water  that  will  be  available  in  the  river  that  moves  down  the 
river  by  gravity,  Mr.  Chairman.  That  is  all  that  I  can  say.  I 
do  not  think  it  is  taken  from  anybody.  You  cannot. 

Question.  Under  any  reasonable  study  of  the  water  in  the 
river  at  the  present  time,  how  much  water  is  Arizona  going  to 
get  from  this  whole  priority  in  the  lower  basin  of  the  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  to  be  delivered  at  Lee's  Ferry?  How 
much  water  will  be  available  under  anybody’s  study  at  the 
present  time  for  Arizona  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  It  is  true  that  in  the  early  years - 

Question.  What  is  true  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  tinder  this  project,  it  is  true  that  upper  basin 
water  would  be  available,  because  your  project - 

Question.  That  is  what  bothers  me.  I  thought  that  you 
would  say  that.  I  thought  that  the  Secretary  would  say  that. 

Secretary  Udall.  I  concur  with  whatever  he  says. 
[Laughter.] 

Question.  I  wonder  who  is  going  to  be  the  receiver  of  the 
kickoff  and  who  is  going  to  be  the  final  ball  carrier?  That  is 
what  I  wondered  when  you  came  in.  I  would  like  to  have  Mr. 
Dominy  give  us  these  figures,  because  I  have  told  you  already 
that  I  was  in  favor  of  this  project,  but  I  am  not  about  to  per¬ 
mit  entitlement  of  the  upper  basin  to  be  jeopardized  by  this 
project, 

Mr.  Dominy.  Nor  do  we  have  any  intention  that  it  would 
be  so,  Mr.  Chariman.  We  have  worked  diligently  with  all  of 
the  water  authorities  in  your  State  and  the  other  States  of 
the  upper  basin  as  well  as  the  lower  basin,  getting  firm  es¬ 
timates  as  to  the  rate  of  project  development  that  would  he 
reasonable  to  forecast,  and  on  the  basis  of  all  of  those  reviews 
with  your  people  and  others,  we  think  that  there  will  be 
1.650  million  acre-feet  or  1,650,000  acre-feet  available  in  the 
Colorado  River  up  to  1975  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

By  1990,  we  think  that  will  drop  down  to  an  average  of 
1,255,000  because  of  other  uses  being  developed.  Under  the 
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rights  of  the  compact,  by  the  year  2000,  we  are  predicting  that 
that  will  drop  to  an  annual  average  of  1,026,000  acre-feet 
available  for  central  Arizona. 

Question.  I  will  stop  you  there.  In  order  to  take  care  of 
Arizona’s  needs  from  this  project,  llow  much  water  do  you 
need  ?  Not  to  pay  off  the  project,  but  to  go  ahead  and  take  care 
of  the  needs  of  Arizona  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  We  recognized  from  the  very  start  that  this 
project  is  not  a  total  panacea  for  the  problems  of  the  water 
supply  in  Arizona. 

Question.  I  did  not  ask  you  that.  I  just  want  to  know: 

How  much  water  Arizona  has  to  have  and  how  much  Arizona 
will  have  if  you  develop  the  upper  basin  by  the  year  2000? 

Mr.  Dominy.  By  the  year  2000  Arizona  would  still  be 
needing,  if  it  took  care  of  all  of  its  overdraft,  more  than  2 
million  acre-feet  of  water,  instead  of  the  1  million  that  we 
think  will  be  available.  We  know  that  there  will  be  a  declining 
agriculture  base  in  Arizona  unless  there  is  augmentation  to 
the  river  supply  to  pick  up  that  deficiency. 

But  our  studies,  so  far  as  the  project  benefit-cost  ratios  are 
concerned — the  payouts  are  concerned — are  based  on  a  realistic 
appraisal  that  the  water  will  not  be  there,  because  you  have  the 
rights  under  the  compact  to  develop  your  projects  in  the  upper 
basin,  and  we  think  that  you  will  develop  them  on  schedule 
by  the  year  2000. 

Question.  Maybe  you  will  be  able  to  place  it  in  the  record 
without  going  around  the  bush. 

How  much  water  does  Arizona  intend  to  take  out  of  the 
Colorado  River  when  this  project  is  completed  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  We  would  hope  to  divert  on  the  average  in  the 
early  years  of  1,650,000  acre-feet. 

Question.  And  how  much  do  you  expect  to  take  out  by  the 
year  2000  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  About  1,026,000  acre-feet,  on  the  average. 

Question.  If  the  upper  basin  gets  its  entitlement,  keeping 
in  mind  that  the  lower  basin  is  entitled  to  the  first  7.5  million 
acre-feet  of  water,  what  is  Arizona’s  present  entitlement  out 
of  the  Colorado  River. 

Mr.  Dominy.  It  would  drop  ultimately  to  an  average  of 
about  675,000  acre-feet. 

Question.  That  is  it. 

Mr.  Dominy.  That  amount  would  remain  when  you  get  all 
of  your  water  put  to  work.  We  have  calculated  our  studies 
on  that  basis. 

Then,  on  January  30,  1968,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  was 
again  called  upon  to  testify  on  the  water  supply  available  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  At  that  time,  the  Department  submitted  on 
the  basis  of  their  studies  the  following  testimony  : 

ESTIMATE  OF  WATER  SUPPLY 

Estimates  of  future  water  supply  available  to  the  lower 
basin  are  influenced  by  three  basic  assumptions,  each  a  matter 


113 


of  judgment.  The  first  relates  to  the  magnitude  of  virgin 
runoff  that  will  occur  in  the  future.  The  second  concerns 
the  rate  of  increase  and  the  ultimate  magnitude  of  Upper 
Basin  depletions.  The  third  involves  the  magnitude  of  future 
net  losses  along  the  Lower  Colorado  River. 

Let  us  discuss  all  three  of  these  items. 

The  traditional  method  of  forecasting  future  runoff  is  to 
base  the  estimate  on  past  records.  The  question  posed  in  the 
Colorado  Basin  is  what  period  of  past  runoff  should  be  taken 
as  most  representative  of  the  future.  The  following  three 
periods  represent  typical  variations  involved : 


(In  thousands  of  acre-feet) 

Period 

Characteristic 

Average  virgin  run¬ 
off  at  Lee  Ferry 

1931  to  1967 _ 

1922  to  1967 _ 

1906  to  1957 _ 

_  .  Critical  period _ 

Actual  record  at  Lee  Ferry..  .....  -  — 

Longest  reliable  period  of  record  on  Colorado  River. 

12,990 

13,750 

14,960 

The  larger  estimate  of  future  virgin  runoff  at  Lee  Ferry,  the 
larger  will  be  the  estimate  of  water  supply  for  the  lower  basin, 
although  not  in  direct  proportion.  With  a  4.4  million  acre- 
foot  -California  priority  the  magnitude  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  water  supply  is  more  sensitive  to  the  estimate 
of  future  virgin  flow  at  Lee  Ferry.  *  *  * 

With  respect  to  Upper  Basin  depletions  affecting  the  water  supply 
available  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  testified  as  follows : 


There  appears  to  be  substantial  agreement  as  to  the  extent 
of  present  upper  basin  depletions.  There  is  disagreement,  how¬ 
ever,  as  to  the  rate  at  which  future  upper  basin  depletions  will 
occur.  There  is  disagreement  as  to  the  extent  of  responsibility, 
if  any,  of  the  upper  basin  to  meet  a  part  of  the  Mexican  water 
treaty  obligations.  _ 

The  basic  differences  in  projection  of  upper  basin  depletions 


are  as  follows : 

(In  thousands  of  acre-feet] 

Year 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 
estimate 

Tipton  report 
estimate 

1965 . . - 

1975 _ _ _ 

1990 _ 

2000 _ _ _ _ 

2030 _ _ 

2,787 

4,220 

5,100 

5,430 

5,  800 

2,777 

4,513 

>6,342 

'7,351 

'7,891 

'Tipton  report  demonstrates  that  upper  basin’s  art.  I i  1(d),  Colorado  River  compact  obligation,  limits 
assured  supply  for  upper  basin  to  6,300,000  acre-feet  annually,  exclusive  of  its  Mexican  treaty  obligation, 
if  any. 


We  agree  that  land  and  other  resources  in  the  upper  basin 
could  be  physically  developed  to  deplete  water  at  the  rate  the 
upper  basin  estimates.  However,  it  does  not  appear  likely  in 
the  judgment  of  our  experts  that  projections  which  would 
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completely  dedicate  the  upper  basin's  total  remaining  unused 
Colorado  River  water  supplies  to  specific  areas  or  uses  would 
be  developed  at  rates  commensurate  with  upper  basin 
projections. 

It  seems  more  likely  that  some  reserves  will  be  withheld  for 
future  municipal  and  industrial  growth.  Also  influencing  our 
judgment  is  the  uncertainty  as  to  whether  the  upper  basin  is 
obligated  to  meet  part  of  any  Mexican  water  treaty  deficien¬ 
cies.  Until  that  issue  is  resolved,  we  doubt  that  projects  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  contested  water  supply,  as  a  practical  matter, 
would  be  authorized  or  undertaken. 

To  the  extent  that  weather  modification,  desalting,  or  other 
measures  provide  water  for  additional  use,  we  would  expect 
that  the  rate  of  future  upper  basin  depletions  would  increase 
accordingly.  In  the  interim,  we  believe  that  our  estimates  of 
future  upper  basin  depletions  are  realistic. 

Testimony  on  the  third  basic  assumption  was  as  follows: 

NET  WATER  LOSSES  ALONG  LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER 

The  third  broad  category  where  projection  or  assumption 
is  necessary  to  estimate  future  lower  basin  water  supply  in¬ 
volves  estimating  the  future  net  water  losses  along  the  Lower 
Colorado  River.  Our  proposal  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project  include  works  to  salvage  some  680.000  acre-feet  of 
Colorado  River  water  that  have  constituted  river  losses  in 
the  past.  With  these  salvage  works  in  operation,  we  estimate 
that'  there  will  remain  some  590,000  acre-feet  of  net  losses 
along  the  lower  river,  primarily  from  evaporation  and  evapo- 
transpiration  from  nonbeneficial  vegetation.  For  comparative 
purposes,  other  estimates  of  future  net  losses  are  as  follows : 


..  Estimate, 

Source  acre- feet 

Bureau  of  Reclamation _  r>90,  000 

Upper  Basin  (Tipton) - - - 810,000 

Colorado  River  Board  of  California _  1,  000,  000 


The  magnitude  of  the.  future  losses  would  affect  significantly 
the  residual  water  supply  for  the  central  Arizona  project. 

Again,  we  believe  our  estimates  are  realistic.  Senator  Wash 
Reservoir  is  now  in  operation  and  preventing  overdeliveries 
to  Mexico.  We  are  confident  that  water  losses  can  be  reduced 
through  eradication  and  control  of  phreatophytes  and  through 
further  channelization.  We  know  that  we  can  salvage  water 
through  ground- water  recovery. 

In  support  of  its  basic  assumptions  concerning  the  water  available 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  the  Department  further  testified  as 
follows : 


WATER  SUPPLY  FOR  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

The  effect,  of  varying  assumption  in  the  three  broad  aspects 
of  water  supply  I  have  just  discussed — virgin  runoff,  upper 
basin  depletions,  and  lower  river  losses — is  as  follows  and  as 
shown  graphically  on  the  chart  before  you. 
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WATER  FOR  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


|ln  thousand  acre-feet) 


Condition 

Year  1979 

Year  1990 

Year  2000 

Year  2030 

Average 

50-year 

period 

US8R  projections: 

60-year  period,  1906-65 _ _ 

1,650 

1,255 

1.026 

676 

1.045 

62 -year  period,  1906  67 _ _ _ 

1,650 

1,239 

1,005 

626 

1.019 

46-year  period,  1922  67;  USBR  projections  of 
upper  basin  depletions _ 

1.650 

900 

430 

284 

622 

46-year  period  1922-67:  Tipton  projecticms  of 
upper  basin  depletions  2 _ _ _ _ 

1.105 

500 

360 

284 

450 

46-year  period  1922-67:  Tipton  projections  of 
upper  basin  depletions;  Tipton  estimate  of 
lower  basin  salvage  2  _ _ 

890 

285 

145 

77 

237 

1  Aqueduct  capacity,  2,500  c.f.s.,;  4.4  m.a.f.  priority  for  California. 

2  Tipton  projections  on  basis  that  upper  basin  would  be  required  to  provide  t^of  Mexican  water  delivery. 

If  upper  basin  were  not  so  required,  water  supply  for  CAP  would  drop  to  zero  abojt  1985  on  basis  of  Tipton 
projections. 

Secretary  Udaix.  Only  time  will  tell  which  assumptions  are 
the  more  nearly  correct.  There  is  no  way  of  guaranteeing 
or  proving  with  certainty  any  given  assumption  today.  The 
only  positive  solution,  therefore,  lies  in  programs  which  will 
supplement  Colorado  River  runoff  at  least  sufficiently  to  guar¬ 
antee  7.5  million  aore-feet  for  consumptive  use  by  the  lower 
basin  States.  If  this  is  accomplished,  the  assumptions  as  to 
virgin  flow,  upper  basin  depletions,  and  river  losses  become 
academic  insofar  as  lower  basin  water  supply  is  concerned. 

sfe  sj:  sji 

In  addition  the  Department  presented  testimony  on  water  available 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  through  water  conservation  programs 
and  desalting. 

In  response  to  specific  Committee  inquiries  the  Department  fur¬ 
nished  for  the  record  additional  information  on  the  water  supply  avail¬ 
able  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  follows : 

The  minimum  average  annual  amount  of  water  necessary  to 
the  economic  and  financial  feasibility  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  is  about  450,000  acre-feet,.  This  is  the  amount  of  water 
that  would  be  available  based  on  Colorado  River  runoff  for  the 
46-year  period  1922-1967,  based  on  Mr.  Tipton’s  projection  of 
Upper  Basin  depletions,  and  assuming  that  the  Upper  Basin 
would  contribute  750,000  acre-feet  toward  meeting  Mexican 
water  deliveries.  The  average  water  supply  by  year  would  be  : 

Acre-feet 


Year:  (i,ooo) 

1979  _ 1,105 

1990  _ : _ _  500 

2000  _ _ _ , _  360 

2030  _ - _ : _  284 

Average  50-year  period _  450 


A  minimum  delivery  of  8,250,000  acre- feet  annually  at  Lee 
Ferry  is  essential  to  the  feasibility  of  CAP  under  the  assump¬ 
tion  of  a  4.4  million  acre-foot,  priority  for  California. 

The  average  annual  amount  of  water  and  the  minimum 
annual  amount  of  water  needed  from  the  main  stream  for  all 
Lower  Basin  uses  in  order  to  make  the  Central  Arizona 
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Project  feasible  are  both  of  the  same  general  order  of  mag¬ 
nitude.  At  least  8,250,000  acre-feet  annually  are  required.  This 
amount  would  serve  the  following  requirements : 


Amount 

Delivery  to  Mexico _  1,  .100,  000 

California _  4,  400,  000 

Nevada -  246,  000 

Arizona  main  stem _  1,  230,  000 

Central  Arizona  project _  1  284,  00 

Net  losses  below  Hoover  Dam _  590,  000 


Total - - -  8,  250,  000 


1  This  plus  50,000  acre-feet  of  other  project  water  supply  developed  by  CAP 
would  be  a  firm  supply  to  meet  the  revenue-producing  M.  &  I.  sales. 

Inasmuch  as  net  intlow  between  Lee  Ferry  and  Lake  Mead 
just  about  equals  evaporation  from  Lake  Mead,  this  means 
that  the  minimum  regulated  flow  at  Lee  Ferry  would  need  to 
by  8,250,000  acre-feet.  With  average  runoff,  the  regulated 
flow  at  Lee  Ferry  will  exceed  8,250,000  acre- feet  for  a  number 
of  years,  at  least  into  the  1980's.  Thus,  the  average  Lower 
Basin  water  supply  would  exceed  the  minimum  required  by  a 
small  amount  due  to  early  years  of  excess. 

This  testimony  clearly  establishes  these  most  important  facts  con¬ 
cerning  the  water  available  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project : 

(1)  That,  the  testimony  pertaining  to  water  supplies  was  based 
upon  detailed  and  completed  studies ;  and 

(2)  That,  such  studies  clearly  establish  there  is  a  full  water 
supply  available  for  a  feasible  Central  Arizona  Project  until 
the  decade  1990-2000 ;  and 

(3)  That,  the  other  basin  States  have  consistently  attempted 
to  impeach  the  validity  of  these  studies  without  success. 

It  is  most  interesting  to  note  here  the  attempts  of  the  other  basin 
States  to  discredit  these  studies  performed  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  when  on  the  other  hand,  the  other  basin  States  insist  upon 
the  inclusion  of  the  controversial  provisions  of  Title  II  of  H.R.  3300 
which  require  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  prepare  reconnais¬ 
sance  and  feasibility  studies  and  investigations  providing  for  augmen¬ 
tation  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Title  II  of  II.R.  3300  is  another  feature  of  the  bill  which  we  oppose. 
The  purpose  of  Title  II  is  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  engage  in  investigations  and  studies  of  the  means  of  augmenting 
the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado  River,  including  interbasin 
transfers  and  the  preparation  of  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  reports 
thereon. 

We  think  the  provisions  of  Title  II  duplicate  already  existing 
authority  as  contained  in  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (79 
Stat.  244)  and  the  bills  passed  by  both  Houses  of  this  Congress  estab¬ 
lishing  a  National  Water  Commission.  We  support  the  position  of 
the  Administration  on  this  point,  and  agree  that  a  National  Water 
Commission — 

is  the  appropriate  entity  to  undertake  an  evaluation  of  basic 
issues  relative  to  Colorado  River  water  supply  problems. 

*  *  *  Advice  and  guidance  on  these  matters,  all  relevant  to 
the  Colorado  Basin’s  water  problems,  by  a  disinterested  and 
objective  Commission  composed  of  outstanding  citizens 
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should  provide  background  of  great  assistance  in  the  formu¬ 
lation  of  specific  proposals.  The  Commission  can  be  expected 
to  give  prompt  consideration  to  the  problems  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin. 

ihe  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  have  attempted  to  placate 
the  opposition  of  other  States  to  the  provisions  of  Title  II  of  H.R. 
3300  by  adding  language  which  appears  to  protect  “areas  of  origin” 
or  those  States  affected  by  such  interbasin  transfers  of  water,  which 
did  not  appear  in  similar  legislation  reported  in  the  89th  Congress 

The  provisions  of  Title  II  should  be  stricken  from  H.R,  3300  for 
these  reasons: 

(1)  The  authority  to  study  interbasin  diversion  of  water  already 
exists  in  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (PL 
89-90, 79  Stat,  244),  as  follows: 

Sec.  103.  The  Council  shall  establish,  after  such  consulta¬ 
tion  with  other  interested  entities,  both  Federal  and  non- 
Federal,  as  the  Council  may  find  appropriate,  and  with  the 
approval  of  the  President,  principles,  standards,  and  pro¬ 
cedures  for  Federal  participants  in  the  preparation  of  com¬ 
prehensive  regional  or  river  basin  plans  and  for  the 
formulation  and  evaluation  of  Federal  water  and  related  land 
resources  projects.  Such  procedures  may  include  provision 
for  Council  revision  of  plans  for  Federal  projects  intended 
to  be  proposed  in  any  plan  or  revision  thereof  being  prepared 
by  a  river  basin  planning  commission. 

Sec.  104.  Upon  receipt  of  a  plan  or  revision  thereof  from 
any  river  basin  commission  under  the  provisions  of  section 
204.(3)  of  . this  Act,  the  Council  shall  review  the  plan  or 
revision  with  special  regard  to — 

(1)  the  efficacy  of  such  plan  or  revision  in  achieving 
optimum  use  of  the  water  and  related  land  resources  in 
the  area  involved ; 

(2)  the  effect  of  the  plan  on  the  achievement  of  other 
programs  for  the  development  of  agricultural,  urban, 
energy,  industrial,  recreational,  fish  and  wildlife,  and 
other  resources  of  the  entire  Nation;  and 

(3)  . the  contributions  which  such  plan  or  revision  will 
make  in  obtaining  the  Nation’s  economic  and  social  goals. 

Based  on  such  review  the  Council  shall — 

(a.)  formulate  such  recommendations  as  it  deems  desir¬ 
able  in  the  national  interest ;  and 

(b)  transmit  its  recommendations,  together  with  the 
plan  or  revision  of  the  river  basin  commission  and  the  views, 
comments,  and  recommendations  with  respect  to  such  plan 
or  revision  submitted  by  any  Federal  agency,  Governor, 
interstate  commission,  or  United  States  section  of  an  inter¬ 
national  commission,  to  the  President  for  his  review  and 
transmittal  to  the  Congress  with  his  recommendations  in 
regard  to  authorization  of  Federal  projects. 

(2)  The  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  clo  not  have  available  the  preliminary  information  and  analysis 
to  justify  authorization  of  the  study  provisions  of  Title  II  of  H.R. 
3300. 
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(3)  The  Committee  and  the  Congress  do  not  have  available  the 
necessary  information  as  to  the  costs  of  the  studies  authorized  by 
Title  II  of  H.R.  3300. 

Two  other  points  should  be  observed  concerning  Title  II  of  H.R. 
3300.  The  first,  is  that  the  states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  other 
than  Arizona,  have  agreed  to  the  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  if  and  only  if,  the  bill  contains  the  provisions  providing  for 
a  costly  feasibility  study  on  augmenting  the  water  resources  of  the 
Colorado  River.  The  second  observation  is  that  the  study  provisions 
of  Title  II  make  the  responsibility  of  augmenting  the  water  supply 
and  the  costs  associated  therewith  a  federal  responsibility  to  be  paid 
for  by  all  the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States  and  not  the  requirement, 
or  fiscal  responsibility  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States. 

The  creation  of  this  federal  responsibility  for  augmenting  the  water 
supplies  of  the  Colorado  River  was  most  cleverly  designed  to  arise 
from  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

IV.  The  Mexican  Water  Treaty 

We  are  opposed  to  the  provisions  of  Section  202  of  H.R.  3300  which 
will  make  the  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  a  national  obligation.  We  oppose  shifting  the  burden  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River,  where  it  belongs, 
to  other  parts  of  the  Country,  where  it  does  not  belong,  at  the  expense 
of  the  people  of  the  United  States  who  should  not  bear  it.  We  oppose 
the  assumption  of  this  burden  as  a  national  obligation  and  we  are 
opposed  to  the  covert  effect  of  these  provisions  as  stated  in  H.R.  3300. 

The  position  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  on  this  issue 
is  quite  clear  and  has  been  proudly  stated  in  this  manner: 

*  *  *  In  our  bill  last  year  we  had  a  little  feature  that  went 
almost  completely  unnoticed,  and  there  was  little  controversy 
about  it.  That  feature  provided  that  the  federal  government 
would  assume  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden,  picking  up  the 
tab  for  the  first  2.5  million  acre  feet  of  augmentation  of  the 
river.  That  little  item,  all  by  itself,  could  mean  perhaps 
about  $2.5  billion  to  the  states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin, 
the  equivalent  of  about  two  Hualapai  Dams.  I  think  such  a 
transfer  of  that  burden  is  still  possible  and  ought  to  be  get¬ 
ting  our  maximum  attention  and  effort.  I  think  that  what  we 
can  do  for  ourselves  in  this  area  is  a  lot  more  important  than 
grousing  about  the  loss  of  those  two  dams. 

The  logic  of  shifting  the  burden  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is 
most  interesting.  First,  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  concluded 
that  there  was  insufficient  water  in  the  river  to  satisfy  the  require¬ 
ments  of  all  the  basin  States.  They  then  concluded  that  means  must 
be  found  to  augment  the  water  supply  or  reduce  the  requirements.  The 
question  then  followed  as  to  how  augmentation  could  be  accomplished 
and  at  whose  expense.  The  next  step  is  most,  obvious. 

The  basin  States  concluded  that  since  the  federal  government  bur¬ 
dened  the  river  with  the  requirement  to  deliver  1.5  million  acre-feet 
of  water  annually  plus  losses  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  the  federal 
government  should  assume  this  obligation  and  be  responsible  for  aug¬ 
menting  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado  and  the  costs  associated 
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therewith.  This  logic  supposedly  creates  the  federal  responsibility  as 
provided  in  Title  II  of  H.R.  3300,  to  the  States  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  States,  all  of  them,  knew  as  early  as  1922, 
at  the  time  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  that  the  Republic  of  Mex¬ 
ico  had  been  using  and  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  water  in  the 
Colorado  River.  rl  hey  have  all  known  since  1944,  when  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  was  ratified,  precisely  what  amount  of  water  that  would 
be. 

The  discussions  of  water  for  Mexico  occupied  a  prominent  part  in 
the  negotiations  for  the  compact  between  the  basin  States.  Now,  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  have  concluded  that  the  apportionment  of 
Colorado  River  water  to  Mexico  under  the  Treaty  was  done  on  the 
basis  of  a  mistake  in  judgment  as  to  the  amount  of  water  in  the 
Colorado  River.  The  Colorado  River  Basin  States  have  thus  stated, 
afortiori,  the  federal  government  has  a  responsibility  to  correct  this 
mistake  in  judgment  and  should  do  so  by  assuming  the  obligations  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

With  this  logic  we  cannot  agree.  This  shallow  reasoning  covertly 
attempts  to  saddle  the  other  States  of  the  Nation  with  the  costs  of 
studying,  planning  and  augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  as  a  federal  responsibility  and  not  a  responsibility  of  the 
seven  basin  states. 

Assuming  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  may  have  been  negotiated  on 
the  basis  of  a  mistake  in  judgment  as  to  the  amount  of  water  avail¬ 
able  for  delivery  to  Mexico,  such  mistake  appears  to  be  a  unilateral 
mistake  to  which  the  seven  states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  long- 
ago  assented.  There  is  no  evidence  of  a  mutual  mistake  of  fact  in  the 
negotiation  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  which  in  equity  might  call 
for  the  recession  or  renegotiation  of  this  agreement. 

The  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  as  much  a  fact  of  life  for  the  States 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  as  it  is  for  the  federal  government.  The 
Treaty  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  “law  of  the  river"  to  which  the  basin 
states  pledge  their  allegiance  day  in  and  day  out,  when  it  suits  them 
to  do  so — as  is  the  geolog}-  of  the  area  or  the  paucity  of  precipitation 
that  is  one  of  its  characteristics.  And,  the  basin  States  ought  to  have 
planned  accordingly. 

If  there  were  no  Mexican  treaty  and  these  States  were  planning  a 
project  to  import  2,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  into  their  basin  to 
bolster  their  water-short  economy,  there  is  no  question  but  that  they 
would  be  obligated  to  pay  for  it.  The  case  is  no  different  here.  For 
what  absolving  them  from  the  burden  of  the  Mexican  treaty  means  is 
that  they  will  have  2,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  more  than  they  now 
have  to  bolster  that  same  economy.  They  should  be  required  to 
pay  for  it  either  out  of  power  revenues  or  from  taxes  on  themselves 
or  by  some  other  means,  and  project  planning  should  be  required  to 
proceed  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  have  to  do  so. 

The  bill,  as  amended,  goes  further  than  this.  It  is  abundantly 
clear  that  all  costs  associated  with  bringing  these  2,500,000  acre-feet 
of  water  into  the  Colorado  Basin  will  be  nonreimbursable,  but  the  bill 
is  seductively  vague  on  how  the  costs  of  the  other  investigations  and 
studies  will  be  allocated.  Absent  anything  in  the  bill  to  the  contrary, 
we  read  this  as  an  invitation  to  assign  all  the  basic  costs  of  the  works 
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to  satisfying  the  Mexican  Treaty  requirement.  We  l'ead  it,  in  other 
words,  as  an  invitation  to  load  on  the  American  taxpayer  not  only  the 
Mexican  Treaty’s  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  the  importation 
works  but  a  good  deal  more  than  this  in  addition.  This  is  unjustified. 

V.  The  Upper  Basin  Projects 

We  also  oppose  those  provisions  of  Title  V  of  H.  R.  3300  which  au¬ 
thorize  five  (5)  participating  projects  under  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act.  These  projects  are:  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Colorado, 
New  Mexico  and  the  Delores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide  and  San 
Miguel  projects  in  Colorado. 

The  authorization  of  these  projects  and  the  inclusion  of  a  number 
of  provisions  affecting  upper  and  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  rela¬ 
tionships  constitute  the  ransom  extorted  by  the  States  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  as  their  price  for  supporting  the  authorization 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

Considerable  testimony  before  the  Committee  concerned  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  water  and  the  rate  of  Upper  Basin  depletions  which  would 
occur  by  the  authorization  and  construction  of  the  Upper  Basin 
Projects.  As  a  result  of  the  time  consumed  on  the  Upper  Basin  deple¬ 
tions,  the  Committee  received  little  or  no  testimony  concerning  the 
eocnomic  and  financial  feasibility  of  the  Upper  Basin  Projects. 

In  authorizing  these  five  Upper  Basin  projects  H.  R.  3300  again 
goes  far  beyond  the  position  of  the  Administration  in  support  of  this 
legislation.  In  transmitting  the  planning  reports  on  these  projects  to 
the  Congress,  only  the  Animas-La  Plata  and  Delores  projects  were  rec¬ 
ommended.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  recommended  deferral  of 
the  three  other  projects  pending  the  establishment  of  the  National 
Water  Commission  and  completion  of  its  review  of  related  water 
problems. 

The  position  of  the  Administration  is  more  fully  disclosed  by  the 
following  letter : 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington ,  D.C..  April  30.  I960. 

Hon.  Stewart  L.  Udall, 

Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Washington,  D.O. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letters  of  April  6 
and  13.  1066,  submitting  your  proposed  reports  on  the  Dallas  Creek, 
San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and  Animas-La  Plata  projects  in  Colorado. 
These  Upper  Colorado  Basin  projects,  together  with  the  Dolores  proj¬ 
ect  on  which  we  advised  you  earlier,  would  be  authorized  under  the 
provisions  of  a  revision  of  H.R.  4671  (found  in  House  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  Print  No.  19),  legislation  to  authorize  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  project,  which  is  now  under  consideration  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  This  legislation  would  also  authorize  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect,  Bridge  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams,  and  related  works  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  Basin  as  features  of  an  overall  Colorado  Basin  development. 

Except  for  San  Miguel,  the  projects  meet  the  conventional  direct 
benefit-cost  ratio  criterion.  However,  all  five  projects  have  a  high 
cost,  per  acre  and  investment  per  farm,  and  the  irrigation  cost  per 
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acre  for  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  and  West  Divide  are  among  the 
highest  for  reclamation  projects.  In  all  cases,  irrigation  farmers  will 
be  heavily  subsidized  by  assistance  from  power  revenues  and  the  per¬ 
centage  repayment  of  irrigation  cost  by  water  users  is  only  a  small 
fraction  of  the  irrigation  allocation.  Since  these,  new  projects  in  the 
Upper  Colorado  Basin  would  require  such  heavy  subsidies  for  irriga¬ 
tion  farmers,  we  question  the  desirability  in  areas  of  critically  short 
water  supply  of  Federal  Government  sponsorship  without  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  both  alternative  uses  and  of  supplemental  water  sources. 

Our  specific  comments  on  the  individual  projects  are  as  follows : 

DOLORES  PROJECT 

The  Dolores  project,  which  we  cleared  in  our  letter  to  you  of  May 
4,  1966,  has  a  cost  per  acre  for  the  irrigation  allocation  of  $630  and  a 
direct  100-year  benefit-cost  ratio  just  above  unity  (1.07:1).  The  irri¬ 
gation  investment  per  farm  would  be  approximately  $140,000.  The 
repayment  of  the  irrigation  allocation  is  low  (16.8  percent)  and,  as 
we  noted  in  our  earlier  letter,  the  charges  for  municipal  and  industrial 
water  might  be  raised  to  help  pay  for  the  project  and  reduce  power 
subsidies  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund. 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT 

The  revised  Animas-La  Plata  project  would  also  have  a  heavy  de¬ 
pendence  on  power  revenues,  with  a  water  users  repayment  of  only 
13.1  percent.  The  investment  per  farm  would  be  about  $157,000. 
The  project  has  a  cost  per  acre  of  $840  and  a  low  direct  benefit-cost 
ratio  (1.1:1).  While  there  appears  to  be  no  immediate  need  for  the 
23,500  acre-feet  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  that  would  be 
delivered  to  the  Ute  Mountain  Tribe  Reservation,  the  allocation  of 
this  water  for  these  purposes  rather  than  irrigation  improves  the 
project.  The  charge  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  seems  very 
low  considering  that  it  will  probably  be  used  in  large  part  for  develop¬ 
ing  a  profitable  coal-steam  power  industry. 

DALLAS  CREEK  PROJECT 

The  Dallas  Creek  project  has  a  very  high  cost  per  acre  ($1,140)  and 
the  irrigators’  repayment  is  low  (11.9  percent).  The  investment  per 
farm  would  be  about  $192,000.  We  agree  with  the  comment  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  that  the  economic  growth  of  the  area 
would  be  stimulated  more  by  the  planned  development  of  additional 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  to  meet  future  demands  rather 
than  allocating  large  amounts  of  water  to  irrigation.  We  also  agree 
with  the  comment  of  the  State  of  Nevada  that  the  charge  on  the 
contemplated  municipal  and  industrial  water  could  be  increased  to 
help  in  the  direct  repayment  of  the  project. 

WEST  DIVIDE  PROJECT 

The  West  Divide  project  has  one  of  the  highest  costs  per  acre 
($1,710)  of  any  reclamation  project.  The  investment  per  farm  would 
be  approximately  $273,000.  We  also  question  whether  there  is  enough 


demand  in  the  near  future  to  necessitate  the  immediate  authorization 
of  this  project  and  believe  it  would  be  preferable  for  the  pro  ject  to  be 
deferred  until  it  is  clear  that  there  will  be  a  real  demand  for  the 
project  water  for  the  development  of  oil  shale  reserves.  However,  if 
the  oil  shale  reserves  are  developed,  it  would  seem  to  be  an  unwise 
use  of  resources  to  commit  water  to  irrigation  if  the  future  demands 
for  municipal  and  industrial  water  are  as  great  as  anticipated  in  the 
project  report.  Furthermore,  we  agree  with  the  State  of  Nevada  that 
the  water  charge  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  could  be  sub¬ 
stantially  increased,  particularly  in  light  of  the  commercial  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  oil  shale  resources. 

SAN  MIGUEL  PROJECT 

The  San  Miguel  project  appears  to  have  the  lowest  priority  of  the 
five  projects.  It  has  a  very  high  cost  per  acre  ($1,310),  an  extremely 
low  irrigators’  repayment  (10  percent)  with  a  correspondingly  heavy 
dependence  on  power  revenues  and  a  direct  benefit-cost  ratio’ signifi¬ 
cantly  less  than  unity  (0.89:1).  The  investment  per  farm  would  be 
approximately  $226,000.  We  agree  with  the  comments  of  the  State 
of  Nevada  that  the  municipal  and  industrial  water  charges  could  be 
at  least  doubled. 

We  fully  understand  the  desire  of  the  State  of  Colorado  to  make  full 
use  of  its  compact  entitlement  to  the  scarce  waters  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  Basin.  These  five  projects  would,  however,  exhaust  the 
remaining  supply  of  water  available  to  the  State  of  Colorado.  Further, 
the  situation  is  somewhat  different  in  the  Tipper  than  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  Basin.  In  the  lower  basin,  an  established  economy  is  faced 
with  an  immediate  water  crisis  accelerated  by  the  pressures  of  popula¬ 
tion  growth.  In  both  the  upper  and  lower  basins,  nevertheless,  the 
same  considerations— population  pressures,  alternative  opportunities 
for  regional  development,  development  for  industrial  as  well  as  agri¬ 
cultural  purposes,  demands  for  water  at  the  lowest  possible  cost — 
emphasize  the  critical  importance  of  planning  at  this  time  to  use 
waters  available  to  the  States  of  the  Colorado  Basin  in  the  most 
efficient  possible  way,  and  thereby,  to  make  an  optimum  contribution 
to  the  future  growth  of  the  States,  the  region,  and  the  Nation. 

The  revision  of  H.R.  4671,  contained  in  House  Interior  Committee 
Print  No.  19,  on  which  hearings  are  scheduled  before  the  House 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  for  May  9,  1966,  is  designed 
to  solve  water  problems  in  the  Colorado  Basin  by  directing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  consider  projects  to  import  up  to  8.5  million  acre- 
feet  annually,  in  addition  to  authorizing  developments  in  the  Upper 
and  Lower  Colorado  Basins,  including  the  Central  Arizona  project,  as 
noted  above.  We  commented  last  year  on  S.  75  and  S.  1019,  similar 
bills  to  authorize  certain  development  in  the  Lower  Colorado  Basin 
and  to  provide  means  of  augmenting  water  supplies  for  that  area. 
However,  the  revision  of  H.R.  4671  would  apply  to  both  the  Upper 
and  Lower  Colorado  Basins  and  would  go  substantially  beyond  the 
legislation  commented  on  by  the  Bureau  last  year. 

These  considerations,  particularly  the  major  policy  and  budgetary 
implications  of  any  proposed  major  importation  of  waters  as  contem¬ 
plated  in  the  measure  now  under  consideration  by  the  Congress,  in 
our  view,  underline  the  importance  of  prompt  establishment  of  the 
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National  Water  Commission  recommended  by  the  administration  to 
review  these  and  other  complex  water  problems  both  in  the  West  and 
throughout  the  entire  Nation.  This  Commission,  composed  of  the 
most  able  individuals  from  all  related  disciplines,  would  advise  on  the 
entire  range  of  water  resource  problems,  from  methods  to  conserve 
and  augment  existing  water  supplies  to  the  application  of  modern 
technology,  such  as  desalting,  to  provide  more  usable  water  for  our 
cities,  our  industries,  and  our  farms.  We  would  favor  acceleration  of 
the  review  of  western  water  problems  with  particular  emphasis  on  the 
Colorado  Basins.  The  Commission  would  also  provide  a  focal  point 
for  a  considered  assessment  of  the  conflicting  objectives  of  power, 
water  supply,  and  the  preservation  of  areas  of  unique,  scenic  value — 
presented  by  proposals  for  dams  in  the  Colorado  River  Gorge. 

In  summary,  for  the  reasons  expressed  above,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  would  favor  deferral  of  at  least  the  West  Divide,  San  Miguel, 
and  Dallas  Creek  projects  at  this  time,  pending  the  establishment  of 
the  National  Water  Commission  and  completion  of  its  review  of 
related  water  problems.  We  believe  that  this  course  of  action  will 
permit  water  developments  needed  at  this  time  in  the  Colorado  Basin 
to  proceed,  but  at  the  same  time  provide  a  basis  for  thorough  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  fundamental  issues  involved  and  a  recommended 
program  that  will  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  people  of  the  Upper 
and  Lower  Colorado  Basin,  as  well  as  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip  S.  Hughes, 

Deputy  Director. 

On  the  basis  of  the  position  taken  by  the  Administration  and  be¬ 
cause  of  the  lack  of  testimony  before  the  Committee  on  the  economic 
and  financial  justification  of  these  Upper  Basin  Projects,  we  think  the 
five  (5)  projects;  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  the 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide  and  San  Miguel  projects  in  Colorado 
should  not  be  authorized  by  H.R.  3300.  The  authorization  of  these 
five  (5)  projects  by  H.R.  3300,  without  detailed  testimony  on  their 
economic  and  financial  feasibility,  is  in  our  opinion,  an  outstanding 
example  of  improper  water  resource  development  planning. 

VI.  The  Need  for  a  Central  Arizona  Project — A  Proposal 

Proper  water  resource  development  and  planning  has  long  called  for 
the  authorization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  Arizona. 

The  need  for  a  Central  Arizona  Project  is  so  aptly  described  in  the 
report  (Senate  Report  No.  408)  on  S.  1004,  similar  legislation  passed 
by  the  Senate  authorizing  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  that  we  adopt 
and  incorporate  the  narrative  as  part  of  our  views  on  the  need  for  a 
Central  Arizona  Project.  The  narrative  follows : 

VI.  NEED  FOR  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Central  Arizona  is  one  of  the  fastest  growing  and  most  arid 
regions  in  the  Nation.  Historically,  development  in  central 
Arizona  lagged  behind  most  regions  in  the  Nation  because  of 
its  remoteness  and  its  arid  climate.  Recently,  however,  popu¬ 
lation  and  economic  growth  has  advanced  rapidly,  resulting 
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in  the  utilization  of  the  area's  dormant  wealth  in  agriculture, 
mining,  lumbering  and  tourist  attractions. 

The  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  which  central  Arizona 
is  a  vital  part,  produces  more  than  a  billion  dollars  worth  of 
vital  agricultural  products  annually.  The  fact  that  the  Nation 
has  this  production  now  is  highly  important,  but  the  prospect 
that  the  Nation  might  not  have  it  in  the  future  is  alarming. 
Many  specialty  crops  such  as  winter  lettuce,  citrus  fruits, 
garden  vegetables,  dates  and  melons  are  produced  in  this  area. 
Virtually  all  of  the  agriculture  depends  on  irrigation. 

A  market  exists  for  more  produce  of  this  kind  than  our  do¬ 
mestic  Southwest  now  grows.  This  is  seen  in  the  fact  that  the 
United  States  presently  imports  $65  million  worth  of  this 
type  farm  produce.  These  imports  consist  principally  of  win¬ 
ter  vegetables  (melons,  tomatoes,  peppers,  peas,  and  so  forth) 
from  irrigated  areas  south  of  the  Arizona  and  California 
borders. 

'Water  is  the  key  element  that  has  made  Arizona's  economy 
strong  and  its  spectacular  recent  growth  possible.  Without  a 
permanent  supply  of  water,  much  of  this  area  would  revert  to 
desert.  This  is  more  than  a  future  possibility,  as  it  has  already 
begun  to  happen  in  some  areas  of  the  State  where  water  short¬ 
ages  are  most  critical. 

The  effects  of  declining  water  supply  are  first  felt  in  the 
agricultural  sector  of  an  area's  economy.  Diminished  yields, 
greater  depths  to  ground  water,  lowered  water  quality,  and 
higher  costs  are  first  felt  by  farmers.  Cutbacks  in  irrigation 
adversely  affect  local  businesses.  Local  business  is  the  link 
with  regional  and  national  trade,  and  reductions  are  soon 
transmitted  to  other  States  and  other  areas.  If  Arizona’s 
water  problems  are  not  resolved,  repercussions  will  be  mani¬ 
fested  in  the  reduced  outflow  of  agricultural  products  and  the 
reduced  inflow  of  farm  machinery,  fertilizers,  and  other 
fanning  inputs. 

Urbanization  is  rapidly  expanding  in  Arizona  and  in  some 
areas  is  resulting  in  the  loss  of  prime  agricultural  land.  This 
is  especially  true  in  central  Arizona,  because  the  major  metro¬ 
politan  areas  have  sprung  from  towns  in  the  irrigated  farm¬ 
ing  areas,  and  the  very  economic  base  which  underlies  the 
growth  and  vitality  of  these  cities  is  being  taken  over  in  the 
population  explosion.  For  example,  the.  incorporated  area 
of  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  has  increased  from  17.1  square  miles  to 
222.7  square  miles  during  the  last  14  years.  The  demand  for 
more  agricultural  land  for  industry,  for  business,  for 
residences,  for  schools,  parks,  and  recreation,  will  continue 
as  the  agriculture  land  base  declines. 

The  transition  from  an  agricultural  economy  dependent 
on  irrigation  to  a  strong,  diversified  industrial  economy  is 
inevitable.  It  is  also  desirable,  because  industrial  and  munic¬ 
ipal  uses  of  water  will,  in  the  long  run,  support  a  larger  and 
more  affluent  population  than  will  predominantly  agricul¬ 
tural  uses  of  water.  And  this  is  a  very  important  considera¬ 
tion  in  an  area  which  will  probably  always  have  to  live  with- 
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in  definite  constraints  on  the  availability  of  water  supplies. 
Basic,  changes  such  as  these  in  the  structure  and  fabric  of 
a  region’s  economy  and  way  of  life  do  not  normally  occur 
overnight,  however;  and  when  they  do,  they  are  usually  ac¬ 
companied  by  tragic  dislocations  which  disrupt  the  economy 
of  the  area,  the  well-being  of  its  institutions  and  the  security 
and  the  aspirations  of  its  people. 

S-  100-4  is  in  part  based  on  a  recognition  of  the  need  for  a 
gradual  transition  toward  a  predominantly  municipal  and 
industrial  use  of  water.  Accordingly,  water  supplied  under 
the  project  is  to  supplement  existing  supplies  and  no  new 
lands  are  to  be  irrigated.  Water  supplied  by  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  will  allow  Arizona  to  utilize  its  share  of 
Colorado  River  water  awarded  and  decreed  by  the  Supreme 
Court.  It  will  also  provide  time  to  diversify  the  economy, 
to  plan,  and  to  implement  procedures  which  will  avoid  the 
crises  which  too  often  accompany  a  region’s  realization  that 
economic  growth  must  take  place  within  the  confines  of  a 
limited  water  supply. 

The  outstanding  growth  of  manufacturing  in  the  past  10 
years  is  partially  a  result  of  the  contribution  of  agriculture 
which  furnishes  substantial  quantities  of  the  raw  materials 
processed  through  the  factories.  The  bulk  of  the  growth  in 
manufacturing,  however,  has  resulted  from  expansion  in 
products  of  the  communications,  space,  and  aircraft  in¬ 
dustries.  This  trend  should  continue  in  the  future. 

ARIZONA'S  RANK  BY  7  IMPORTANT  INDEXES  OF  GROWTH 


Rank  among  Percent  gain, 
States  1953-63 


Growth  of  manufacturing  employment _ 1  97 

Growth  of  nonagricultural  employment _  2  89 

Growth  of  population., _ 2  74 

Growth  of  passenger  car  registrations _ _ __  ___  2  117 

Growth  of  bank  deposits _ _ _ _ _ j  152 

Growth  of  personal  income _ _ -.IIIIIIIIII  3  132 

Growth  of  life  insurance  in  force _ _ _ 2  360 


Much  of  the  water  used  in  Arizona  in  the  past  has  come 
from  large  ground  water  basins.  Water  stored  in  these  reser¬ 
voirs  has  accumulated  over  millions  of  years.  Mining  of  this 
ground  water  resource  (pumping  of  the  ground  water  at  a 
rate  faster  than  it  can  be  recharged  naturally),  has  largely 
supported  the  area’s  growth. 

In  the  desert,  ground  water  recharge  from  precipitation  is 
minimal.  Historically,  the  major  source  of  natural  recharge 
came  from  rivers  flowing  onto  and  across  the  desert.  Today 
this  recharge  is  restricted  to  exceptionally  wet  water  years 
when  the  highly  developed  reservoir  systems  fill  and  surplus 
water  can  flow  downstream  into  the  recharge  area.  As  the 
streamflow  has  been  diverted  from  natural  streams  into 
canals  and  farmland  the  recharge  from  agriculture  and 
municipal  uses  has  increased.  However,  even  with  this 
recharge  the  current  average  annual  rate  of  ground  water 
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decline  in  the  area  has  been  about  10  feet  per  year  with  a 
large  portion  of  the  area  experiencing  a  decline  of  as  much 
as  20  feet  or  more. 

The  average  water  table  depth  in  1940  was  only  about  (0 
feet  below  ground  surface.  By  1964  the  average  had  dropped 
to  200  feet  with  depths  as  great  as  500  feet.  Pump  lifts  asso¬ 
ciated  with  these  water  table  levels  vary  from  250  to  600 
feet.  Judging  from  the  present  rate  of  ground  water  with¬ 
drawal,  the  average  water  table  can  be  expected  to  fall  about 
300  feet  or  lower  by  1975;  and  this  fall  in  water  tables  will 
be  accompanied  by  corresponding  increases  in  pumping  lift 
from  wells. 

Water  quality  frequently  becomes  poor  at  greater  depths 
because  of  deep  deposits  of  salts  and  gypsum.  This  poor 
quality  water  must  be  diluted  with  better  quality  water  from 
other  sources  to  avoid  salt  concentrations  which  exceed  the 
minimum  agricultural  and  public  health  standards.  In  fact, 
a  great  deal  of  the  water  presently  used  in  central  Arizona 
now  exceeds  these  minimum  standards. 

Because  of  pumping  costs,  poor  water  quality,  and  the 
physical  limitations  imposed  by  the  variable  nature  of  the 
underground  storage,  the  entire  volume  of  underground 
water  cannot  be  considered  available  for  use.  The  present  net 
rate  of  overdraft  of  about  2  million  acre-feet  per  year  will 
drastically  deplete  this  largely  nonreplenishable  resource 
before  adequate  water  is  available  to  bring  supply  and 
demand  in  balance. 

Water  use  in  Arizona  in  the  past  has  been  predominantly 
for  agriculture.  As  late  as  I960  more  than  90  percent  of  the 
water  used  in  central  Arizona  was  used  for  agricultural  pur¬ 
poses.  As  the  urban  areas  of  Phoenix  and  Tucson  expand,  this 
relationship  of  water  use  is  changing  rapidly.  The  rate  of 
change  is  expected  to  accelerate  in  the  future  as  the  popula¬ 
tion  continues  to  expand  and  as  industrial  development 
increases. 

Central  Arizona  Project  water  will  be  marketed  through 
qualified  contracting  agencies,  principally  municipalities  and 
irrigation  districts.  The  chief  immediate  result  of  purchases 
of  project  water  by  either  of  these  two  types  of  users  will  be 
a  reduction  in  present  overdrafts  on  the  ground  water,  which 
in  turn  will  result  in  prolonged  availability  of  water  for  all 
uses.  The  use  of  project  water  to  satisfy  the  growing  urban 
needs  will  slow  the  pace  of  the  preemption  of  agricultural 
water  which  is  now  taking  place. 

In  brief,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  needed  to— 

1.  Reduce  a  dangerous  overdraft  upon  ground  water 
reserves. 

2.  Maintain  as  much  as  possible  of  the  area’s  1,250,000 
acres  of  irrigated  farm  land. 

3.  Provide  a  source  of  additional  water  for  municipal 
and  industrial  use  that  will  be  required  during  the  next 
30  years. 


The  need  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  was  succinctly 
summarized  by  Stewart  Udall,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
during  the  hearings  in  the  following  language: 

“In  respect  of  the  second  principal  objective  of  our  pro¬ 
posed  program  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  that  of  alleviat¬ 
ing  the  most  immediately  urgent  water  supply  deficiencies, 
the  required  action  at  this  time  in  the  Lower  Basin  remains 
the  authorization  and  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project. 

“The  rapidly  lowering  ground  water  levels,  the  agricultural 
lands  going  out  of  production,  the  expanding  population,  the 
mounting  needs  for  municipal  and  industrial  water,  and  the 
prospects  of  economic  stagnation  if  relief  is  not  provided  all 
urge  strongly  for  the  need  to  go  ahead  with  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  ? 

"I  think  this  needs  no  further  argument  to  establish  that  it 
is  the  great  and  pressing  need  in  the  basin  at  the  moment.” 

We  agree  that  Arizona's  needs  for  supplemental  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  are  most  critical  and  will  become  more  so  as  time  ooes 
on.  We  agree  too,  that  to  maintain  the  existing  economy  of  Arizona 
and  to  supply  the  needs  of  growing  municipal  and  industrial  use.  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  should  be  authorized  without  further  delay. 

A  e  also  beliei  e  the  next  logical  step  m  the  water  resource  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  the  authorization,  construc¬ 
tion,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  We 
therefore  submit  a  proposal,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  authorize  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  minus  the  controversial  provisions  of  H.R. 
3300.  Our  proposal  is  as  follows : 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Cential  Aiizona  Bioject,  Arizona-New  ^lexico,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  Jdie  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled. 

Sectiox  1.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Central 
Arizona  Project  Act”. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation  water 
and  municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water  deficient  areas  of 
Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion 
or  exchange  of  water,  generation  of  electric  power  and  en¬ 
ergy,  control  of  floods,  conservation  and  development  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of  recreation  opportuni¬ 
ties,  and  for  other  purposes,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  consist- 
ing  of  the  following  principal  works:  (1)  a  system  of  main 
conduits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pumping 
plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants),  for  di¬ 
verting  and  carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam 
oi  suitable  altei  native,  which  system  shall  have  a  capacity  of 
not  less  than  three  thousand  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2)  Orme 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suitable 
alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so 
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operated  as  to  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to 
the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in 
the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States 
against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe 
Equity  numbered  59)  ;  (4)  Conner  Dam  and  Reservoir  or 
suitable  alternative,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  man¬ 
ner  as  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (f),  (g), 
and  (h)  of  this  section;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir; 
(6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila 
aqueduct;  (8)  canals,  regulating  facilities,  hydroelectric 
powerplants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities;  (9)  re¬ 
lated  water  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  ap¬ 
purtenant  works :  Provided ,  That  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict 
with  the  rights  of  Arizona  under  the  decision  in  Arizona 
against  California  (373  U.S.  546).  The  terms  “consumptive 
use”  and  “main  stream”  as  used  in  this  Act  shall  have  the 
meanings  assigned  to  those  terms  in  the  decree  in  Arizona 
against  California,  dated  March  9, 1964  (376  U.S.  340). 

(b)  (1)  The  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
non-Federal  interests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal  gen¬ 
erating  powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall  acquire 
the  right  to  such  portion  of  the  capacity  of  such  plant,  includ¬ 
ing  delivery  of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  transmis¬ 
sion  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon  delivery  points,  as  he 
determines  is  required  in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  Power  and  energy  acquired  thereunder  may  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary  when  not  required 
in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  agree¬ 
ment  shall  provide,  among  other  things,  that — 

(i)  The  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that 
portion  of  the  total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest 
during  construction,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any 
switchyards  and  transmission  facilities  serving  the 
United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios  of  the  re¬ 
spective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States 
therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities.  The 
Secretary  shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs 
available  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during  the  con¬ 
struction  period,  including  the  period  of  preparation  of 
designs  and  specifications,  in  such  installments  as  will 
facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule,  but  no  funds 
other  than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  until  he  determines  that  ade¬ 
quate  contracts  have  been  entered  into  between  all  the  af¬ 
fected  parties  covering  land,  water,  fuel  supplies,  power 
(its  availability  and  use),  rights-of-way,  transmission 
facilities,  and  all  other  necessary  matters  for  the  thermal 
generating  powerplant :  Provided .  That  nothing  in  this 
section  or  in  this  Act  contained  shall  be  construed  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  study  or  construction  of  any  dams  on  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  or  its  tributaries  between 
Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam; 
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(ii)  In  entering  into  the  contracts  between  the  United 
States  and  the  other  interested  parties  the  United  States 
shall  be  given  appropriate  credit  for  any  interests  in  Fed¬ 
eral  lands  administered  by  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  that  are  made  available  for  the  powerplant  and 
appurtenances  ; 

(iii)  Annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  includ¬ 
ing  provisions  for  depreciation  (except  as  to  depreciation 
on  the  pro  rata  share  of  construction  cost  borne  by  the 
I  nited  States  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subdivi¬ 
sion  (i) )  shall  be  apportioned  between  the  United  States 
and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an  equitable  basis  tak¬ 
ing  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  accordance  with 
the  foregoing  subdivision  (i)  ; 

(iv)  Costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  sub¬ 
divisions  (i)  and  (iii)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest  and 
interest  during  construction,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c) 
franchise  fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  agreement ; 

(v)  This  section  and  other  relevant  parts  of  this  law 
shall  not  be  construed  as  precedent  for  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  or  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  to  enter  into  the  construction  of  a  thermal 
powerplant  or  plants. 

(2)  The  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsect  on  shall  be  located  in  Arizona, 
and  if  it  is  served  by  water  diverted  from  the  drainage  area 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  consumptive 
use  of  water  in  connection  therewith  shall  be  charged  against 
the  apportionment  to  Arizona  made  by  article  III  (a)  of  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63  Stat.  31)  and  such 
use  shall  not  increase  Arizona’s  entitlement  to  consumptive 
use  under  said  compact :  Provided ,  That  if  at  any  time  during 
the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  there  is  any 
change  in  the  powerplant  heretofore  authorized  which  shall 
result  in  the  diminution  of  water  consumed  in  the  cooling 
towers  or  recovered  from  the  cooling  towers,  or  otherwise, 
such  reduction  and,  or  recovery,  shall  be  credited  solely  to 
Arizona. 

( c )  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress,  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available 
directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having 
a  recent  irrigation  history  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife  refuges, 
and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State-administered 
wildife  management  areas. 

(d)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  sup¬ 
ply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of 
Arizona  may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it 
is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be  pursuant  to  master  con¬ 
tracts  with  organizations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  bounda¬ 
ries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other 
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arrangements  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within 
its  boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary’s  approval 
and  the  United  States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such 
action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to  such 
contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user.  The 
provisions  of  this  subparagraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  the 
supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the 
boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d)  of 
the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d) )  with 
respect  to  any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  shall 
be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more  than  fifty  years;  any 
water  service  provided  pursuant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Rec¬ 
lamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(e) )  may  be  on 
the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and 
for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre- 
foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  de¬ 
livery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other 
points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  designate;  and  long¬ 
term  contracts  relating  to  irrigation  water  supply  shall  pro¬ 
vide  that  water  made  available  thereunder  may  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  for  municipal  or  industrial  pur¬ 
poses  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such  water  is  not  required  by 
the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes.  Notwithstanding  any 
other  provisions  of  law  no  contract  relating  to  an  irrigation 
water  supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  from  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  shall  commit  the  United 
States  to  deliver  such  supply  for  a  basic  period  of  more  than 
fifty  years  plus  any  development  period  authorized  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  ten  years,  for  each  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation 
block,  nor  shall  such  a  contract  carry  renewal  or  conversion 
rights  or  entitle  the  contractor  to  water  beyond  expiration  of 
the  delivery  periods  specified  therein.  In  negotiating  new  con¬ 
tracts  for  delivery  of  such  main  stream  water,  the  Secretary 
shall  consult  with  representatives  of  the  State  of  Arizona  and 
the  Secretary  shall  take  into  consideration  the  overall  water 
supply  and  needs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section 
9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(c)) ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an 
identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the 
several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits ; 
and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if 
made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and  for  the  de¬ 
livery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant 
to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

(e)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be 
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in  effect  measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from  aquifers  affected 
by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals 
and  distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed 
after  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall 
be  provided  and  maintained  with  linings,  adequate  in  his 
judgment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3) 
neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit 
others  to  pump  ground  water  from  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside  said 
contractor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary  and  such  con¬ 
tractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was 
required ;  and  (4)  all  agricultural,  municipal,  and  industrial 
waste  water,  return  flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent,  and 
ground  water  located  in  or  flowing  from  contractor’s  service 
area  originating  or  resulting  from  (i)  waters  contracted  for 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or  (ii)  waters  stored  or 
developed  by  any  Federal  reclamation  project  are  reserved 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  United  States  as  a  source  of 
supply  for  the  service  area  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or 
for  the  service  area  of  the  Federal  reclamation  project,  as 
the  case  may  be:  Provided ,  That  notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  clause  (3)  of  this  subsection,  the  agricultural, 
municipal,  and  waste  water,  return  flow,  seepage,  sewage 
effluent,  and  ground  water  in  or  from  any  such  Federal 
reclamation  project,  may  also  be  pumped  or  diverted  for  use 
and  delivery  by  the  United  States  elsewhere  in  the  service 
area  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  if  not  needed  for  use 
or  reuse  in  such  Federal  reclamation  project. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under 
which  water  is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
that  the  contractor  agree  to  accept  main  stream  water  in 
exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  supplies  from 
sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so 
require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make 
available  to  users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  "system  in 
New  Mexico  additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided  in 
and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  subsection  (h)  of 
this  section:  Provided ,  That  such  exchanges  and  replace¬ 
ments  shall  be  accomplished  without  economic  injury  or  cost 
to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

(g)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream 
Colorado  River  water  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream  water  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main 
stream  water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that  project 
which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  onlv 
in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(h)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the 
Secretary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New 


132 


Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  un¬ 
derground  water  sources,  in  amounts  that  will  permit  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  not  to  exceed  an  annual 
average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eighteen 
thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and 
above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California  (376  U.S.  340).  Such  increased  consump¬ 
tive  uses  shall  not  begin  until  and  shall  continue  only  so  long 
as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  downstream  Gila  River 
users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  accordance  with  this 
Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  diminution  of  their 
supply  resulting  from  such  diversions  from  the  Gila  River,  its 
tributaries  and  underground  water  sources.  In  determining 
the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall 
be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  in¬ 
volved.  All  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this 
subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and 
Arizona  as  established  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June 
20, 1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  Dis¬ 
trict  and  others  (Globe  Equity  numbered  59)  and  to  all  other 
rights  existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico 
and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto 
and  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without  economic 
injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

(i)  For  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  the  first  de¬ 
livery  of  water  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  no  water  from 
the  projects  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  delivered  to  any 
water  user  for  the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  or  any  amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of 
such  commodity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  bulk  of 
the  crop  would  normally  be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  nor¬ 
mal  supply  as  defined  in  section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  calls  for  an  increase  in  production  of  such 
commodity  in  the  interest  of  national  security. 

(j)  The  Dixie  project,  heretofore  authorized  in  the  State  of 
Utah,  is  hereby  reauthorized  for  construction  at  the  site  deter¬ 
mined  feasible  by  the  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  shall  inte¬ 
grate  such  project  into  the  repayment  arrangement  and  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund  established  by  section  5  of  this  Act  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  3.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation  oppor¬ 
tunities  in  connection  with  the  Central  Arizona  Project  works 
authorized  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79 
Stat.  213). 
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Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment  capa¬ 
bility  of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation 
of  Indian  lands  (including  provisions  of  water  for  incidental 
domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and  within  the  repayment 
capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the  Act  of  July  1, 
1932  (47  Stat.  4G4),  and  such  costs  as  are  beyond  repayment 
capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  paid  from  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Development  Fund. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate  fund  in 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  to  be  known  as  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereafter  called 
the  “Development  Fund”),  which  shall  remain  available  until 
expended  as  hereafter  provided,  for  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  2  of  this  Act,  and  to  be  expended  or  applied 
in  connection  with  water  conservation  and  development  for 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  as  may  hereafter  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Congress. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  the  aforesaid  provisions  of  section  2,  and  such  projects 
as  are  hereafter  authorized  by  the  Congress  for  water  conser¬ 
vation  and  development  for  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin, 
shall  be  credited  to  the  Development  Fund  as  advances  from 
the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  and  shall  be  available  for 
such  purposes. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  Development  Fund — - 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  works  and  facilities  authorized  pursuant  to 
section  2  and  hereafter  authorized  in  furtherance  of  the 
purposes  of  this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission,  and 
other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  proceeds  received 
from  recreation  concessionaires)  ;  and 

(2)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  projects,  which,  after  completion  of  re¬ 
payment  requirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and 
Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  requirements  of  those  projects:  Provided ,  however. 
That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  in-lieu-of-taxes  payments  to  the  States  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2(c)  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so  long  as  rev¬ 
enues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
project;  and 

(3)  All  Federal  revenues  from  the  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie,  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona  which,  after  comple¬ 
tion  of  repayment  requirements  of  the  said  part  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona,  are  surplus,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  said  portion  of  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  and  related 
facilities. 
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(d)  All  revenues  collected  and  credited  to  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  available,  after 
proper  reports  have  been  made  to  the  Committees  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  and  when  appropriated  for— 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance  and 
replacements  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for,  all 
facilities  of  the  project  within  such  separate  limitations 
as  may  be  included  in  annual  apropriation  Acts ; 

(2)  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  section  7  of  this 
Act ; 

(3)  payments  as  required  bv  subsection  (f )  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  :  and 

(4)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State  of 
Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of 
the  production  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam, 
Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  between  users 
in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  as  set  forth  in 
section  2  of  this  Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  Development  Fund  shall  not 
be  available  for  construction  of  the  works  authorized  pursuant 
to  section  2  of  this  Act  except  on  appropriation  by  the 
Congress. 

(f)  Revenues  in  the  Development  Fund  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  (1), 
(2),  and  (4)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  the  project  or  separable  features  there¬ 
of,  authorized  pursuant  to  section  2  of  this  Act  which  are 
allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply,  pursuant  to  this  Act,  within 
a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years  from  the  date  of  com¬ 
pletion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable  feature,  exclusive 
of  any  development  period  authorized  by  law ;  and 

(2)  interest  (including  intei’est  during  construction) 
on  the  unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  com¬ 
mercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (g)  of  this  section,  and  interest  due  shall  be 
a  first  charge. 

(g)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the 
reimbursable  costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  which  are 
properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be  at  a  rate  not 
less  than  (i)  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  taking  into  consideration  the  current  average  market 
yield  on  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United 
States  with  remaining  periods  to  maturity  comparable  to  the 
average  maturities  of  similar  loans,  adjusted  upward  to  the 
nearest  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating 
construction  of  such  project,  plus  (ii)  such  additional  charge, 
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if  any,  toward  covering  other  costs  of  the  program  as  the 
Secretary  may  determine  to  be  consistent  with  its  purposes. 

(h)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  annually  for  all  operations  financed  by  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  may  undertake  programs  for  water 
salvage  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  and  for  ground  water  recovery.  Such  programs 
shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable  degree 
of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  7.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  established 
under  section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107), 
shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  Development 
Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774),  for  all  expenditures  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam 
during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 
the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed  Reg.  6851,  July 
19,  1962).  For  this  purpose  $500,000  for  each  year  of  opera¬ 
tion  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing  with  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred  from  the  Colorado 
River  Development  Fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the  pur¬ 
poses  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Adjustment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished. 
To  the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reimbursement  re¬ 
mains  as  of  June.  1,  1987,  the  amount  of  the  remaining  de¬ 
ficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  from  net  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
electric  energy  generated  at  Hoover  Dam. 

Sec.  8.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter, 
amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Colorado  River  compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63  Stat.  31) ,  the  water  treaty 
of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994), 
the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Arizona  against  California  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774) ,  or  the  Color¬ 
ado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105). 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(a)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive  uses 
and  losses  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after 
each  successive  five-year  period,  beginning  with  the 
five-year  period  starting  on  October  1,  1965.  Such  re¬ 
ports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the  bene¬ 
ficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 
Specific  figures  on  quantities  consumptively  used  from 
the  major  tributary  streams  flowing  into  the  Colorado 
River  shall  also  be  included  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 
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Such  reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with  the 
States  of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted 
to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors 
of  each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  compact; 

(b)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  upon  the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado 
River  compact. 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for 
the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  those  statutes,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the  Colorado  River 
compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact,  and  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed 
in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  stor¬ 
age  project  and  releases  of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the 
following  listed  order  of  priority : 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  de¬ 
scribed  in  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact, 
if  any  such  deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the 
States  of  the  upper  division. 

(  (2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases 
specified  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to 
the  extent  that  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and  representatives 
of  the  three  lower  division  States  and  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  all  relevant  factors  (including,  but  not  limited 
to,  historic  streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  of  record, 
and  probabilities  of  water  supply),  shall  find  to  be  rea¬ 
sonably  necessary  to  assure  deliveries  under  clauses  (1) 
and  (2)  without  impairment  of  annual  consumptive  uses 
in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  :  Provided ,  That  water  not  so  required  to  be  stored 
shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent 
it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the  lower 
division  to  the  use  specified  in  article  111(e)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall  be 
made  when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than 
the  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as 
nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal 
to  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to  avoid 
anticipated  spills  from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the  criteria  pro¬ 
posed  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other  parties  and 
agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
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review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  July  1,  1970,  the  Secretary 
shall  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register.  Beginning 
January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall 
transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the  actual  oper¬ 
ation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  compact 
water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current  year. 
As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unforeseen  cir¬ 
cumstances,  the  Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria 
to  better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  but  only  after  correspondence  with  the  Gover¬ 
nors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  appropri¬ 
ate  consultation  with  such  State  representatives  as  each  Gov¬ 
ernor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  shall  be  administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
criteria. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  consumptive 
use  of  water  apportioned  to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado 
River  system  by  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  not  be  re¬ 
duced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water  in  the  lower 
basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to 
impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 
powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  12.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat.  1063; 
16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  reach  of 
the  Colorado  River  between  Lake  Mead  and  Glen  Canyon 
Dam  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

Sec.  13.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act  in  con¬ 
structing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto)  to  which  laws 
this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a  supplement . 

Sec.  14.  (a)  All  terms  used  in  this  Act  as  defined  in  the 
Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  meanings  there 
defined,  unless  changed  by  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376 
U.S.  340). 

(b)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream 
water  in  the  lower  basin  means  the  United  States,  or  any 
person  or  legal  entity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main  stream 
water  when  available  thereunder. 

(c)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in  reser¬ 
voir  storage,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be  released 
through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works. 

(cl)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States  of 
Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah, 
and  Wyoming. 
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Sec.  15.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  including  pre¬ 
payment  for  power  generation  and  transmission  facilities, 
but  exclusive  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non- 
Indian  lands,  and  the  Dixie  project  in  the  State  of  Utah 
heretofore  reauthorized  in  section  2(j)  of  this  Act,  the  sum 
of  $837,000,000,  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may 
be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  construc¬ 
tion  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indices  applicable 
to  the  types  of  construction  involved  herein,  and  not  to 
exceed  $100,000,000  for  construction  of  distribution  and 
drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands  and,  in  addition 
thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required  for  operation  and 
maintenance  cf  the  project. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  authorize  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 

n  .  VII.  Section-by-Section  Analysis 

oection  1 

This  section  provides  that  this  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Central 
Arizona  Project  Act.” 

/ Section  2(a) 

Section  2(a)  sets  forth  the  purposes  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
and  describes  the  principal  works. 

.  The  backbone  facilities  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  are  the  Gran¬ 
ite  reef,  Salt-Gila,  and  Tucson  aqueducts,  which  will  convey  pumped 
Colorado  River  water  to  the  central  service  zone.  Major  project  fea¬ 
tures  include : 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants. 

Salt-Gila  aqueduct  and  pumping  plant. 

Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  ( designated  as  McDowell  Dam  and 
Reservoir  in  the  1947  report)  or  suitable  alternative. 

Tucson  aqueduct  and  pumjiing  jilants  (Colorado  River  source). 

Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  (New  Mexico) . 

Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Tucson  aqueduct  (San  Pedro  River  source). 

Aqueduct  system 

Granite  Reef  aqueduct. — The  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  will  transport 
water  diverted  from  Lake  Havasu  by  the  Havasu  pumping  plant  about 
200  miles  to  Orine  Dam  located  a  few  miles  northeast  of  Phoenix.  The 
designed  capacity  of  the  concrete-lined  aqueduct  is  3,000  cubic  feet 
per  second.  The  Granite  Reef  aqueduct,  in  addition  to  the  initial 
pumping  plant  at  Lake  Havasu,  will  require  a  series  of  lower 
lift  pumping  plants,  short  tunnels,  and  siphon  crossings  at  major 
drainages. 

Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir.— Located  on  the  Salt  River  just  down¬ 
stream  from  its  junction  with  the  Verde  River,  the  Orme  Dam  will 
be  operated  with  the  present  Salt  River  project  storage  system  as  well 
as  the  aqueduct  system  from  the  Colorado  River.  Sediment-laden 
storm-flows,  originating  on  tributaries  below  Bartlett  and  Stewart 
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Mountain  Dams,  will  be  regulated  and  controlled.  Coordinated  with 
operation  of  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct,  it  will  provide  regulatory 
storage  as  needed  for  both  Salt- Verde  flows  and  Granite  Reef  aque¬ 
duct  deliveries.  In  its  multiple-purpose  role  it  will  serve  as  an  after¬ 
bay,  reregulate  releases  from  upstream  reservoirs,  improve  the  Salt 
River  project  operating  conditions  by  removing  sediment,  create  a 
recreational  area  with  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  uses,  and  in  com¬ 
bination  and  coordination  with  the  upstream  reservoirs  and  down¬ 
stream  channelization,  provide  storage  to  meet  the  flood  control  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Salt  River  through  the  Phoenix  area. 

Salt-Gila  aqueduct  and  ‘pumping  plant. — The  1,800-cubic-feet-per 
second-capacity  Salt-Gila  aqueduct  will  receive  water  either  directly 
from  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  or  by  releases  from  Orme  Reservoir. 
A  relatively  low-head  pumping  plant  is  required  to  lift  the  water  into 
the  aqueduct  from  either  source. 

Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir. — Although  investigated  and  reported 
previously  as  a  separate  facility,  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir  was  in¬ 
cluded  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  in  the  1947 
report  and  in  the  1964  supplemental  report.  An  earthfill  structure,  the 
Buttes  Dam  will  form  a  reservoir  of  366,000  acre-foot  capacity.  Con¬ 
servation  storage  capacity  will  be  100,000  acre-feet,  and  266,000  acre- 
feet  of  capacity  will  be  used  for  sediment  and  flood  control  purposes. 

Tucson  aqueduct  ( Colorado  source). — An  aqueduct  to  deliver  100,- 
000  feet  annually  to  the  Tucson  metropolitan  area  will  originate  at 
the  terminus  of  the  Salt-Gila  aqueduct.  This  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  will  be  conveyed  through  a  150-cubic  feet  per  second- 
capacity  pipeline  and  would  be  lifted  920  feet  by  a  series  of  pumping 
plants. 

Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir.- — On  the  San  Pedro  River  between 
Tombstone  and  Fort  Huachuca,  a  concrete  gravity  structure  rising 
158  feet  above  streambed,  with  earthen  wing  dams,  will  create  a  238,- 
000  acre-foot  capacity  reservoir.  Water  conservation  will  be  provided 
through  exchanges.  Recreation,  fish,  and  wildlife  uses,  sediment  deten¬ 
tion,  and  flood  control  benefits  will  also  accrue. 

Tucson  aqueduct  (/San  Pedro  source). — This  conduit  will  convey 
about  12,000  .  acre-feet  annually  from  the  Charleston  Reservoir  to 
Tucson  and  vicinity. 

Conner  Darn  and  Reservoir. — Conner  Dam  would  be  located  down¬ 
stream  from  the  Cliff-Gila  Valley .  The  dam  will  be  constructed  to  a 
size  adequate  to  provide  for  new  consumptive  uses  of  18,000  additional 
acre  feet  of  water  annually  by  New  Mexico.  The  reservoir  will  provide 
water  supplies,  fish  and  wildlife  uses,  recreation,  sediment  detention, 
and  flood  control. 

This  provision  differs  from  the  provision  in  H.R.  3300,  as  amended, 
which  authorizes  the  construction  of  “Hooker  Dam  or  suitable  alter¬ 
native"  on  the  Gila  River  in  New  Mexico. 

Construction  at  the  Hooker  site  of  a  dam  high  enough  to  store  the 
amount  of  water  allocated  to  New  Mexico  would  result  in  the  backing 
of  slack  reservoir  water  across  land  within  the  Gila  primitive  area, 
which  is  subject  to  review  for  future  inclusion  in  the  national  wild¬ 
erness  preservation  system,  and  through  the  Gila  Gorge  some  9  miles 
within  the  Gila  wilderness  area. 
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The  Gila  wilderness  area  is  one  of  54  units  of  the  National  Wilder¬ 
ness  Preservation  System  established  by  the  Congress  just  4  years  ago, 
by  means  of  the  Wilderness  Act  (Public  Law  88-577),  “to  secure  for 
the  American  people  of  present  and  future  generations  the  benefits  of 
an  enduring  resource  of  wilderness."  Through  the  leadership  of  the 
late  Aldo  Leopold,  it  also  was  the  first  wilderness  established  by  the 
Forest  Service  in  the  United  States,  in  1924.  It  should  not  be  degraded 
by  a  man-made,  unnatural  intrusion  as  provided  for  in  H.R.  3300. 

If  the  Forest  Service  is  going  to  he  able  to  fully  protect  the  Gila 
Wilderness  from  nonconforming  uses  and  developments,  H.R.  3300 
should  be  amended  to  eliminate  all  reference  to  the  Hooker  site.  The 
Conner  site  will  avoid  this  direct  threat  to  the  wilderness  area.  The 
phrase,  “Hooker  Ham  or  suitable  alternative”,  is  not  preferable  to  the 
language  “Conner  Dam  or  suitable  alternative.”  Many  members 
of  the  full  committee  favored  this  language  over  the  present  language 
of  H.R.  3300  which,  as  a  minimum,  must  be  interpreted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  as  a  clear  mandate  to  find  an  alternative  to  the 
Hooker  site. 

During  the  committee’s  consideration  of  this  portion  of  the  bill,  it 
became  obvious  that  adequate,  up-to-date  technical  studies  of  the 
Hooker  project,  and  the  most  feasible  alternatives  based  on  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  current  legislation,  were  lacking.  Because  the  Wilder¬ 
ness  Act  requires  a  determination  that  a  water-development  project 
within  a  wilderness  will  better  serve  the  interests  of  the  United  States 
than  will  its  denial,  and  because  the  necessary  study  had  not  been 
made  that  would  have  furnished  the  facts  on  which  the  committee 
could  have  made  a  decision,  the  committee  amended  the  bill  to  require 
such  a  study  (the  “Hooker  Dam  or  suitable  alternative”  language). 
This  amendment — while  it  does  not  go  as  far  toward  eliminating 
Hooker  Dam  as  is  needed — intends  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  study  the  project,  taking  into  account  at  least  the  following: 

1.  The  uses  to  which  the  water  would  be  put  and  the  benefits  that 
would  accrue  to  the  people  of  the  United  States;  2.  Comparative  ad¬ 
vantages  of  different  methods  of  providing  the  water,  such  as,  but  not 
restricted  to,  reservoir  storage  at  various  sites,  purification  of  brackish 
water,  and  pumping  from  underground  sources ;  3.  Means  for  protect¬ 
ing  existing  water  rights;  4.  Damage  to  the  natural  environment,  wild¬ 
life,  and  scenic  resources,  particularly  those  public  lands  within  the 
wilderness  area  and  primitive  area:  5.  The  construction,  maintenance, 
and  other  costs  of  dams  at  the  Hooker  site,  Conner  site,  other  suitable 
sites,  or  other  alternative  water  supply  methods. 

We  would  like  to  point  out  that  other  wilderness  areas  will  be  in 
great  jeopardy  if  a  reservoir  and  associated  developments  are  per¬ 
mitted  in  this  unit  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 
We  understand  that,  in  Montana,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  plans 
to  flood  out  part  of  the  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness  Area  by  a  dam  on  the 
Sun  River.  Also  in  Montana,  the  proposed  Glacier  View  Dam  would 
flood  irreplaceable  wilderness  lands  in  Glacier  National  Park.  Plans 
exist  to  construct  water-development  projects  that  would  invade  the 
Flat  Tops  wilderness  in  Colorado,  the  High  Uintas  in  Utah,  and  primi¬ 
tive  areas  in  Idaho.  The  Hooker  Dam  proposal  is  a  test  case.  We  be¬ 
lieve  it  marks  a  crisis  in  the  history  of  wilderness  preservation  in  the 
United  States. 
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An  excellent  summary  of  the  potential  impact  of  Hooker  Dam  on  the 
Gila  wilderness,  and  of  the  advantages  of  the  alternative  Conner  site, 
was  published  recently  by  The  Wilderness  Society,  a  respected  national 
conservation  organization,  which  with  other  national  conservation 
groups  strongly  opposes  the  authorization  of  this  dam.  We  ({note  part 
of  its  report : 

The  Gila  River  canyon  in  the  Hooker  reservoir  area  is  steep 
and  narrow,  strictly  limiting  use  of  the  reservoir  for  recre¬ 
ational  purposes.  Precipitous,  rocky  terrain  would  make  a 
recreation  access  road  to  the  reservoir  very  expensive  to  build. 

Few  locations  on  the  steep  slopes  around  the  reservoir  would 
allow  adequate  campground,  parking,  or  boat-launching 
facilities.  An  alternate  damsite  downstream — the  Conner 
site — would  provide  additional  recreational  facilities  without 
destroying  wilderness  values. 

The  Hooker  project  would  destroy  extraordinarily  scenic 
wilderness  lands  and  miles  of  wilderness  river,  eliminate 
significant  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  obstruct  access 
to  the  wilderness  by  foot  and  horseback. 

In  summary,  we  believe  the  Congress  should  accept  the  judgment  it 
made  in  1964  when  it  placed  the  Gila  wilderness  in  the  wilderness 
system,  and  should  not  now  authorize  a  reservoir  project  which  will 
invade  the  Nation’s  first  wilderness  and  set  a  pattern  for  other  inva¬ 
sions  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  in  the  future. 

Distribution  systems. — In  all  areas  an  improvement  in  conveyance 
and  distribution  system  efficiencies  is  essential  to  obtain  optimum  water 
development  and  use.  Widely  varying  capabilities  and  conditions  exist 
among  the  various  organized  districts  and  unorganized  areas.  Lining 
of  presently  unlined  and  future  conveyance  and  distribution  systems 
is  provided  for  in  current  project  plans. 

The  existing  facilities  of  the  Salt  River  and  San  Carlos  projects,  the 
Maricopa  County  Municipal  Water  Conservation  District,  and  several 
other  districts  are  based  on  integrated  surface  and  ground  water  sup¬ 
plies.  Rehabilitation  and  lining  of  conveyance  and  distribution  works- 
in  progress  by  these  districts  to  improve  their  system  efficiencies  would 
be  completed  under  project  conditions. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  authorization  of  up  to  $100  million  of  ap¬ 
propriations  for  Federal  financing  of  distribution  systems  for  non- 
Indian  lands  under  the  Distribution  System  Loans  Act  (act  of  July  4,. 
1955,  69  Stat.  244)  or  other  appropriate  programs.  This  work  will  be 
accomplished  by  loans  to  project  water  users  under  separate  contracts 
and  the  costs  are  therefore  not  included  in  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
costs. 

Construction  of  new  irrigation  systems  and  rehabilitation  and  lin¬ 
ing  of  existing  systems  for  the  seven  Indian  reservations  within  the- 
project  area  are  included  in  the  project  costs. 

Additional  ivories. — Growing  and  potential  water  needs  of  the  area 
require  facilities  in  addition  to  those  included  in  the  project  works. 
Existing  facilities  of  other  agencies  which  could  be  operationally  inte¬ 
grated  into  the  Central  Arizona  Project  include  dams,  reservoirs,  and 
irrigation  works  serving  proposed  contracting  agencies  in  the  project 
area. 
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The  proposed  channel  improvements  of  the  middle  Gila  River  and 
the  construction  of  Camelsback  Reservoir  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  continuing  soil  and  moisture  conservation  programs  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  Soil  Conservation  Service  could  and 
should  be  integrated  or  coordinated  with  the  project.  Natural  channels 
used  for  water  transport  are  basically  canals  and,  when  used  as  part 
of  a  system,  their  efficiency  should  be  commensurate  with  their  use. 

Drainage  and  reuse  facilities.- — The  control,  use,  and  disposal  of 
the  return  and  effluent  flows  to  be  made  available  in  the  project  area 
will  require  additional  study  to  properly  evaluate  the  benefits  accruing 
from  reiise  and  the  attendant  costs  of  physical  facilities.  The  cost  of 
such  facilities  would  not  affect  economic  and  financial  aspects  of  the 
project  as  presented  in  this  report  because  these  units  would  have  to 
be  justified  by  benefits  over  and  above  those  considered  herein. 

Drainage  facilities  contemplated  as  part  of  the  project  works  ai'e 
open  drains  and  drainage  wells  upstream  from  Gillespie  Dam  on  the 
Gila  River.  Costs  of  these  facilities  are  included  in  the  project  cost. 

P ower  generation  and  transmission  arrangements 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  make  prepayment 
arrangements  to  acquire  an  entitlement  to  the  delivery  of  a  portion  of 
the  electrical  output  of  a  large  thermal  generating  powerplant  to  serve 
project  pumping  needs.  The  thermal  plant  would  be  owned,  con¬ 
structed,  and  operated  by  non-Federal  interests  (private  and  public 
utilities  in  the  Southwest).  The  right  will  also  include  delivery  of  the 
power  on  jointly  shared  transmission  facilities  where  available.  Cur¬ 
rent  studies  indicate  that  approximately  470  megawatts  of  capacity 
will  be  required  on  a.  24-hour  per  day  basis  in  connection  with  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  with  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  sized  at 
3,000  cubic  feet  per  second.  As  a  result  of  the  prepayment  arrange¬ 
ments  the  project  will  obtain  power  for  pumping  at  a  low  cost  reflect¬ 
ing  the  economy  of  large  thermal  electric  powerplants;  shared  eco¬ 
nomical,  high-capacity,  extra-high-voltage  transmission  facilities  will 
be  used ;  and  the  benefits  of  Federal  financing  will  be  obtained. 

Water  salvage  measures 

Included  in  the  bill  are  water  salvage  measures  consisting  of  ground 
water  recovery  in  the  1  uma  area  and  phreatophyte  clearing  alonsr 
the  Lower  Colorado  River.  These  undertakings  will  yield  an  estimated 
320,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually  for  use  in  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  which,  particularly  in  years  of  low  water  supply,  will  be 
necessary  to  realize  the  projected  diversion  of  water  to  the  Central 
Arizona  Project. 

Fish  hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuge 

Fish  and  wildlife  measures  not  reflected  in  the  costs  of  multipur¬ 
pose  project  structures  include  national  fish  hatcheries  for  both  warm 
water  fish  and  trout,  the  Cibola  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the  New 
Mexico  State  Fish  Hatchery,  and  a  rough  fish  eradication  program. 

Section  2(a)  (1)  specifies  that  the  project  water  pumping  and  deliv¬ 
ery  system  for  carrying  Colorado  River  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to 
Onne  Dam  shall  have  a  capacity  of  not  less  than  3,000  cubic  feet  per 
second  (c.f.s.).  (This  is  the  Granite  Reef  portion  of  the  project  aque¬ 
duct  and  pumping  plants  system.) 
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Bureau  of  Reclamation  data  indicate  an  improved  benefit-cost  ratio 
for  the  project  as  aqueduct  capacity  is  increased  from  the  originally 
planned  1,800  c.f .s.  to  at  least  3,800  c.f.s. 

Bureau  hydrology  indicates  that  even  under  conditions  of  ultimate 
development  on  the  river  there  will  be  recurrent  periods  of  high  flow 
resulting  in  periodic  spills  from  Lake  Mead.  The  capacity  of  the  Gran¬ 
ite  Reef  aqueduct  will  permit  Arizona  to  utilize  more  of  its  share  of 
such  spillage. 

While  the  amount  of  water  made  available  by  increasing  the  size 
of  the  aqueduct  depends  upon  the  criteria  used  in  analyzing  the  hy¬ 
drology,  it  is  reasonable  to  anticipate  that  over  the  50-year  payout 
period,  water  made  available  by  a  3,000  c.f.s.  aqueduct  would  average 
about  125,000  acre-feet  annually  more  than  that  made  available  by  a 
2,500  c.f.s.  aqueduct. 

The  difference  in  cost  between  a  2,500  c.f.s.  aqueduct  and  a  3,000  c.f.s. 
is  on  the  order  of  $50  million  if  done  at  the  time  of  initial  construction. 
The  cost  of  enlarging  the  capacity  of  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  fol¬ 
lowing  construction  would  be  extremely  high  and  it  would  probably, 
as  a  practical  matter,  be  necessary  to  construct  paralleling  facilities 
to  provide  increased  capacity. 

Fluctuating  aqueduct  water  deliveries  can  be  utilized  in  central 
Arizona  without  waste  because  of  the  existing  and  proposed  regulat¬ 
ing  reservoirs  and  ground  water  pumping  facilities  which  can  be  op¬ 
erated  in  relationship  to  the  availability  of  aqueduct  deliveries  from 
the  Colorado  River  at  any  given  time. 

Section  2(b)  (1) 

This  subsection  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  obtain  project  pumping 
power  requirements  from  non-Federal  entities  who  will  own,  con¬ 
struct,  and  operate  a  modern  thermal  plant. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  made  a  detailed  study  during  the 
fall  of  1966  of  alternative  sources  and  arrangements  to  provide  pump¬ 
ing  power  for  the  needs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  These  alter¬ 
natives  ranged  from  the  construction  of  dams  and  hydroelectric  plants 
on  the  river  as  proposed  in  some  bills,  to  the  purchase  of  power  from 
private  and  public  utilities  on  the  open  market. 

The  Department  recommendations,  based  on  these  studies,  were  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  draft  of  proposed  legislation  sent  to  the  Congress  on 
February  15,  1967. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  required  pumping  power  will  be  supplied 
by  purchasing  a  portion  of  the  capacity  of  a  large  steam  electric 
generating  plant  constructed,  owned  and  operated  by  non-Federal 
utilities  (private  and  public  utilities  in  the  Southwest).  The  power 
required  to  operate  the  project  pumps  on  a  24-hour-per-day  basis  is 
estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  as  the  output  from  470  mega¬ 
watts  of  generating  capacity. 

In  making  the  power  available  to  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the 
Bureau  would  charge  the  project  a  sufficient  price  to  repay  to  the 
Treasury  the  full  amount  of  the  capital  advanced  over  the  life  of  the 
plant  along  with  the  annual  operating  costs,  and  to  create  a  sinking 
fund  for  replacement  of  plant  components  at  the  end  of  their  useful 
life.  In  accord  with  reclamation  law,  capital  costs  associated  with 
pumping  power  used  for  municipal  and  industrial  purposes  would 
be  repaid  with  interest  at  the  same  interest  rate  which  is  customarily 
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charged,  if  municipal  and  industrial  pumping  power  is  produced  by 
hydroelectric  generating  plants. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  cost  for  power  delivered  at  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  pumping  plants  will  be  3  mills  per  kilowatt  hour  for 
pumping  irrigation  water,  and  5  mills  per  kilowatt  hour  for  pumping 
municipal  and  industrial  water.  These  power  rates  are  low  enough  that 
construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  will  be  financed  primarily 
by  water  charges  paid  by  the  water  users. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior’s  summary  report  on  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  with  Federal  prepayment  power  arrangements,  Feb¬ 
ruary  1967  (pp.  13  and  14)  describes  the  arrangements  by  which  power 
obtained  under  this  bill  will  be  managed  : 

In  the  analyses  for  this  report,  it  was  assumed  that  a  power 
banking  arrangement  with  utilities  in  the  area  would  be  estab¬ 
lished.  Surplus  power  and  energy  when  available  would  be 
put  into  the  bank  to  be  withdrawn  later  to  accommodate  fluc¬ 
tuating  project  pumping  requirements.  The  ratio  between 
amounts  of  deposit  and  withdrawal  would  be  adjusted  for 
losses  between  the  banking  utilities’  systems  and  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  pumping  plants  as  well  as  providing  a  small 
incentive  to  the  utilities. 

The  power  and  energy  available  for  commercial  sale  each 
year  was  assumed  to  be  the  Government’s  entitlement  to  total 
generation  less  the  Central  Arizona  Project  pumping  require¬ 
ment,  transmission  losses,  and  reserve  for  the  capacity  sold 
commercially,  and  it  was  adjusted  for  the  power  banking  serv¬ 
ice  described  above.  Based  on  water  supply  projections,  prac¬ 
tically  the  entire  Federal  share  of  the  thermal  plant  output 
will  be  required  for  project  pumping  purposes  through  the 
year  1990.  A  small  increment  of  commercial  power  sales 
would  be  anticipated  during  this  period  because  of  the  smaller 
amount  of  reserve  capacity  that  would  be  maintained  in  the 
early  years  *  *  *. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  steam  plant  might  be  located  in 
northern  Arizona,  possibly  near  Page,  and  adjacent  to  Lake  Powell. 
However,  a  careful  engineering  study  may  dictate  other  sites  in  the 
btate  of  Arizona  as  being  preferable.  The  plant  is  to  be  located  at  the 
most  feasible  site.  It  has  been  contemplated  that  the  plant  would  burn 
coal  obtained  from  the  Black  Mesa  fields  of  the  Navajo-Hopi  Indian 
Reservations  m  northern  Arizona,  and  the  water  used  for  tire  plant 
would  be  obtained  from  the  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  sys¬ 
tem  above  Lee  Ferry — but,  there  too,  these  assumptions  should  not  in 
any  way  limit  working  out  the  most  efficient  way  of  constructing 
operating,  and  maintaining  this  plant.  Water  for  the  plant— if  diverted 
above  Lee  Ferry— would  be  a  charge  against  the  50,000  acre-feet  per 
year  entitlement  which  Arizona  has  as  a  State  of  the  Upper  Basin 
under  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact,  whether  or  not  the 
plant  is  located  in  the  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system 
above  Lee  Ferry. 

4  he  bill  directs  the  Secretary  to  make  adequate  contractual  provi- 
sions  to  secure  performance  of  the  prepaid  power  arrangements 
Although  the  language  of  section  2(b)  (1)  authorizes  the  Secretary 
to  enter  into  a  contract  whereby  the  Secretary  would  ‘'make  the  Fed- 
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eral  portion  of  such  cost  available  to  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,”  it  is  not  intended  to  limit  the  Secretary  in  all 
instances  to  cash  or  money  advances.  It  is  believed  that  in  some  in¬ 
stances  savings  of  State  and  local  taxes  may  be  achieved  by  the  United 
States,  itself,  purchasing  equipment  and  facilities  for  the  plant  or 
providing  services  in  connection  with  construction  of  the  plant,  with 
appropriate  credit  being  given  to  the  United  States  by  the  non-Federal 
owners  of  the  plant.  In  other  words,  the  same  concept  which  applies 
to  appropriate  credits  being  given  for  interest  in  Federal  lands — Sec¬ 
tion  2 (b)  (1)  (iii)  should  also  apply  to  equipment,  facilities,  or  services 
provided  by  the  United  States— and  the  Secretary  is  expected  to  in¬ 
corporate  appropriate  language  in  this  respect  in  his  contract  with  the 
non-Federal  utilities. 

Section  2(b)  ( 1 )  (i) 

This  subsection  provides  that  the  Federal  Government  will  pay  not 
more  than  its  share  of  the  costs  of  the  powerplant  and  facilities  under 
the  power  prepayment  arrangements.  The  Federal  Government’s  share 
of  the  capacity  of  the  thermal  powerplant  shall  not  exceed  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  use  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  total  capacity  of  the  thermal  plant.  For  example,  under 
the  bill,  if  the  United  States  will  require  approximately  470  megawatts 
of  power,  the  Federal  Government's  share  of  the  capacity  of  a  2,000- 
megawatt  thermal  plant  would  be  470/2,000  or  23y2  percent.  The  pre¬ 
payment  by  the  United  States  for  project  power  would  be  computed 
as  no  more  than  231/2  percent  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  thermal 
powerplant. 

The  United  States  will  not  pay  to  the  owners  of  the  thermal  plant 
any  interest  on  money  used  in  its  construction.  The  reason,  of  course, 
is  that  the  Federal  Government  will  be  advancing  money  under  the 
prepayment  arrangement  for  purchase  of  the  required  electrical  power 
during  the  construction  period  in  installments  designed  to  facilitate 
a  timely  construction  schedule.  The  cash  advances  will  be  charged  to 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  project  costs  and  repaid  to  the  Treasury 
as  required  by  reclamation  law. 

The  Secretary  is  not  to  make  any  funds  available  other  than  those 
which  are  necessary  for  preconstruction  activities,  until  lie  determines 
that  adequate  contractual  arrangements  covering  water  and  fuel  sup¬ 
plies  are  in  effect.  It  is  anticipated  that  in  addition  to  the  express  safe¬ 
guards  in  the  legislation  which  are  designed  to  protect  the  Federal  in¬ 
vestment,  there  will  also  be  contractual  safeguards  to  insure  (1)  a 
dependable  supply  of  pumping  power  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
(2)  performance  of  the  agreements  which  will  be  entered  into  by  the 
Department,  and  (3)  protection  of  the  environmental  qualitv  of  the 
area. 

The  Secretary  is  expected  to  require  of  the  non-Federal  interests 
which  construct  and  operate  the  thermal  plant,  adequate  measures  to 
control  waste  water,  waste  materials,  sewage,  and  other  forms  of  pollu¬ 
tion  resulting  from  the  operation  of  the  thermal  plant.  Every  effort 
should  be  made  to  insure  that  there  will  be  no  significant  pollution  of 
the  waters  of  the  basin. 

The  Secretary  is  also  to  require  that  measures  are  adopted  by  the 
non-Federal  owners  and  operators  of  the  thermal  plant  to  insure  that 
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smoke,  fly  asli,  and  dust  from  stack  emissions  will  meet  approved  health 
and  esthetic  standards. 

Construction  of  a  coal-fired  thermal  plant  may  necessitate  the  open¬ 
ing  of  a  large  strip  mine.  If  so  the  Secretary  should  require  that  ar¬ 
rangements  are  made  for  appropriate  reclamation  and  restoration  of 
these  lands  after  they  have  been  mined. 

With  respect  to  water  and  air  pollution  and  strip  mine  reclamation, 
the  Secretary  should  endeavor  to  see  that  all  applicable  Federal  laws 
and  standards  are  strictly  complied  with.  He  should  also  reserve  the 
right  to  make  periodic  inspections  to  insure  that  the  appropriate  stand¬ 
ards  are  being  met.  Provision  should  be  made  for  periodic  review  and 
implementation  of  technological  advances  in  quality  control  equip¬ 
ment. 

Section 2(b)  ( 1 )  (ii) 

This  subsection  provides  that  if  the  thermal  power  plant  and  ap- 
pui  tenances  are  located  on  I  ederal  lands,  the  United  States  will  lie 
granted  due  credit  for  the  value  of  the  land  in  determining  the  pro¬ 
rata  share  of  payments  to  be  made  by  the  participants  in  the  thermal 
plant.  This  section  also  applies  to  switchyards  and  transmission  lines. 
Section  2(b)  (1)  (iii) 

This  subsection  provides  that  the  annual  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  costs  of  the  thermal  powerplant  will  be  apportioned  between 
the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an  equitable  basis, 
taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  connection  with  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  construction  costs  made  under  subsection  2(b)  (1)  (i).  This 
language  provides  the  Department  with  sufficient  flexibility  in  con¬ 
tract  negotiations  to  see  that  the  United  States  will  be  given  appro¬ 
priate  credit  toward  its  share  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  costs 
m  the  event  that  some  of  these  costs  are  paid  for  in  the  form  of  services, 
personal  property,  or  any  other  valuable  consideration. 

.  The  United  States  would  not  bear  depreciation  costs  of  any  of  the 
initial  construction  costs  of  the  thermal  powerplant,  switchyard,  and 
transmission  lines  built  under  subsection  2(b)  (1)  (i).  The  reason,  of 
course,  is  that  the  United  States  will  have  already  paid  for  the  project 
pumping  power  requirements  by  prepayment  and  will  make  its  own 
arrangements  to  recover  this  investment. 

With  respect  to  replacements  for  components  with  relatively  short 
service  life  after  the  thermal  plant  goes  into  operation,  the  United 
States  has  the  option  of  either  (1)  paying  a  portion  of  the  capital 
costs  of  any  necessary  replacements,  in  which  event  it  would  not 
share  m  depreciation  costs,  or  (2)  paying  a  portion  of  the  deprecia¬ 
tion  costs  on  any  replacement  items  which  are  entirely  financed  by  the 
non-Federal  interests. 

The  plant  replacement  costs  which  would  occur  at  the  end  of  the 
useful  life  of  the  thermal  powerplant,  however,  will  be  paid  in  the 
form  of  a  capital  prepayment,  the  same  as  the  initial  prepayment.  A 
replacement  reserve  for  this  purpose  will  be  accumulated  within  the 
development  fund  by  retention  of  an  appropriate  annual  portion  of 
the  revenues  from  pumping  and  commercial  power. 

Section  2(b)  (1)  (iv) 

This  subsection  insures  that  the  U.S.  portion  of  the  costs  of  purchas¬ 
ing  capacity  in  the  thermal  power  plant,  switchyards,  and  transmis- 
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sion  lines  will  not  include  any  interest,  interest  during  construction, 
financing  charges,  or  franchise  fees,  which  would  be  applicable  to  the 
non-Federal  constructors  of  the  plant.  The  United  States  will  provide 
its  own  funds  from  its  own  sources  and  therefore  will  pay  its  own  fi¬ 
nancing  and  interest  costs.  The  United  States  is  not  required  to  obtain 
a  franchise  to  supply  power  for  project  pumping  and  the  payment  of 
franchise  fees  to  municipalities  or  regulatory  bodies  through  the  non- 
Federal  owners  and  operators  would  not  therefore  be  appropriate. 

Section  2(b) (1) (v) 

This  subsection  provides  that  the  provisions  of  this  legislation  shall 
not  be  construed  as  a  precedent  for  any  federal  agency  to  enter  into 
construction  of  a  thermal  power  plant  or  plants. 

Section  2(b)(2) 

This  subsection  requires  the  thermal  power  plant  to  be  located  in 
the  State  of  Arizona  and  makes  clear  that  if  the  plant  is  served  by 
upper  basin  water  the  consumptive  use  of  that  water  shall  be  a  charge 
against  Arizona’s  50,000  acre-feet  per  year  entitlement  under  the  terms 
of  article  III  (a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (  63 
Stat.  31).  Use  of  this  water  shall  not  be  construed  to  increase  Arizona’s 
entitlement  to  water  under  that  compact. 

Section  2(c) 

Subsection  2(c)  establishes  the  conditions  for  the  delivery  and  use 
of  Central  Arizona  Project  water.  Project  water  can  be  used  for  ir¬ 
rigation  of  only  those  lands  which  the  Secretary  of  Interior  finds  to 
have  a  “recent  irrigation  history.”  Colorado  River  water  delivered 
into  central  Arizona  is  intended  only  to  supplement  the  existing  sup¬ 
plies  which  are  inadequate  for  sustained  uses  at  the  present  rates  of 
use.  A  primary  purpose  is  to  reduce  the  annual  overdraft  upon  the 
limited  ground  water  reserves.  It  would  be  inconsistent  with  this  es¬ 
sential  purpose  to  permit  delivery  of  project  water  for  irrigation  of 
lands  that  have  not  previously  been  irrigated. 

Indian  lands  and  national  wildlife  refuges  are  expected  from  this 
condition,  and  if  the  Secretary  approves,  the  exception  may  also  apply 
to  wildlife  management  areas  administered  by  the  State. 

Section  2(d)  (1) 

This  subsection  provides  the  Secretary  with  the  authority,  in  the 
event  that  he  determines  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  facilities,  to  require  that  project  water  be 
supplied  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which  have 
power  to  levy  assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within 
their  boundaries.  Organizations  such  as  these  are  commonly  known 
as  conservancy  districts  and  are  sometimes  used  as  a  means  of  levying 
ad  valorem  taxes  on  all  taxable  real  property  within  the  project 
service  areas. 

With  the  basin  development  fund  (Sec.  5),  it  appears  that  the  con¬ 
templated  ad  valorem  tax  will  be  unnecessary  and  that  this  authority 
will  not  have  to  be  exercised.  The  Secretary  is  to  require  the  use  of 
an  ad  valorem  tax  only  if  such  a  tax  is  found  to  be  necessary  to 
provide  revenues  to  accomplish  the  repayment  of  the  project. 

In  view  of  the  provision  for  a  development  fund  to  assist  in  repay¬ 
ment  of  irrigation  costs  the  need  for  an  ad  valorem  tax  is  very  remote. 
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This  provision  should  nevertheless  be  retained  in  the  bill  for  use  under 
unforeseen  circumstances  which  could  develop  at  some  future  time.  This 
wid  provide  an  added  guarantee  that  the  project  costs  will  be  repaid. 

The  provisions  of  this  subsection,  should  they  be  exercised,  would 
not  apply  to  the  costs  of  supplying  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use 
within  the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

Section 2(d)  ( 2 ) 

This  subsection  provides  that  section  9(d)  and  9(e)  contracts 
which  are  made  pursuant  to  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939 
shall  be  made  for  a  period  of  50  years.  It  also  provides  that  water 
made  available  under  such  contracts  for  irrigation  purposes  may,  if 
no  longer  needed  for  (hat  purpose,  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary 
for  municipal  and  industrial  purposes. 

Section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  provides  for 
the  execution  of  repayment  contracts  and  requires  that  such  contracts 
be  made  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  delivery  of  water. 

Section  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  provides  for 
the  execution  of  contracts  for  delivery  of  water  in  lieu  of  contracts 
for  repayment. 

The  provision  for  conversion  of  irrigation  water  supply  to  municipal 
and  industrial  uses  was  included  so  that  it  would  be  possible  to 
progressively  increase  the  amount  of  water  available  for  municipal 
and  industrial  supply  as  the  needs  for  these  uses  increase.  In  some 
instances  municipalities  may  be  expected  to  grow  into  areas  which 
are  now  irrigated.  In  those  cases  the  irrigation  users  would  no  lono-er 
require  the  water  for  irrigation  purposes  and  the  Secretary  could 
contract  with  the  municipalites  for  the  use  of  the  water. 

Section  2(d)  (3) 

This  subsection  provides  that  contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supplies  may  be  made  notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939.  This  sentence  provides  that  municipal  contracts  may  not  be  made 
unless,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  such  contracts  will  not  im¬ 
pair  the  efficiency  of  the  project  for  irrigation  use.  The  desire  is  not  to 
relegate  municipal  and  industrial  use  to  a  secondary  preference,  and 
it  is  for  that  purpose  that  section  2(d)  (3)  was  inserted. 

This  provision  is  in  accord  with  the  practice  in  recent  years  of  mak¬ 
ing  an  exception  to  the  “irrigation  preference”  established  under  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act. 

Section  2(e) 

This  section  provides  that  each  water  and  repayment  contract 
entered  into  by  the  Secretary  with  water  users  shall  contain  various 
safeguards  for  water  conservation  and  use. 

First,  there  must  be  measures  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation 
from  ground  water  aquifers  which  have  been  improved  by  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  Colorado  River  water.  In  other  words,  owners  of  land  not 
within  the  project  service  area  but  adjacent  to  it  should  not  receive 
a  “windfall”  from  the  improved  ground  water  conditions. 

Second,  the  contracts  shall  require  that  all  contractors  provide  lined 
canals  and  laterals  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary  to  pre¬ 
vent  excessive  conveyance  losses. 
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Third,  the  language  of  the  contracts  shall  provide  that  “neither  the 
contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to  pump 
ground  water  from  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  service  area 
of  a  contractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for 
any  use  outside  said  contactor's  service  area  unless  the  Secretary  and 
such  contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required.” 

This  is  similar  in  some  respects  to  the  first  item  mentioned.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  more  specific  and  is  intended  to  prohibit  pumping  from  im¬ 
proved  ground  water  conditions  which  result  either  from  seepage  of 
Central  Arizona  Project  water  into  the  underground  aquifers  or 
which  result  from  the  shutting  down  of  deep  well  agriculture  pumps 
for  substantial  periods  of  time  and  using  Central  Arizona  Project 
water  as  replacement  for  ground  water.  This  subsection  provides  that 
one  contractor  for  Central  Arizona  Project  will  not  be  permitted  to 
pump  ground  water  from  within  the  boundaries  of  the  service  area 
of  another  contractor  and  thus  receive  the  benefits  of  low-cost  ground 
water  as  opposed  to  higher  cost  Central  Arizona  Project  water. 

This  section  also  provides  that  all  waters,  including  industrial  waste 
water,  return  flow,  seepage,  sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  in  or 
flowing  from  the  contractor’s  service  area  and  “originating  or  result¬ 
ing  from  (i)  water  contracted  for  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
or  (ii)  water  stored  or  developed  by  any  Federal  reclamation  project 
are  reserved  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  United  States  as  a  source 
of  supply”  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  or  Federal  reclamation 
project. 

Section  2(f) 

This  subsection  gives  the  Secretary  authority  to  arrange  for  water 
exchanges.  As  a  condition  prerequisite  to  any  contract,  the  contractor 
may  be  required  to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in 
replacement  of  the  contractor’s  existing  supplies.  By  these  exchanges, 
various  areas  of  Arizona  which,  by  virtue  of  location  and  topography, 
cannot  receive  main  stream  water,  will  be  able  to  benefit  from  the 
project. 

This  subsection  would  also  apply  to  the  specific  exchange  authorized 
between  users  in  the  States  of  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  dealt  with  in 
subsection  (h)  of  this  section,  which  directs  the  Secretary  to  require 
downstream  users  of  Gila  River  system  water  in  Arizona  to  agree  to 
accept  Central  Arizona  Project  water  from  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  in  exchange  for  water  to  be  used  in  New  Mexico. 

Section  2(g) 

Subsection  (g)  provides  a  means  of  protecting  contract  users  who 
have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main  stream 
water.  The  protection  is  provided  by  giving  such  contract  users  a 
first  priority  to  main  stream  water  in  times  of  main  stream  shortages 
over  contract  users  who  have  not  so  yielded.  This  priority,  however, 
shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of  water  yielded  from  other  sources. 

Section  2(h) 

Subsection  (h)  authorizes  an  exchange  of  water  between  New 
Mexico  users  on  the  Upper  Gila  River  system  and  users  in  Arizona 
who  can  be  physically  supplied  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
River  through  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
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The  practical  effect  of  the  language  is  to  permit  New  Mexico  to 
utilize  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  of  18,000  acre-feet  of  Gila 
River  water  in  any  10-consecutive-year  period.  This  water  is  intended 
to  be  over  and  above  the  amount  now  allocated  to  New  Mexico,  and 
its  use  is  to  be  from  water  allocated  to  Arizona  as  a  part  of  its  2,800,000 
acre-feet  main  stream  entitlement  even  though  the  water  is  actually 
exchange  water  from  the  Gila  River  system.  As  a  protection  to  down¬ 
stream  users,  full  consideration  is  to  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the 
quality  of  water  exchanged. 

The  Secretary,  in  making  these  exchanges,  is  not  to  permit  increased 
uses  by  water  users  in  New  Mexico  until — and  the  uses  shall  continue 
only  so  long  as — delivery  of  sufficient  Colorado  River  water  to  down¬ 
stream  Gila  River  water  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  as  set 
forth  in  this  bill. 

I  he  last  sentence  of  this  subsection  provides  protection  for  all  users 
who  have  a  legal  right  to  the  use  of  Gila  River  water  at  the  time  of  the 
enactment  of  this  act.  This  protection  is  accomplished  by  making 
“all  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  this  subsection”  sub¬ 
ject  to  water  rights  on  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  underground 
water  sources  effective  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  water  rights  along  the  Gila  River  in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico 
have  been  the  subject  matter  of  long  disputes  in  the  courts  and  in 
negotiations  among  holders  of  rights  to  the  water  of  the  river.  It  is 
not  the  intention  of  this  section  to  express  or  indicate  in  any  manner 
whatever  its  opinion  with  respect  to  the  application  or  binding  effect 
upon  persons  who  either  have  or  claim  the  right  to  use  the  water  of 
the  river.  The  language  of  this  section  has  as  its  purpose  the  arrange¬ 
ment,  for  an  exchange  of  water  between  the  States  of  New  Mexico  and 
Arizona  without  affecting  any  legal  right  to  the  use  of  Gila  River 
water  which  exists  at  the  time  of  enactment  of  this  legislation.  The 
existing  rights  along  the  Gila  River  are,  therefore,  neither  enhanced 
nor  impaired  by  this  section. 

This  exchange  may  be  accomplished  without  amendment  of  article 
IV  of  the  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California  (376  TJ.S.  340).  (See  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Aug.  19,  1966, 
and  approval  of  the  Solicitor  General  of  the  United  States  dated 
Aug  18.  1966,  as  printed  in  the  hearings  on  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  May  1967,  p.  382.) 

Section  2  (i) 

This  subsection  is  intended  to  restrict,  for  a  period  of  10  years  after 
this  bill  is  enacted  into  law,  the  delivery  of  water  to  any  newly  irri¬ 
gated  lands  for  the  purpose  of  raising  crops  which  are  surplus.  There 
is  no  intent  to  allow  project  water  to  be  used  to  irrigate  new  lands  in 
Arizona.  The  water  furnished  by  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  to  be 
used  to  supplement  the  existing  water  supply  for  lands  currently  under 
production  or  lands  which  have  a  history  of  irrigation,  but  which  were 
recently  taken  out  of  production  due  to  lack  of  water.  There  may  be 
some  neAv  lands  irrigated  in  New  Mexico  to  which  this  provision  would 
apply. 

Section  2{j) 

The  Dixie  project,  located  in  Utah,  has  been  authorized  but  is  not 
yet  under  construction  because  present  studies  indicate  it  will  be  $25 
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to  $30  million  short  of  being  able  to  repay  the  reimbursable  costs.  This 
section  provides  that  the  Dixie  project  may  receive  financial  assist¬ 
ance  from  the  development  fund  and  thus  become  a  financially  feasible 
project. 

It  is  the  intention  of  this  section  to  reauthorize  the  Dixie  project 
and  that  the  provisions  for  the  repayment  of  the  Dixie  project  remain 
as  far  as  possible  in  accord  with  the  project’s  authorizing  legislation 
(Public  Law  88-565,  78  Stat.  848).  Costs  allocated  to  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  are  to  remain  nonreimbursable  as  in  the  original 
authorization. 

Section  3 

This  section  assures  that  the  Central  Arizona  Project  works  will  be 
developed  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act  (79  Stat.  213).  This  act  was  effective  July  9,  1965,  and  its  pur¬ 
pose  was  to  provide  that  in  investigating  and  planning  any  Federal 
navigation,  flood  control,  reclamation,  hydroelectric  or  multiple-pur¬ 
pose  water  resources  project  full  consideration  would  be  given  to 
opportunities,  if  any,  afforded  for  outdoor  recreation  and  for  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement.  Any  potentials  for  outdoor  l'ecreation,  or  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement  which  might  reasonably  be  served  by  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  works  should  be  fully  developed  and  utilized, 
insuring  the  greatest  use  and  benefits  possible  to  the  American  people. 

Section  J 

This  section  deals  with  the  cost  of  serving  Indian  lands.  Under  the 
language  of  this  section  the  Secretary  is  required  to  determine  the  re¬ 
payment  capability  of  any  Indian  lands  served  by  the  project  facilities. 
That  portion  of  the  construction  cost  allocated  to  the  irrigation  of 
Indian  lands  which  is  within  the  repayment  capability  of  such  lands 
will  be  deferred  under  the  provisions  of  the  Leavitt  Act  ( act  of  July  1, 
1932 ;  47  Stat.  464) ,  and  the  portion  which  is  not  within  the  repayment 
capability  of  such  lands  will  be  paid  from  the  Development  Fund. 

Section  5(a) 

Section  5(a)  establishes  a  separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  to  be 
known  as  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund.  The 
development  fund  would  provide  assistance  to  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  and  the  Dixie  project,  and  will  be  available  upon  future 
authorization  by  the  Congress  for  basinwide  water  conservation  and 
development.  Revenues  to  be  paid  into  the  development  fund  will  in¬ 
clude  the  surplus  post-amortization  revenues  from  Hoover  Dam,  the 
Parker-Davis  project,  the  Arizona-Nevada  section  of  the  Pacific 
Southwest  Intertie,  as  well  as  the  revenues  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  works  and  facilities,  including  any  revenues  resulting  from 
commercial  power  sales  during  periods  of  time  when  the  project  does 
not  use  all  of  the  power  purchased  under  the  prepayment  plan. 

The  establishment  of  development  funds  is  not  a  new  concept.  The 
principle  has  been  recognized  and  utilized  in  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  project,  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project,  the  Columbia  Basin, 
and  the  Central  Valley  project. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s  financial  analysis  of  this  project  is, 
as  was  previously  mentioned,  predicated  on  a  priority  in  perpetuity  to 
California  of  4.4  million  acre-feet.  This  is  but  one  of  a  multiplicity 
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of  factors  which  will  be  determinative  of  the  amounts  available  in  the 
development  fund.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  estimated  these 
amounts  as  follows  : 

1.  1  he  facilities  authorized  by  this  bill  will  need  assistance 
from  the  development  fund  in  the  amount  of  $122  million  by 
2025.  By  the  year  2050  these  facilities  will  repay  that  assistance 
and  in  addition  will  provide  the  development  fund  with  an  addi¬ 
tional  $315  million.  If  the  Bureau’s  studies  had  not  been  based 
on  a  perpetual  4.4  million  acre-feet  priority  to  California,  and 
if  the  shortages  had  been  pro  rated  on  the  basis  of  28/75  to 
Arizona,  44/75  to  California,  and  3/75  to  Nevada,  the  assistance 
needed  from  the  development  fund  would  be  reduced  to  $76  mil¬ 
lion  by  2025,  and  the  $315  million  figure  cited  above  would  be 
increased  to  $387  million. 

2.  Hoover,  Parker  and  Davis  Dams  would  provide  a  surplus 
of  approximately  $479  million  by  the  year  2025  and  approxi¬ 
mately  $837  million  by  the  year  2050. 

3.  The  Arizona-Nevada  portion  of  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific 
Southwest  Intertie  would  contribute  $21  million  by  the  year  2025 
and  $130  million  by  the  year  2050. 

The  following  tabulation  shows  the  source  of  revenues  and  the  an¬ 
ticipated  amounts  as  of  the  year  2025  and  2050 : 2 


2025 

2050 

Central  4 rizona  project... 

Hoover-Parker  Davis  . 

$314,848, 000 
837,  073, 000 
130,  000, 000 

Northwest-Southwest  intertie. 

Total . 

i  ?ai  q?i  nnn 

— - - - - - - 

Upon  future  authorization  by  the  Congress  the  revenues  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  fund  will  be  available  ifor  use  in  connection  with  construction 
and  operation  of  other  projects,  desalinization  plants,  weather  modi¬ 
fication  programs,^  watershed  improvement  and  control,  salvage  op¬ 
erations,  and  purification  of  sewage  effluent  for  reuse,  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  augment  the  flow  of  the  river,  conserve  its  water 
resources,  and  contribute  to  future  basin  development. 

These  contemplated  revenues  are  based  upon  Department  of  the 
Interior  assumptions  of  postamortization  rates.  Starting  with  the 
Pacific  Southwest  water  plan  and  in  all  subsequent  studies,  Hoover 
rates  have  been  proposed  to  be  an  average  of  4  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
and  Parker-Davis  rates  at  4.7  mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  The  Pacific 
Northwest-Southwest  intertie  wheeling  charges  and  Central  Arizona 
Project  water  rates  are  anticipated  to  remain  at  their  original  level. 


:  In  this  tabulation  the  following  assumptions  wore  made — - 

/  £he  4.4  million  acre-foot  priority  to  California  is  in  perpetuity. 

navnmntenfn«ftnntonoSo^plUoSuS  for.H.oover-  Parker-Davis  are  those  which  remain  after 
.  *600.000  annually  to  Arizona  and  Nevada  in  lieu  of  taxes 

annually fcrrpower* lost  at  CocSidg^Dam.  ^ose  remain  after  payment  of  $5,000 

a,ss"med  the  upper  Colorado  Rive-  Basin  development  fund  will  be 
Canyon  ly  reImbllrsed  tor  the  loss  ln  power  at  Hoover  during  the  filling  of  Glen 

,  TnS  t9.tnls  c1°  not  reflect  assistance  required  for  the 
total  $25  million  to  $30  million. 

6.  Average  commercial  power  rate  assumptions  : 

Hoover  Dam  :  4  mills  per  kilowatt-tour 
Parker-Davis  Pro.ieet :  4.7  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
Central  Arizona  Project :  5  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 


Dixie  project  estimated  to 
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Section  5(b) 

Section  5(b)  provides  that  all  appropriations  made  to  accomplish 
the  purposes  of  section  2  and  for  other  projects  which  may  in  the  future 
be  authorized  by  Congress  to  develop  and  conserve  water  for  the  lower 
basin  States,  shall  be  credited  to  the  development  fund  as  advances 
from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

Section  5(c)  (1) 

This  subsection  provides  that  all  revenues  from  operation  of  the 
works  and  facilities  authorized  in  section  2  or  authorized  in  the  future 
in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  this  bill  shall  be  credited  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  fund.  It  is  intended  that  when  non-Fecleral  entities  enter  into 
cost-sharing  agreements  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213),  the  user  fees  will  be  available 
to  such  entities  for  cost-sharing  payments  under  that  act.  The  cost¬ 
sharing  payments  made  by  such  entities  to  the  United  States  will,  how¬ 
ever,  be  revenues  to  the  development  fund. 

Section  5(c)  (2) 

This  section  provides  that  all  Federal  revenues  from  power  genera¬ 
tion  at  the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects  which,  after 
completion  of  repayment,  requirements  of  the  projects,  ai’e  surplus  to 
the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  shall  be  credited 
to  the  development  fund. 

The  Secretary  is,  however,  authorized  to  continue  the  “in-lieu-of- 
taxes”  payments  to  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  as  provided 
for  in  section  2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  so 
long  as  revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
project.  Absent  this  provision,  these  payments  would  have  terminated 
in  1987. 

It  is  the  intent  that  all  surplus  revenues  following  repayment  of 
Hoover  Dam  shall  be  paid  into  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  De¬ 
velopment  Fund  and  any  payments  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  thereafter  shall  be  made  out  of  the  development  fund.  Pay¬ 
ments  from  net  revenues  at  Hoover,  as  used  in  section  7,  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  mean  payment  from  the  development  fund. 

Section  5(c)  (3) 

This  subsection  provides  that  postamortization  revenues  from  the 
US.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  portion  of  the  Dalles-Hoover  and  the 
Hoover-Phoenix  transmission  lines  and  terminal  facilities  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona  will  be  credited  to  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Development  Fund.  The  intertie  is  scheduled  to  pay 
out  in  year  2021,  which  is  50  years  after  initiation  of  full  service  in 
1972.  The  service  life  of  the  intertie  is  at  least  75  years. 

It  is  appropriate  to  provide  for  the  inclusion  of  the  U.S.  portion  of 
these  funds  from  facilities  located  in  Nevada  and  Arizona  into  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  to  set  up  a  basin  ac¬ 
count  for  Federal  reclamation  projects  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada.  Were  these  funds  not  utilized  as  provided  for  in 
this  section,  they  would  be  paid  into  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

There  is  precedent  for  inclusion  of  postamortization  benefits  result¬ 
ing  from  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  interties  into  a 
basin  development  fund.  The  Oregon  portion  of  the  Federal  Pacific 
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Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  is  financially  integrated  with 
the  Federal  Columbia  Fiver  power  system.  Postamortization  rev¬ 
enues  from  these  facilities,  in  excess  of  operating  costs  and  other 
costs,  will  therefore  become  a  part  of  the  net  revenues  derived  from 
the  marketing  of  commercial  power  and  energy  through  the  Federal 
Columbia  River  power  system.  Under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of 
Public  Law  89-448  (80  Stat.  200)  these  net  revenues  are  made  avail¬ 
able.  as  limited  by  section  6(b)  of  Public  Law  89-561  (8  Stat.  715), 
for  assistance  in  the  repayment  of  costs  of  reclamation  projects  in 
the  Columbia  River  allocated  to  irrigation  which  are  beyond  the 
repayment  ability  of  irrigation  water  users. 

Similarly,  any  revenues  resulting  from  the  intertie  to  the  Central 
Valley  Project  in  California  will  be  reflected  in  Central  Valley  Proj¬ 
ect's  accounts.  As  a  part  of  the  surplus  power  revenues  of  the  project, 
they  will  be  available  for  irrigation  repayment  assistance  to  units  of 
the  project  which  are  now  or  will  in  the  future  be  authorized. 

Section  5(d) 

This  subsection  provides  for  the  application  of  revenues  in  the 
development  fund  upon  further  appropriation  for  purposes  of:  (1) 
operation,  maintenance,  replacement  and  emergency  expenditures; 
(2)  for  reimbursement  to  the  upper  Colorado  River  basin  fund  as 
required  by  section  8;  (8)  for  payments  as  required  by  subsection  (f) 
of  section  5;  and  (4)  for  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the 
State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the 
production  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam. 

This  latter  provision  is  necessitated  because  of  the  provisions  of 
subsection  2  (f),  (g),  and  (h)  which  apply  to  the  increased  uses  in 
New  Mexico.  Inci’eased  uses  in  New  Mexico  will  diminish  the  down¬ 
stream  flow  into  the  storage  reservoir  at  Coolidge  Dam.  While  the 
water  used  in  Newr  Mexico  would  be  replaced  downstream  from 
Coolidge  on  the  Gila  River,  this  replacement  would  not  be  delivered 
into  the  reservoir  behind  Coolidge  Dam.  As  a  result,  it  would  not  be 
available  for  the  generation  of  power  and  energy  at  the  Coolidge  Dam 
turbines. 

The  San  Carlos  project  which  now  receives  the  benefit  of  this  power 
and  energy  is  entitled  to  continue  to  receive  the  same  benefit,  and  pro¬ 
vision  is  therefore  made  for  payment  out  of  the  basin  fund  for  this 
purpose. 

Section  5(e) 

This  subsection  provides  that  revenues  in  the  development  fund  may 
be  used  for  the  construction  of  works  authorized  in  section  2  of  this 
act  only  as  appropriated  by  the  Congress. 

Section  5(f) 

This  subsection  relates  to  the  use  of  revenues  in  the  development 
fund  that  are  in  excess  of  (he  amount  necessary  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  (1),  (2),  and  (4)  of  section  5(d).  Such  excess  funds  shall  be 
paid  to  the  Treasury  to  return  the  costs  of  those  project  features 
authorized  by  section  2  which  are  allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial 
power,  or  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  in  a  period  of  50 
years  from  completion  of  each  unit  or  separate  feature  exclusive  of 
any  allowable  development  period. 
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Development  fund  moneys  will  also  be  used  to  pay  interest  (includ¬ 
ing  interest  during  construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance  of  the 
investment  in  commercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water 
features.  Interest  due  shall  be  a  first  charge,  and  shall  be  set  by  the 
:  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with  subsection  (g)  of 
section  5. 

Section  5(g) 

This  subsection  deals  with  the  interest  rate  to  be  applied  to  reim¬ 
bursable  project  costs  allocated  to  commercial  power  and  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  will  de¬ 
termine  the  rate  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  fiscal  year  in  which  funds 
are  advanced  to  begin  construction  of  the  project. 

Section  5(h) 

This  subsection  requires  the  annual  submission  of  business-type  bud¬ 
gets  to  the  Congress  for  all  operations  financed  from  the  development 
fund. 

Section  6 

Section  6  authorizes  a  program  for  water  salvage  along  and  adjacent 
to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  and  for  ground  water  re¬ 
covery.  The  program  must  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a  rea¬ 
sonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  water  salvage  program  consists  of  ground  water  recovery  in 
the  Yuma,  Ariz.,  area  and  eradication  and  control  of  phreatophytes 
presently  covering  42,000  acres  of  land  near  the  Colorado  River  which 
consume  thousands  of  acre-feet  of  water.  It  is  estimated  that  the  total 
salvage  program,  when  combined  with  the  channelization  of  the  river 
which  is  now  in  progress  will  salvage  about  680,000  acre- feet  of  water. 

The  breakdown  of  the  project  costs  indicates  that  the  water  salvage 
and  recovery  program  will  cost  $42,450,000. 

Section  7 

Section  7  deals  with  the  financial  problems  created  by  the  filling  of 
Lake  Powell  and  the  resulting  impairment  of  firm  power  production 
at  Hoover  Dam.  Substantial  payments  have  already  been  made  out  of 
the  upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund  to  compensate  Hoover  Dam 
power  contractors  for  deficiencies  in  power  generation  at  Hoover  Dam, 
and  additional  payments  may  have  to  be  made  in  the  future  under 
the  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria. 

Section  7  provides  for  the  repayment  of  such  expenditures  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  made  out  of  the  upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund. 
This  is  to  be  accomplished  by  transferring  $500,000  each  year  to  the 
upper  basin  fund  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  (CRDF) 
created  by  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  of  1940,  com¬ 
mencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  act.  The  CRDF  now  receives 
$500,000  per  year  from  Hoover  Dam  power  revenues  earmarked  for 
use  in  the  development  of  projects  and  will  continue  to  do  so  under 
existing  law  until  1987.  The  effect  of  section  7  is  to  earmark  that  same 
amount  ($500,000  annually)  for  transfer  to  the  upper  Colorado  Basin 
fund  instead.  If  any  deficit  in  reimbursement  of  the  upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  exists  after  1987  the  remaining  deficiency  is  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  new  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund 
which  is  established  by  section  5  of  (his  act. 
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Section  8 

This  section  provides  that  nothing  in  this  legislation  is  to  be  con¬ 
strued  as  changing  in  any  way  the  provisions  of  applicable  interstate 
compacts;  the  water  treaty  with  Mexico;  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in 
Arizona  v.  California;  or  except  as  provided  in  this  act  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act. 

Section  9(a) 

Subsection  (a)  requires  that  after  each  successive  5-year  period,  the 
Secretary  will  report  the  annual  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system.  The  first  period  begins  on  October  1, 1965.  The 
reports  shall  include  a  State-by-State  breakdown  of  consumptive  uses 
and  specific  quantitative  consumptive  uses  from  the  major  tributaries 
flowing  into  the  Colorado  River  from  each  State.  In  preparing  such 
reports  the  Secretary  shall  consult  with  each  of  the  States  of  the  lower 
basin  and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission.  The  reports 
shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  the  Governors 
of  each  of  the  seven  States  involved  in  the  Colorado  River  compact. 

The  purpose  of  such  reports  is  to  obtain  data  required  for  full  and 
efficient  development  of  the  limited  water  resources  of  the  basin. 

Section  9(b) 

Subsection  (b)  directs  the  Secretary  to  make  all  contracts  for  de¬ 
livery  of  water  originating  in  the  Colorado  River  drainage  basin  sub¬ 
ject  to  physical  availability  under  terms  of  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact.  This  provision  merely  continues  the  presently  existing  policy 
with  regard  to  such  contracts. 

Section  10 

Section  10  constitutes  a  fair  and  reasonable  solution  to  the  problem 
of  protecting  the  future  water  resource  development  of  the  four  upper 
division  States,  and  also  providing  for  the  use  of  the  water  in  the  lower 
division  States  until  the  water  is  required  upstream.  This  should  result 
in  the  greatest  beneficial  use  of  the  available  water. 

According  to  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  articles 
III (c)  and  III ( d ) ,  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  is  required  of 
the  upper  division  States  at  Lee  Ferry.  Storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  the 
key  to  the  accomplishment  of  this  requirement.  If  there  is  no  water 
storage  in  Lake  Powell  to  make  the  required  releases  during  periods 
of  drought,  it  is  possible  that  upper  basin  consumptive  uses  would 
have  to  be  curtailed  in  order  to  discharge  the  compact  obligation. 
The  greater  the  storage  in  Lake  Powell,  the  less  likelihood  there  will 
be  of  this  happening.  On  the  other  hand,  if  too  much  water  is  with¬ 
held  in  Lake  Powell  on  the  grounds  that  it  is  necessary  for  later  dis¬ 
charge  of  upper  basin  compact  obligations  the  possibility  of  spill  and 
denial  of  use  in  the  lower  basin  is  increased.  The  language  of  Section 
10,  implementing  operations  under  the  compact,  is  intended  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  commonsense  balance  between  the  right  of  the  upper  division 
States  to  store  water  to  meet  future  delivery  requirements  under  the 
compact  and  the  lower  basin’s  right  under  article  111(e)  of  the  com¬ 
pact  to  demand  the  release  of  water  stores  in  the  upper  basin  to  meet 
lower  basin  consumptive  uses. 
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Section  10(a) 

Section  10(a)  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  propose  criteria 
for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  reservoirs  constructed 
under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  and  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  those 
statutes,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  the  Colorado 
River  compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  compact  and  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty. 

While  it  is  impossible  to  anticipate  all  of  the  combinations  of  hydro- 
logic  sequences  and  economic  and  financial  factors  that  will  occur  in 
the  future  or  to  evaluate  precisely  the  effect  of  applying  rigid  criteria 
under  all  conditions,  the  committee  believes,  on  the  basis  of  testimony 
and  information  supplied  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  that 
strict  adherence  to  the  specific  criteria  required  by  this  title  will  rarely, 
if  ever,  require  a  reservoir  operation  which  is  inconsistent  with  what 
would  be  considered  the  optimum  operation. 

To  the  extent  that  it  is  possible  to  foresee,  reservoir  operations  under 
section  10  will  not  be  inconsistent  with  reservoir  operations  permitted 
under  the  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria  promulgated  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  printed  in  the  Federal  Register  on  July  19,  1962 
(27  F.R.  6851).  Thus,  the  tilling  criteria  would  continue  until  termi¬ 
nated  at  some  later  date. 

Section  10(a)  further  specifies  that  in  the  preparation  of  the 
reservoir  operating  criteria,  and  in  their  execution,  certain  priorities 
shall  govern  the  storage  of  water  in  reservoirs  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  and  releases  of  water  to  the  lower  basin  at  Glen  Canyon 
Dam.  The  first  priority,  set  out  in  paragraph  (1),  is  for  the  release 
of  water  to  satisfy  one-half  the  deficiency  in  deliveries  of  water  to 
Mexico  as  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  if 
such  defliciency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  upper  basin  States. 

The  second  priority,  set  out  in  paragraph  (2),  for  release  of  water 
from  Lake  Powell  is  to  deliver  at  Lee  Ferry  75  million  acre-feet  in 
every  period  of  10  consecutive  years  under  article  111(d)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact. 

A  third  priority  is  given  to  storage  of  water  to  enable  the  States  of 
rhe  upper  division  to  meet  their  compact  obligations  without  impair¬ 
ing  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin.  The  language  in  the  first  part 
of  paragraph  (3)  provides  that  water  not  required  to  be  released  each 
year  to  fulfill  the  priorities  relating  to  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  and 
delivery  of  75  million  acre-feet  every  10  years  shall  be  stored  in  upper 
basin  reservoirs  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  shall  find  to  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  assure  long-term  deliveries  of  water  at  Lee  Ferry  for  these 
same  purposes  without  impairing  present  or  contemplated  consump¬ 
tive  uses  of  water  within  the  compact  apportionment  to  the  upper 
division  States.  In  determining  the  extent  to  which  water  must  be 
stored  for  those  purposes,  the  Secretary  is  required  to  consult  with 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the 
three  lower  division  States  and  to  take  into  consideration  all  factors 
pertinent  to  a  hydrologic  analysis  of  the  water  supply  situation,  in¬ 
cluding  historic  streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  for  which  water 
records  are  available,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply  under  recog¬ 
nized  statistical  procedures.  This  procedui’e  is  consistent  with  the 
intent  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  it  can  be  complied 


with  and  still  provide  the  Secretary  the  necessary  latitude  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  extent  of  storage  reasonably  required. 

As  the  upper  basin  depletions  increase  with  time,  the  controlling 
critical  periods  will  lengthen  and  the  required  amounts  of  carryover 
storage  will  increase.  It  is  recognized  that  the  establishment  of  re¬ 
quirements  for  carryover  storage  cannot  be  based  on  critical  period 
considerations  alone,  but  that  probabilities  of  water  supply  also  must 
be  considered.  Also,  the  production  of  power  and  energy  is  a  relevant 
factor  that  must  be  considered  if  the  financial  feasibility  of  Federal 
developments  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  to  be  assured. 

The  language  of  the  proviso  in  paragraph  (3)  establishes  specific 
guidelines  for  the  release  of  water  available  in  excess  of  compact  III 
(c)  and  (d)  requirements  and  water  required  to  be  stored  as  provided 
in  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  the  first  part  of  (3).  Before  discussing 
the  operating  guidelines  of  paragraph  (3)  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  during  prolonged  periods  of  low  runoff  there  would  be  no  avail¬ 
able  excess  water  and  hence  these  criteria  would  not  be  applicable. 
During  periods  of  high  runoff  and  high  storage  content  the  problems 
of  reservoir  operation  dealt  with  in  paragraph  (3)  are  not  critical 
and  their  application  would  not  be  of  major  significance.  Thus,  it  is 
within  the  intermediate  ranges  of  runoff  and  storage  content  that  the 
criteria  spee  ded  are  particularly  meaningful. 

The  language  of  paragraph  (3)  embodies  three  specific  operating- 
guidelines.  The  first  (i)  provides  that  if  water  excess  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  paragraphs  ( 1 )  and  (2)  is  determined  to  be  available,  it 
shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell  to  the  extent  that  it  can  be  reason¬ 
ably  appl'ed  in  the  lower  division  States  to  the  domestic  and  agri¬ 
cultural  uses  specified  in  article  III  (e)  of  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact,  but  no  such  releases  of  water  will  be  made  from  Lake  Powell 
when  the  active  storage  therein  is  less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake 
Mead. 

The  second  (ii)  has  as  its  objective  the  distribution  of  available- 
excess  water  in  a  manner  that  will  equalize  as  nearly  as  practicable 
active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  and  Lake  Powell.  The  policy,  herein 
established,  of  maintaining,  so  far  as  possible,  equal  active  storage  in 
Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead  is  consistent  with  good  operating  practice 
and  is  fair  and  equitable  to  both  the  upper  and  lower  basins.  Although 
there  may  be  conditions  under  which  it  would  be  desirable  and 
advantageous  to  operate  over  a  limited  period  of  time  in  a  manner 
different  than  that  specified  in  phase  (ii),  particularly  when  both  Lake 
Powell  and  Lake  Mead  have  substantial  reserves  of  storage,  any 
problem  caused  by  application  of  this  criterion  is  not  regarded  as 
serious. 

The  third  ( iii ) ,  to  avoid  spilling  water  from  Lake  Powell,  is 
obviously  consistent  with  good  river  management. 

Section  10(b) 

Subsection  (b)  retains  to  the  seven  States  composing  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  a  voice  in  formulating  the  operating  criteria.  The  pro¬ 
posed  criteria  must  be  submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  not 
later  than  January  1,  1970,  to  the  Governors  of  these  seven  States, 
and  to  other  appropriate  parties  or  agencies,  for  their  review  and 
comment.  Thereafter,  the  Secretary  will  adopt  the  criteria  by  July  1, 
1970,  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register. 
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The  Secretary  is  also  required  to  keep  the  Congress  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  informed  by  a  yearly 
report  reflecting  actual  operation  for  the  past  compact  year  and 
projected  operation  for  the  current  year. 

As  with  any  proposed  operation  or  set  of  criteria,  actual  practice 
may  dictate  changes,  so  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  changes 
in  the  criteria  required  by  actual  operating  experience  or  unforeseen 
circumstances.  As  a  protection  to  the  States  of  the  basin,  such  changes 
may  only  be  made  after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  and 
consultation  with  representatives  selected  by  the  Governor  of  each 
State. 

These  provisions  give  adequate  latitude  and  flexibility  in  establish¬ 
ing  or  changing  criteria  to  meet  any  circumstance  which  may  arise, 
while  at  the  same  time  assuring  change  only  after  adequate  consulta¬ 
tion  with  those  affected.  It  is  recognized  that  all  conceivable  exigencies 
cannot  be  foreseen,  thus  the  necessity  for  such  provisions. 

Section  10(c) 

Subsection  (c)  directs  that  section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  109),  which  relates  to  power  production,  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  criteria  set  out  in  this  section. 
This  provision  is  appropriate  and  necessary  to  assure  consistent  power 
operations  at  all  Federal  reservoirs  on  the  Colorado  River,  and  to 
emphasize  that  the  production  of  hydroelectric  energy  is  a  relevant 
factor  that  must  be  considered  if  the  financial  feasibility  of  Federal 
water  resource  developments  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  to  be 
reasonably  assured,  as  hereinbefore  indicated. 

The  development  of  the  reservoir  operating  criteria  pursuant  to 
section  10  not  only  should  prevent  a  recurrence  of  the  misunderstand¬ 
ings  that  were  manifest  throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin  at  the 
time  the  Secretary  initiated  the  filling  of  Colorado  River  storage 
project  reservoirs,  but  should  also  constitute  a  major  contribution 
to  more  efficient  and  reasonable  river  management.  The  operating  cri¬ 
teria  of  section  10  is  fully  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact,  including  article  111(e)  thereof.  The  language  in  this 
section  is  not  an  attempt  to  interpret  article  IH(e)  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact;  it  simply  places  qualifications  upon  operations  under 
article  111(e).  The  successful  negotiations  which  produced  these 
guidelines  for  the  Secretary  to  follow  in  operating  Federal  reservoirs 
under  article  111(e)  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  preclude  costly 
litigation  in  the  future. 

Section  11(a) 

This  section  recognizes  and  reaffirms  the  Colorado  River  compact 
and  the  binding  effect  of  its  provision  on  the  States  signatory  thereto. 
The  upper  basin  rights  to  the  consumptive  use  of  the  water  appor¬ 
tioned  to  that  basin  under  the  compact  are  protected  against  any  in¬ 
terim  use  of  this  water  in  the  lower  basin.  Under  this  section,  when 
the  upper  basin  has  the  projects  and  the  means  necessary  to  use  its  en¬ 
titlement  under  the  Colorado  River  compact  it  will  then  have  avail¬ 
able  the  water.  Interim  use  of  Colorado  River  water  cannot  ripen  into 
a  legal,  moral,  or  equitable  right  to  any  portion  of  the  upper  basin's 
water  regardless  of  the  length  of  time  the  water  has  been  used. 
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Section  11  (b) 

This  subsection  provides  that  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission  are  made  inviolate  to  any  of  the  terms  of 
this  bill.  This  bill  will  not  in  any  fashion  change  or  control  the  ac¬ 
tions  or  conduct  of  the  affairs  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Commission. 

Section  12 

Section  12  removes  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  the  stretch  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Lake  Mead  and 
Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  Con- 
cress.  This  section  of  the  bill  renders  inapplicable  part  I  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Act  (16  U.S.C.  791a-823),  by  which  Congress  had  previ¬ 
ously  delegated  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission  authority  to  grant 
licenses  for  construction  of  hydroelectric  power  generating  facilities 
by  non-Federal  entities  on  waters  or  lands  subject  to  Federal 
jurisdiction. 

The  stretch  of  the  Colorado  River  thus  removed  from  Federal 
Power  Commission  jurisdiction  includes  Bridge  Canyon,  the  site  long 
considered  for  construction  of  a  multiple-purpose  reclamation  dam 
most  recently  referred  to  as  “Hualapai  Dam.”  Practically  all  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  bills  considered  in  the  90th  and  previous 
Congresses  would  have  authorized  the  construction  of  Federal  dams 
on  the  Colorado  River. 

The  purpose  of  section  12  is  to  reserve  to  the  Congress  the  ultimate 
decision  concerning  the  wisest  use  or  combination  of  uses  of  the  water 
and  land  resources  of  this  stretch  of  the  river. 

The  moratorium  provided  for  under  this  section  will  furnish  ample 
time  to  allow  the  National  Water  Commission  to  undertake  its  study 
of  the  alternative  and  best  uses  of  our  Nation’s  water  resources.  The 
results  of  the  Commission’s  study  will  be  available  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  to  the  Congress,  and  should  provide  guidance  and 
valuable  information  concerning  the  future  use  of  the  Hualapai  Dam 
site. 

A  proposal  to  enlarge  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park  to  include 
the  Marble  Canyon  site,  as  recommended  by  the  administration,  is 
the  subject  of  separate  legislation  now  before  the  committee  for  con¬ 
sideration. 

Section  13 

Section  13  is  a  statement  of  policy  that,  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  legislation,  the  Secretary,  in  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  is  to  be  governed  by  general 
Federal  reclamation  laws  (32  Stat.  388,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented),  and  that  this  legislation  upon  enactment  shall  be  a  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  reclamation  laws. 

Section  14- 

Subsection  (a)  specifies  that  all  terms  used  in  this  bill  and  defined 
in  the  Colorado  River  compact  shall  have  the  meaning  as  defined  in 
the  compact. 

Subsections  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  establish  the  specific  meaning  for  the 
terms  “user”  or  “water  user,”  “active  storage,”  and  “Colorado  River 
Basin  States”  as  used  in  this  bill.  These  subsections  apply  to  the  use  of 
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these  terms  in  this  legislation  only,  and  are  not  to  be  construed  as  gen¬ 
eral  definitions  for  purposes  of  Federal  reclamation  law. 

Section  15 

Section  15  places  a  ceiling  of  $837  million,  plus  or  minus  such 
amounts  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary  fluctuations  in  con¬ 
struction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indexes  applicable  to 
the  types  of  construction  involved  under  the  project  facilities  auth¬ 
orized  herein. 

The  construction  of  irrigation  distribution  and  drainage  facilities 
for  non-Indian  lands  is  not  included  in  the  project  costs  because  of 
the  indeterminate  service  area  and  the  wide  variation  in  works  which 
will  be  required  for  various  portions  of  the  service  area  and  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  construction  of  these  systems  will  be  undertaken  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Distribution  System  Loan  Act  (69  Stat.  244,  as  amended) 
or  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  1044,  as 
amended)  or  other  suitable  program.  It  is  intended  that  the  works 
will  be  financed  through  separate  repayment  contracts  and  that  neither 
the  appropriations  nor  the  repayment  for  such  contracts  will  be 
treated  as  parts  of  the  development  fund. 

VIII.  Conclusion 

For  the  reasons  expressed  in  these  separate  and  dissenting  views, 
we  oppose  the  enactment  of  H.  R.  3300. 

John  P.  Saylor. 

James  A.  Haley. 

Rogers  C.  B.  Morton. 

George  V.  Hansen. 

John  Iyyl. 

I  concur  in  the  above  and  foregoing  Separate  and  Dissenting  Views 
with  the  exception  of  the  substitution  of  Conner  Dam  for  Hooker  Dam. 

James  A.  McClure, 

The  undersigned  concur  in  the  above  separate  and  dissenting  views 
with  the  reservation  that  we  have  no  objection  to  Title  V  of  H.  R.  3300 
authorizing  certain  projects  in  the  Upper  Colorado  Basin. 

Thomas  S.  Foley. 

Wendell  Wyatt. 

Lloyd  Meeds. 
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ADDITIONAL  SEPARATE  AND  DISSENTING  VIEWS 


'I 'ho  undersigned  members  regret  that  w  e  cannot  support  H.R.  3300 
as  ordered  reported  by  the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  on  March  26,  1968.  We  regret  that  we  are  forced  to  take  this 
action,  because  in  the  past  we  have  consistently  supported  the  author¬ 
ization  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  project  meets  the  cri¬ 
teria  and  policies  of  the  Interior  Committee  for  Federal  water  re¬ 
source  developments.  Considered  on  its  own  merits,  it  warrants  early 
Congressional  approval. 

We  are  forced  to  oppose  H.R.  3300  because,  as  that  measure  was 
reported  by  the  Committee,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  has  become 
a  mere  appendage  to  other  purposes;  a  convenient  legislative  vehicle 
to  advance  unrelated  provisions  which  are  not  required,  not  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Administration,  not  justified  financially,  and  unprece¬ 
dented  in  cost. 

Those  aspects  of  H.R.  3300  to  which  we  are  opposed  are  found  in 
title  II.  They  are : 

(1)  An  authorization  and  directive  to  the  Secretary  of  Inte¬ 
rior  to  undertake  immediate  reconnaissance  and  feasibility  studies 
leading  to  the  construction  of  facilities  to  import  to  the  Southwest 
millions  of  acre- feet  of  waiter  from  the  major  river  basins  of 
other  regions  of  the  Nation. 

(2)  A  congressional  commitment  to  develop  sources  of  water 
to  provide,  at  Federal  expense  and  at  unknown  cost,  all  of  the 
vTater  Mexico  is  entitled  to  receive  under  rights  which  have  been 
confirmed  by  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

A  summary  of  the  provisions  of  title  II  is  attached  as  an  appendix 
to  these  views. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  provisions  found  in  title  IT  for  the  folloiv- 

ing  reasons. 

Title  II  Unnecessary 


1.  The  bill  which  the  administration  transmitted  and  recommended 
to  the  Congress  on  February  15,  1967,  did  not  contain  the  provisions 
now  found  in  Title  II.  The  measures  proposed  by  Title  II  are  not 
necessary — and  there  is  strong  indication  that  they  are  detrimental — 
to  the  long  range  national  interest.  There  is  no  emergency  and  no 
immediate  water  shortage  which  requires  or  justifies  the  immediate 
and  hurried  approval  of  the  provisions  found  in  Title  II.  The  Ma¬ 
jority  Report  notes  that  “a  full  water  supply  ( 1 .200,000  acre-feet)  can 
reasonably  be  expected  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  until  some¬ 
time  during  the  decade  1985-1995.  *  *  *”  [Emphasis  added,  p.  39.] 
This  has  been  repeatedly  affirmed  by  representatives  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  testimony  before  the  Committee. 
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Congressional  Commitment 

2.  The  provisions  of  Section  202  of  Title  II  declare  that  “the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treat}?-  *  *  *  con¬ 
stitutes  a  National  obligation”  and  relieves  the  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  “from  all  obligations  which  may  have  been  imposed 
upon  them  by  *  *  *  The  Colorado  River  Compact.”  These  provisions 
have  costly  and  far-reaching  effects. 

Every  member  of  the  Congress  has  a  right  to  know  what  these 
effects  are,  and  to  know  precisely  what  is  proposed  in  Title  II. 

To  declare  by  legislation  that  Mexico’s  right  to  use  Colorado  River 
water  constitutes  a  “National  obligation”  would  impose  a  tremendous 
financial  burden  upon  the  nation's  taxpayers,  and  would  result  in 
benefit  to  a  relatively  small  group  of  southwest  interests.  Adoption 
of  Title  II  would  constitute  a  legislative  commitment  by  the  Congress 
to  construct,  at  unknown  costs,  a  massive  water  resource  project  that 
has  yet  to  be  even  studied. 

Under  present  law,  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  confirms  Mexico’s 
right  to  an  annual  supply  of  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River.  Mexico’s  right  to  this  water  must,  under  the  Treaty 
and  under  international  law,  be  observed  by  the  seven  basin  states 
which  also  use  Colorado  River  water. 

If  Title  II  were  enacted,  Mexico’s  right  would  be  an  obligation  of 
the  River  only  until  the  United  States  constructed  facilities  to  furnish 
million  acre-feet  of  additional  water  to  the  River.  In  other  words, 
the  fact  that  Mexico’s  water  right  is  shifted  from  the  river  to  the 
United  States  by  Title  II  would  make  it  virtually  mandatory  upon  the 
Federal  Government  to  step  in  at  a  future  date  and  construct  tire 
facilities  necessary,  regardless  of  the  cost,  to  satisfy  Mexico’s  rights  as 
confirmed  in  the  Treaty. 

Unprecedented  Costs 

3.  What  would  construction  of  these  facilities  cost?  Estimates  vary 
widely  dependent  upon  the  source  of  the  water.  The  Commissioner  of 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  during  the  recent  January-February  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  bill,  had  this  to  say  about  the  cost  of  importing  Columbia 
River  water — one  of  the  alternatives  contemplated  in  Title  II — as  com¬ 
pared  to  moving  desalted  water  from  the  Pacific  Coast  to  Lake  Mead. 

Question.  I)o  you  have  any  general  estimate  of  what  we  are 
talking  about  in  terms  of  acre-feet  costs  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  On  a  straight  projection  basis,  if  it  costs  $50 
an  acre-foot  to  transport  the  water  313  miles  over  a  lift  of 
2800  feet,  it  looks  like  it  could  well  cost  $125  to  $150  an  acre- 
foot  to  transport  it  1200  miles  because  of  the  extra  length 
and  extra  pumping  bead  to  move  it  from  the  Columbia,  (p. 

897,  Hearings  on  H.R.  3300,  Part  II) . 

If  we  assume  a  cost  of  $150  per  acre-foot  for  importing  water,  if 
would  cost  $375  million  every  year  to  deliver  21/2  million  acre-feet  as 
called  for  by  Section  201  of  the  bill.  Assuming  a  50  year  life  for  the 
project,  the  total  water  cost  would  be  almost  $19  billion. 
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These  costs  are  associated  with  a  diversion  of  214  million  acre-feet 
per  year.  And  this  is  a  minimum.  A  larger  diversion  proposal  could 
materialize  from  the  importation  studies  authorized  by  Title,  II  and 
it  would  cost  much  more.  The  reason  a  larger  diversion  could,  and 
probably  would  materialize  is  that  any  engineering  plan  even  to  begin 
to  approach  the  pi’esent  criteria  for  economic  feasibility  would  re¬ 
quire  immense  economies  of  scale  and  size.  Estimates  of  the  initial  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  an  inter  basin  diversion  have  ranged  from  $10  to  $30 
billion. 

Even  the  smaller,  $10  billion  figure  is  staggering.  The  entire  invest¬ 
ment  in  all  Reclamation  facilities  constructed  since  1902 — Hoover 
Dam,  Grand  Conlee  Dam,  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project,  the 
Missouri  River  Basin  Project,  the  Central  Valley  Project,  and  all  the 
rest — is  only  $5y^  billion. 

A  further  indication  of  how  much  money  is  involved  in  Title  II  of 
this  bill  may  be  gained  by  comparing  the  smaller  $10  billion  figure 
with  the  total  Federal  national  resource  budget  estimate  for  1969  of 
less  than  21/2  billion. 


Cost  Falls  on  Treasury 

4.  At  any  event,  no  matter  what  tire  ultimate  cost  of  furnishing  the 
minimum  of  214  million  acre-feet  of  water  as  required  under  Title  II, 
and  no  matter  what  source  is  ultimately  chosen — importation,  desalt¬ 
ing,  etc. — it  is  clear  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  almost  all  of 
the  costs  would  he  a  nonreimbursable  item ,  and  would  therefore  be 
assumed  by  the  Nation’s  taxpayers  through  the  Federal  Government. 
The  Majority  Report  very  frankly  recognizes  this.  At  page  18  the 
Report  states:  “*  *  *  the  cost  of  such  augmentation  will  he  nonreim¬ 
bursable  or ,  in  other  words ,  a  cost  charged  against  the  entire  Nation .” 
[Emphasis  added.] 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  estimated  in  its  reconnaissance  study  of 
augmentation  by  desalting  that  because  of  evaporation  and  transport- 
tion  losses,  1.8  million  acre-feet  per  year  would  be  required  to  meet 
Mexico’s  right  to  Colorado  River  water.  Using  Commissioner  Do- 
miny’s  cost  figures  on  importation,  it  would  cost  the  United  States 
$270  million  each  year  to  furnish  this  1.8  million  acre-feet,  of  water. 
This  amounts  to  an  outright  annual  subsidy  to  the  Southwest  which 
is  greater  than  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s  total  annual  construc¬ 
tion  program.  This  construction  program  furthermore  benefits  17 
States  and  most  of  its  costs  will  ultimately  be  repaid  by  the  bene¬ 
ficiaries. 

Repayment  Policy  Repudiated 

5.  The  provisions  of  H.R.  3300  would  not  only,  commit  the  nation 
to  make  this  tremendous  investment,  but  in  direct  contradiction  to 
traditional  reclamation  policy,  would  relieve  the  beneficiaries  of  any 
repayment  obligation. 

The  deliveries  of  water  to  Mexico  will  be  made  whether  the  river 
is  augmented  or  not.  The  water  provided  by  augmentation,  therefore, 
would  all  be  used  in  the  United  States,  probably  for  agriculture.  Rec¬ 
lamation  policy  provides  that  water  users  must  repay  the  costs  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  water  supply  functions  of  projects.  In  the  case  of 
irrigation,  no  interest  is  charged  and.  in  some  instances,  irrigators’ 
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repayments  are  limited  to  their  ability  to  pay  and  assistance  is  pro¬ 
vided  from  other  sources  of  project  revenues  or  from  “basin  accounts.’’ 

Under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  3300,  no  repayment  would  be  made  by 
the  users  or  the  basin  account  for  at  least  1.8  million  acre-feet  of  water 
annually. 

Alternatives’  Cost  Ignored 

6.  It  should  be  noted,  that  the  committee’s  majority  report  does 
not  make  any  reference  to  the  estimated  cost  of  augmenting  the 
Colorado  River  by  any  of  the  alternatives  mentioned  in  Title  II.  We 
think  that  this  is  relevant  information  and  that  it  should  not  be 
ignored.  It  should  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  members  of 
the  House  before  they  vote  on  H.R.  3300. 

The  costs  associated  with  importation  of  water  from  other  regions 
of  the  Nation  are  admittedly  difficult  to  ascertain.  The  preceding 
discussion,  based  on  Commissioner  Dominy’s  $150  per  acre- foot  figure 
is,  we  feel,  realistic  and  conservative  based  on  the  limited  data  now 
available. 

There  are  two  other  alternative  sources  of  water  for  augmentation 
which  have  considerably  more  favorable  costs. 

The  first  of  these  is  desalting.  Recently,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
completed  a  reconnaissance  report  on  augmentation  by  desalting  sea 
water  on  the  Pacific  Coast  and  conveying  it  to  Lake  Mead  on  the 
Colorado  River.  Commissioner  Dominy  testified  in  the  recent  hearings 
as  follows: 

Question.  Relative  to  the  reconnaissance  report,  Commis¬ 
sioner  Dominy,  I  am  sure  the  record  is  clear  on  this,  but 
what  is  the  projection  for  the  cost  of  the  desalted  water  at 
the  oceanside? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Our  reconnaissance  studies  shoiv,  based  on  the 
advancement  of  the  science  that  can  be  expected  to  occur  in 
the  next  25  years  in  the  judgment  of  the  Atomic  Energy 
people  and  desalinization  experts,  that  we  could  produce  the 
water  from,  the  ocean  at  the  plant  at  about  9.8  cents  a  thousand 
gallons.  That  is  roughly  $30  an  acre- foot. 

Question.  Approximately  $30  an  acre-foot. 

Mr.  Dominy.  Yes,  sir. 

Question.  What  is  the  cost  that  you  have  projected  for  con¬ 
veyance  for  pumping  the  water  from  the  ocean  to  Lake  Mead  ? 

Mr.  Dominy.  This  would  add  about  another  $50  to  it.  The 
conveyance  cost,  in  other  words,  would  be  the  greater  part  of 
the  total  cost  (p.  392,  Hearing  Record,  Part  II). 

Concerning  a  second  alternative,  that  of  weather  modification, 
Secretary  IJdall  expressed  even  more  optimistic  prospects  in  his  pre¬ 
pared  statement  to  the  Committee  as  follows : 

Detailed  planning  is  now  beginning  for  a  large-scale  pilot 
operation  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin.  Knowledge 
gained  through  our  comprehensive  efforts  and  those  financed 
through  the  National  Science  Foundation  gives  a  firm  basis 
for  planning  an  undertaking  of  this  magnitude.  This  first 
pilot  project  could  be  logically  initiated  as  early  as  1969  or 
1970. 


We  believe  it  reasonable  to  anticipate  that  within  10  years 
a  firm  capability  to  augment  Upper  Basin  streamflcrw  by 
about  1.900,000  acre-feet  annually  could  be  developed.  A 
justifiable  large-scale  operation  could  then  be  started  involv¬ 
ing: 

Seeding  within  well-defined  and  localized  target  areas 
by  remote  controlled  ground-based  generators  using 
silver  iodide. 

Seeding  susceptible  winter  storms  at  high  elevations 
to  increase  winter  snowpack. 

Modification  of  winter  precipitation  in  lower  or  middle 
elevations  of  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  and  summer 
precipitation  throughout  the  region  are  further  potentials 
that  could  be  realized  by  1985.  [Emphasis  added,  p.  704, 
Hearing  Record,  Part  II. ] 

Concerning  the  costs  of  this  water  he  stated  further : 

Although  the  average  annual  streamflow  augmentation  of 
about  1,900,000  acre-feet  will  occur  during  the  spring  run¬ 
off,  regulation  provided  by  the  large  storage  capacity  built 
in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  will  make  virtually  all  the  in¬ 
crease  usable  water  supply. 

The  total  annual  cost  of  a  full-scale  cloud  seeding  operation 
in  the  prime  target  areas  is  estimated  at  $2,650,000.  This 
estimate  includes  amortized  initial  installation  and  replace¬ 
ment  costs,  supplies,  maintenance,  and  a  continuing  analysis 
of  results  and  any  effects  on  ecological  regimes. 

The  unit  cost  of  producing  1,900,000  acre-feet  of  new  water 
by  cloud  seeding  is  thus  estimated  as  about  $ 1.50  per-acre- 
foot.  The  estimated  cost  is  probably  on  the  high  side,  repre¬ 
senting  an  upper  boundary  for  costs.  Once  more  is  known, 
careful  planning  may  reduce  unit  costs  to  as  low  as  $1.00 
per  acre-foot.  [Emphasis  added,  p.  704  Hearing  Record. 
Part  II.] 

Work  toward  the  realization  of  these  two  alternatives  is  under  way 
and  is  progressing  without  the  necessity  of  further  authorization  and 
direction  in  H.R  3300.  Besides  the  study  recently  completed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  a  joint  study  group  formed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ments  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States  and  the  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency  is  making  an  assessment  of  the  technical  and  economic 
practicability  of  a  dual-purpose  nuclear  power  and  desalting  plant 
which  would  serve  the  general  areas  of  California,  Arizona,  Baja 
California,  and  Sonora.  A  report  is  expected  soon.  A  sizable  con¬ 
tinuing  effort  toward  research  and  development  of  desalting  tech¬ 
nology  also  has  been  under  way  for  some  time  under  the  auspices  of 
the  Department  of  Interior's  Office  of  Saline  Water. 

In  the  field  of  weather  modification,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has 
a  continuing  developmental  program  in  progress  which  is  at  the  level 
of  $5  million  for  fiscal  year  1969.  A  major  part  of  that  program  is 
specifically  directed  toward  augmentation  of  the  Colorado  River. 

It  is  our  judgment  that  no  additional  impetus  is  necessary  for  the 
advancement  of  these  programs  and  that  none  would  result  from  the 
adaptation  of  the  study  provisions  of  Title  II.  On  the  contrary,  re- 
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sources  would  very  likely  be  diverted  to  investigation  of  the  import 
plan  which  Title  II  directs  be  undertaken. 

As  was  pointed  out  earlier  in  these  views,  as  the  Majority  Report 
notes  on  page  39,  and  as  Administration  officials  have  repeatedly  testi¬ 
fied  before  this  Committee,  there  is  no  need  for  augmentation  of  the 
Colorado  River  before  the  year  1990,  if  ever.  In  view  of  this,  we 
strongly  feel  that  the  Congress  should  not  be  stampeded  into  author¬ 
ization  of  the  costly  and  far-reaching  measures  proposed  by  Title  II 
of  H.R.  3300. 

Costly  Danger  of  Obsolescence 

7.  If,  as  a  result  of  the  changes  made  in  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
obligation  and  the  feasibility  studies  authorized  by  Title  II,  Congress 
should  in  the  future  hurriedly  authorize  a  massive  importation  pro¬ 
gram,  it  may  find  that  by  1990  the  importation  program  has  been 
rendered  totally  obsolete  and  uneconomical  by  technological  advances 
in  desalting  and  weather  modification. 

In  our  judgment,  this  is  a  risk  which  the  Nation  should  not  take. 
We  should  instead  apply  this  new  technology  in  desalting  and  weather 
modification  to  augmenting  the  Colorado  River  as  it  is  developed.  The 
Nation  cannot  afford  to  do  otherwise. 

We  recognize  that  the  Southwest  is  reluctant  to  wait  and  see  if 
weather  modification  can  add  '2  million  acre-feet  of  water  to  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  lay  1985  at  a  cost  of  $1.50  per  acre-foot.  We  recog¬ 
nize  that  the  certainty  of  providing  water  through  a  massive  importa¬ 
tion  program  has  far  more  immediate  popular  and  political  appeal. 
We  feel,  however,  that  in  view  of  the  tremendous  cost  differences  in¬ 
volved  between  importation  and  weather  modification,  it  is  in  both  the 
National  interest  and  the  Southwest’s  interest  to  await  these  techno¬ 
logical  advances.  This  approach  is  all  the  more  compelling  when  it 
is  recognized  that  there  is  no  present  or  immediate  danger  of  water 
shortage  in  the  Southwest. 

Law,  Policy  and  Procedures  Ignored 

8.  The  provisions  of  Title  II  make  an  unwarranted  exception  to 
existing  law,  violate  Congressional  policy  and  ignore  regular  Com¬ 
mittee  procedures. 

Section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  of  1965 
(79  Stat.  217)  requires  specific  Congressional  authorization  of  feasi¬ 
bility  studies.  The  intent  of  the  Congress  in  enacting  Section  8  of 
the  Water  Project  Act  was  to  insure  that  Congress  would  have  an 
opportunity  to  review  the  reconnaissance  reports  and  findings  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  on  specific  proposals  before  authorizing 
more  costly  and  detailed  feasibility  studies. 

Title  II  would  make  an  exception  to  Section  8  and  the  procedures 
Congress  has  followed.  Title  II  authorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary 
to  prepare  a  reconnaissance  report  by  1973,  and  then  to  proceed 
directly  to  the  preparation  of  a  feasibility  report  by  1975  to  augment 
the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  by  a  minimum  of  2y2  million  acre-feet. 
No  provision  is  made  for  Congressional  review  of  the  reconnaissance 
report  as  is  contemplated  by  Section  8  of  the  Water  Project  Act.  No 
opportunity  is  available  for  Congress  to  weigh  the  costs  and  alterna- 
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lives  proposed  in  the  preliminary  reconnaissance  report  before  decid¬ 
ing  whether  to  authorize  a  pre-construction  feasibility  study. 

We  do  not  feel  that  Section  8  and  the  policy  Congress  has  followed 
should  be  ignored  or  discarded  as  is  proposed  in  Title  II.  This  is  es¬ 
pecially  true  where  the  proposed  feasibility  study  would  be  the  most 
expensive  ever  undertaken  and  would  be  directed  toward  the  most 
costly  and  controversial  water  resource  development  ever  built. 

Title  II  also  departs  from  Congressional  policy  in  two  other  respects. 
First,  it  specifically  directs  that  a  reconnaissance  study  of  importation 
be  undertaken.  The  past  practice  has  always  been  that  the  water 
resource  agencies  of  the  Federal  government  have  been  granted  the 
discretion  to  initiate  those  reconnaissance  studies  which  the  Admin¬ 
istration  determines  to  be  in  the  National  interest.  It  is  our  judgment 
that  to  direct  by  legislation,  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  under¬ 
take  a  reconnaissance  study  of  importing  water  from  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  or  other  Regions  of  the  Nation  is  to  direct  the  Department  to 
undertake  actions  which  the  Administration  recognizes  are  not  in  the 
national  interest  and  are  not  financially  sound.  It  is  clear  that  absent 
legislative  direction  the  Department  would  not  undertake  the  importa¬ 
tion  study  contemplated  by  Title  II. 

Second,  Title  II  directs  reconnaissance  studies  of  “weather  modi¬ 
fication,”  “desalting,”  “reductions  in  losses,”  and  “other  means.”  This 
directive  is,  in  our  judgment,  superfluous.  These  studies  as  was  noted 
earlier,  are,  and  have  been,  underway  for  some  years.  They  have  not 
required  special  legislative  authorization.  It  is  clear  that  their  inclu¬ 
sion  in  Title  II  is  for  the  sole  purpose  of  avoiding  the  appearance 
of  what  is  truly  intended  :  namely,  the  passage  of  legislation  directing 
the  Secretary  to  prepare  an  importation  plan  for  moving  millions 
of  acre-feet  of  water  more  than  a  thousand  miles.  As  was  stated  at 
the  recent  hearings  on  H.R.  3300 : 

There  is  nothing  that  prevents  the  Department,  as  the 
chairman  pointed  out,  from  presently  studying  interbasin 
studies  on  a  reconnaissance  study,  the  same  thing  that  has 
been  done  in  desalting.  It  is  not  a  question  of  study,  it  is  a 
question  of  whether  this  C ommittee  should  obviously  indicate 
preference  for  one  means  of  augmentation  over  another  when 
the  studies  have  not  been  done  and  when  the  information  is 
not  in  existence.  [Emphasis  added,  p.  915,  Hearings  on  H.R. 

3300,  Part  II.] 

“Veto”  Proviso 
Irrelevant,  Unwise 

9.  The  Majority  Report  states  that  the  Secretary  “is  forbidden  to 
recommend  importation  from  areas  of  surplus  without  the  approval 
of  the  states  affected”  (p.  18),  and  that  “the  veto  power  given  to  the 
states  involved  before  a  recommendation  can  be  forwarded  to  the 
Congress”  insures  an  objective  study  and  provides  positive  protection 
to  the  areas  of  origin  (p.  42) . 

We  deny  the  validity  of  these  statements  and  the  inference  in  both 
the  legislation  and  Majority  Report,  that  Title  II  accords  any  protec¬ 
tion,  or  any  vestige  of  a  so-called  “Veto  Power”  to  the  states  of  ori¬ 
gin — the  states  which  would  be  required  under  Title  II  to  furnish  the 
water  the  southwest  desires  if  an  importation  plan  should,  in  the 
future  be  authorized. 


169 


The  language  which  is  cited  as  providing  to  the  states  of  origin 
a  “veto”  over  importation  proposals  is  the  proviso  of  subsection  201 
(a)  (2)  which  reads  as  follows : 

Provided,  That  the  Secretary  shall  not,  under  the  authority 
of  this  clause  or  anything  in  this  Act  contained,  make  any  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  importing  water  into  the  Colorado  River 
system  from  other  river  basins  without  the  approval  of  those 
states  which  will  be  affected  by  such  exploration,  said  ap¬ 
proval  to  he  obtained  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
cedure  and  criteria  established  by  Section  l  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  19  f f.  (58  Stat.  887) ;  [Emphasis  added.'] 

Contrary  to  statements  in  the  Majority  Report,  the  pertinent  pro¬ 
visions  of  Section  I  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  merely  provide 
that — - 

(1)  “to  the  extent  deemed  practical”  the  affected  states  may 
receive  information  on  the  studies  and  have  an  opportunity  to 
consult  and  cooperate  in  the  investigations. 

(2)  the  states’  plans  for  use  of  the  water  resource  will  be  set 
out  in  any  report  to  the  Congress. 

(3)  the  “written  views  and  recommendations  of  each  affected 
state  *  *  *  may  be  submitted  to  [the  Secretary]  and  that  they  will 
be  transmitted  with  the  Secretary’s  report  and  such  recommenda¬ 
tions  as  he  deems  appropriate.” 

It  is  clear  beyond  contradiction  that  the  so-called  “veto  power”  mere¬ 
ly  gives  the  affected  states  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  upon 
the  reports  of  studies.  And  this  is  already  a  requirement  of  law  in  the 
Flood  Control  Act.  Nothing  by  the  way  of  protection  is  added  by  the 
proviso  of  Subsection  201  (a)  (2)  of  II.R.  3300. 

The  proviso  of  Subsection  201(a)  (2)  merely  means  that  if  an  af¬ 
fected  state  objects  or  fails  to  approve  the  plan,  the  Secretary  cannot 
“formally”  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  feasibility  plan  for  impor¬ 
tation  in  his  letter  transmitting  the  report.  The  report  is ,  nevertheless , 
transmitted  to  the  Congress.  All  that  the  proviso  does  is  to  give  the 
affected  states  the  power  to  prevent  the  Secretary  from  saying  in  his 
letters  of  transmittal  to  the  House  and  Senate  that  “I  recommend  this 
plan.”  Instead,  he  would  have  to  say,  “I  transmit  this  detailed  con¬ 
struction  plan,  but  cannot  officially  recommend  its  authorization  be¬ 
cause  an  affected  state  does  not  approve  it.” 

National  Water  Commission 

10.  The  Representatives  of  the  States  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  have 
not  sought  a  “veto  power”  over  objective  and  impartial  studies  of  long 
range  water  transfers.  We  have  advocated,  however,  that  such  studies 
should  be  undertaken  by  an  entity,  such  as  the  proposed  National 
Water  Commission,  which  would  be  capable  of  considering  the  long 
range  regional  impact  and  the  questions  of  broad  national  policy 
involved. 

We  object  only  to  studies  which  would  be  conducted  with  a  narrow 
objective  and  on  a  schedule  which  is  needlessly  accelerated  and  pre¬ 
cludes  the  possibility  of  objective  and  comprehensive  findings. 

91-963—68— — 12 
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Conclusion 

We  urge  the  Members  of  the  House  to  oppose  H.R.  3300  in  its 
present  form.  If  Title  11  of  H.R.  3300  becomes  law,  rational  water  re¬ 
source  planning  in  the  United  States  will  be  gravely  threatened. 

We  believe  that  Title  II  and  the  provisions  in  other  parts  of  H.R. 
3300  which  relate  to  Title  II  should  be  eliminated.  We  believe  that  the 
National  Water  Commission  should  be  established  to  evaluate  long¬ 
term  policies  and  alternatives  to  the  Nation’s  water  problems.  The 
evaluation  should  include  studies  of  transbasin  water  diversions. 
Legislation  to  establish  a  National  Water  Commission  has  already  been 
passed  by  the  House  and  the  Senate  in  slightly  different  form. 

If,  as  we  recommend,  Title  II  is  eliminated  from  Il.R.  3300,  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  and  the  other  provisions  of  H.R.  3300  can  be 
authorized  with  our  support.  Sensible  water  resource  planning  can 
then  go  forward. 
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Appendix 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  TITLE  II 

Title  II  of  II. R.  3300  authorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  in  conformity  with  principles,  standards  and  procedures  to  be 
established  by  the  Water  Resources  Council,  to  perform  studies  of  the 
following : 

1.  Long-range  water  supply  and  demand  in  the  Colorado  Basin. 

2.  Sources  of  augmentation  to  meet  the  current  and  anticipated 
water  requirement  of  the  Colorado  Basin  including  salvage,  im¬ 
portation,  desalination,  weather  modification,  and  other  means. 

3.  Water  quality  measures. 

4.  Water  conservation  practices. 

5.  Long-range  water  supply  and  demand  in  areas  from  which 
importations  of  water  could  be  made. 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  complete  reconnaissance 
reports  on  these  studies  by  June  30, 1973,  and,  on  the  basis  of  these  re¬ 
ports,  to  proceed  with  feasibility  studies  of  an  augmentation  plan  lead¬ 
ing  to  a  feasibility  report  by  January  1, 1975. 

Title  II  further  provides  that  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  shall  be  the  first  obligation  of  the  augmentation  and  that 
this  will  be  a  “national  obligation.” 

The  remaining  provisions  of  Title  II  are  : 

1.  Directions  to  the  Secretary  to  provide  protection  of  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  states  of  origin  against  the  consequences  of  water 
exportation. 

2.  Priority  to  uses  of  water  in  the  states  of  origin  over  exporta¬ 
tion  works. 

3.  Annual  progress  reports  to  be  prepared  by  the  Secretary. 

4.  Authorization  of  appropriations  for  the  investigations  with 
no  limitation  stated. 

For  the  reasons  expressed  in  these  views,  we  oppose  the  enactment 
of  H.R.  3300. 

Wendell  Wyatt, 

Member  of  Congress. 
Thomas  S.  Foley, 

Member  of  Congress. 
George  V.  Hansen, 

Member  of  Congress. 
Lloyd  Meeds, 

Member  of  Congress. 
James  A.  McClure, 

Member  of  Congress. 


SEPARATE  VIEWS  ON  HOOKER  DAM  SITE 

We  want  to  express  our  concern  about  the  provision  of  H.R.  3300 
as  amended  which  authorizes  the  construction  of  a  “Hooker  Dam  or 
suitable  alternative”  on  the  Gila  River  in  New  Mexico. 

Construction  at  the  Hooker  site  of  a  dam  high  enough  to  store 
the  amount  of  water  allocated  in  this  bill  to  New  Mexico  would 
result  in  the  backing  of  slack  reservoir  water  across  land  within  the 
Gila  Primitive  Area,  which  is  subject  to  review  for  future  inclusion 
in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System,  and  through  the 
Gila  Gorge  some  nine  miles  within  the  Gila  Wilderness  Area. 

The  Gila  Wilderness  Area  is  one  of  54  units  of  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  established  by  the  Congress  just  four 
years  ago,  by  means  of  the  Wilderness  Act  (Public  Law  88-577), 
“to  secure  for  the  American  people  of  present  and  future  generations 
the  benefits  of  an  enduring  resource  of  wilderness.”  Through  the 
leadership  of  the  late  Aldo  Leopold,  it  also  was  the  first  wilderness 
established  by  the  Forest  Service  in  the  United  States  in  1924.  It 
should  not  be  degraded  by  a  man-made,  unnatural  intrusion  as  a  result 
of  this  legislation. 

If  the  Forest  Service  is  going  to  be  able  to  fully  protect  the  Gila 
Wilderness  from  non-conforming  uses  and  developments,  the  bill 
should  be  amended  to  eliminate  all  reference  to  the  Hooker  site.  An 
alternative  dam  site  downstream,  the  Connor  site,  should  be  sub¬ 
stituted  for  the  Hooker  site  in  the  bill’s  language  to  avoid  this  direct 
threat  to  the  Wilderness  Area.  The  phrase,  “Conner  Dam  or  suit¬ 
able  alternative,”  would  be  preferable  to  the  present  language.  Many 
members  of  the  full  Committee  favored  this  language  over  the  pres¬ 
ent  language  of  H.R.  3300,  which,  as  a  minimum,  must  be  interpreted 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  a  clear  mandate  to  find  an  alter¬ 
native  to  the  Hooker  site. 

During  the  Committee’s  consideration  of  this  portion  of  the  bill, 
it  became  obvious  that  adequate,  up-to-date  technical  studies  of  the 
Hooker  project,  and  the  most  feasible  alternatives  based  on  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  current  legislation,  were  lacking.  Because  the  Wilder¬ 
ness  Act  requires  a  determination  that  a  water-development  project 
within  a  wilderness  will  better  serve  the  interests  of  the  United 
States  than  will  its  denial,  and  because  the  necessary  study  had  not 
been  made  that  would  have  furnished  the  facts  on  which  the  Com¬ 
mittee  could  have  made  a  decision,  the  Committee  amended  the  bill 
to  require  such  a  study  (the  “Hooker  Dam  or  suitable  alternative” 
language).  This  amendment — while  it  does  not  go  as  far  toward 
eliminating  Hooker  Dam  as  is  needed — intends  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  study  the  project,  taking  into  account  at  least  the 
following : 
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1.  The  uses  to  which  the  water  would  be  put  and  the  benefits  that 
would  accrue  to  the  people  of  the  United  States;  2.  Comparative  ad¬ 
vantages  of  different  methods  of  providing  the  water,  such  as,  but 
not  restricted  to,  reservoir  storage  at  various  sites,  purification  of 
brackish  water,  and  pumping  from  underground  sources;  3.  Means 
for  protecting  existing  water  rights;  4.  Damage  to  the  natural  environ¬ 
ment,  wildlife,  and  scenic  resources,  particularly  those  public  lands 
within  the  Wilderness  Area  and  Primitive  Area ;  5.  The  construction, 
maintenance  and  other  costs  of  darns  at  the  Hooker  site,  Conner  site, 
and  other  suitable  sites,  or  other  alternative  water  supply  methods. 

We  would  like  to  point  out  that  other  wilderness  areas  will  be  in 
great  jeopardy  if  a  reservoir  and  associated  developments  are  per¬ 
mitted  in  this  unit  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 
We  understand  that,  in  Montana,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has 
plans  to  flood  out  part  of  the  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness  Area  by  a  dam 
on  the  Sun  River.  Also  in  Montana,  the  proposed  Glacier  View  Dam 
would  flood  irreplaceable  wilderness  lands  in  Glacier  National  Park. 
Plans  exist  to  construct  water-development  projects  that  would  in¬ 
vade  the  Flat  Tops  wilderness  in  Colorado,  the  High  Uintas  in  Utah, 
and  Primitive  Areas  in  Idaho.  The  Hooker  Dam  proposal  is  a  test 
case.  We  believe  it  marks  a  crisis  in  the  history  of  wilderness  preser¬ 
vation  in  the  United  States.  An  alternative  to  Hooker  Dam  can  and 
must  be  found. 

An  excellent  summary  of  the  potential  impact  of  Hooker  Dam  on 
the  Gila  Wilderness,  and  of  the  advantages  of  the  alternative  Conner 
site,  was  published  recently  by  The  'Wilderness  Society,  a  respected 
national  conservation  organization,  which  with  other  national  con¬ 
servation  groups  strongly  opposes  the  authorization  of  this  dam.  We 
quote  part  of  its  report : 

The  Hooker  project  would  destroy  extraordinarily  scenic 
wilderness  lands  and  miles  of  wilderness  river,  eliminate  sig¬ 
nificant  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  obstruct  access  to 
the  wilderness  by  foot  and  horseback. 

The  Gila  River  canyon  in  the  Hooker  reservoir  area  is 
steep  and  narrow,  strictly  limiting  use  of  the  reservoir  for 
recreational  purposes.  Precipitous,  rocky  terrain  would  make 
a  recreation  access  road  to  the  reservoir  Arery  expensive  to 
build.  Few  locations  on  the  steep  slopes  around  the  reservoir 
would  allow  adequate  campground,  pax-king,  or  boat-launch¬ 
ing  facilities.  An  alternate  dam  site  downstream — the  Con¬ 
ner  site — would  provide  additional  recreational  facilities 
without  destroying  wilderness  values. 


In  summary,  we  believe  the  Congress  should  accept  the  judgment 
it  made  in  1964  when  it  placed  the  Gila  Wilderness  in  the  Wilderness 
System,  and  should  not  now  authorize  a  reservoir  project  which  will 
invade  the  Nations  first  wilderness  and  set  a  pattern  for  other  in¬ 
vasions  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  in  the  future. 

We  urge  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  find  an  alternative  to 
Hooker  Dam  which  will  both  provide  New  Mexico  with  its  water  and 
preserve  the  integrity  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System. 

Lloyd  Meeds. 

Phillip  Burton. 

Patsy  T.  Mink. 

James  A.  Haley. 

Theodore  R.  Ivupferman. 

William  F.  Ryan. 

Robert  W.  Kastenmeier. 

Wendell  Wyatt. 

George  Hansen. 

Hugh  L.  Carey. 

John  Tunney. 

Ed  Reinecke. 

John  P.  Saylor. 

John  Iyyl. 

Joe  Skubitz. 

Rogers  C.  B.  Morton. 

Thomas  S.  Foley. 


SEPARATE  VIEWS  OF  MR.  HALEY  AND  MR.  SKUBITZ 

Delivery  of  Water  from  the  Colorado  River  to  Mexico  in  Accordance 

with  the  Terms  of  the  Water  Treaty  of  19JR+  is  Not  a  National 

Responsibility 

The  supply  of  water  available  in  the  Colorado  River  according  to 
records  of  recent  years  will  not  be  sufficient  to  meet  both  the  needs  of 
all  States  who  have  received  allocations  and  the  treaty  obligations  with 
Mexico.  However  the  treaty  obligation  is  a  constant  factor  and  must 
be  met.  It  is  onty  fair  that  each  State  concerned  be  allocated  a  propor¬ 
tionately  lesser  share  of  water  in  periods  of  stringency  in  order  to  meet 
that  obligation. 

In  the  event  that  the  total  water  supply  of  the  Basin  is  augmented 
in  the  future,  all  proposals  are  for  amounts  greater  than  that  required 
to  meet  the  treaty  obligation.  All  States  stand  to  benefit  to  some  extent 
from  the  surplus  over  treaty  needs.  They  should  therefore  be  required 
to  share  in  the  costs  of  such  augmentation  as  well. 

Augmentation  of  total  water  supply  would  increase  the  capacity  of 
the  system  to  produce  hydroelectric  power.  The  sale  of  this  power  is 
an  important  element  in  meeting  reimbursement  costs.  Sharing  in  the 
benefits  of  an  increased  flow  of  water  carries  with  it  the  obligation  to 
share  in  the  costs. 

Since  all  portions  of  the  basin  would  share  in  the  right  to  utilize 
surplus  water  they  should  also  be  required  to  share  any  stringency 
that  might  occur. 

The  proposal  that  the  Federal  Government  assume  the  responsibili¬ 
ty  for  meeting  the  treaty  obligation  is  primarily  based  on  tire  need  for 
augmentation  of  total  water  supply,  by  whatever  means.  It  is  almost 
certain  that  when  this  is  accomplished  that  there  will  be  considerable 
pressure  brought  to  bear  to  import  more  than  the  treaty  needs,  with 
basin  States  bearing  only  incremental  costs.  This  would  amount  to 
local  benefits  at  the  national  taxpayers'  expense  since  expansion  would 
be  possible  only  after  initial  construction.  The  proposal  that  meeting 
treaty  demands  through  assumption  of  national  responsibility  and 
augmentation  of  supply  at  Federal  cost  is  in  a  real  sense  a  subterfuge 
to  obtain  benefits  unfairly  to  the  extent  that  initial  costs  would  be 
nonreimbursable. 

At  the  time  the  Colorado  Compact  was  negotiated  and  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  was  approved  it  was  believed  that  the  Mexican  share 
would  come  from  surplus  waters.  The  total  water  supply  was  esti¬ 
mated  then  to  be  greater  than  it  has  proven  to  be.  This  is  unfortunate 
but  the  States  concerned  agreed  to  the  compact  and  the  fact  that  there 
is  less  water  available  than  originally  thought  does  not  alter  the  fact 
that  the  Mexican  obligation  has  been  accepted  by  the  States  and  its 
terms  must  be  met  bv  sharing  the  shortages. 

H.R.  3300  as  amended  and  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  xCffairs  contains  provisions  that  would  declare  that  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  of  1944  con- 


178 


stitutes  a  national  obligation  (Title  II)  which  shall  be  the  first  obliga¬ 
tion  of  any  water  augmentation  project. 

It  authorizes  a  study  and  recommendation  of  means  of  augmenting 
the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  whether  by  weather  modifica¬ 
tion,  desalination,  interbasin  transfer  or  by  whatever  alternative 
means. 

The  bill  stipulates  that  States  from  which  water  might  be  imported 
be  protected  in  their  rights  to  water  originating  in  those  States. 

The  bill  would  direct  the  Water  Resources  Council  to  establish 
guidelines  for  such  studies. 

Augmentation  of  water  supplies  has  become  a  matter  of  immediate 
concern.  Original  allocations  of  water  to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basins 
and  as  among  the  individual  States  was  based  on  hydrologic  records 
of  previous  years  which  have  been  found  to  be  larger  than  is  actually 
the  experience  of  recent  years.  More  water  has  been  allocated  than 
available  in  the  immediate  past  and  is  in  prospect  for  the  future. 

In  order  to  meet  the  obligation  under  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
and  at  the  same  time  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  States  of  the  basin  to 
which  they  are  entitled  under  the  compacts  it  will  be  necessary  to  aug¬ 
ment  the  total  water  supply. 

Several  methods  of  augmentation  have  been  given  consideration. 
Studies  being  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  include  weather 
modification,  nuclear-powered  desalination  and  trans-basin  diversions. 

The  importation  of  water  from  drainage  areas  outside  of  the  Colora¬ 
do  River  Basin  has  become  a  precondition  for  support  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  This  is  because  if  the  project  is  constructed,  anticipat¬ 
ed  water  uses  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  including  delivery  of  1.5 
million  acre-feet  to  Mexico,  would  amount  to  over  16  million  acre-feet, 
if  evaporation  losses  are  included.  This  would  preclude  any  further 
development  of  water  resources  in  the  Upper  Basin  to  meet  anticipated 
future  needs.  Without  augmentation  prospective  water  supplies  in  the 
Colorado  River  will  be  insufficient  to  meet  commitments  under  existing 
and  proposed  projects. 

No  specific  source  of  interbasin  transfer  of  water  to  augment  Colora¬ 
do  supplies  has  been  advanced,  consequently  no  cost  figures  are  avail¬ 
able. 

For  the  reasons  expressed  in  these  separate  views  we  oppose  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  H.R.  3300,  as  amended,  which  make  the  satisfaction  of  the 
requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national  obligation. 

James  A.  Haley. 

Joe  Skubitz. 


SEPARATE  VIEWS  OF  MR.  HANSEN  AND  MR.  McCLURE 


In  addition  to  our  views  expressed  in  “Separate  and  dissenting- 
views”  and  in  “Additional  separate  and  dissenting  views,”  we  cannot 
support  H.R.  3300  as  we  are  opposed  to  the  authorization  of  studies  of 
inter-regional  water  transfer  until  such  time  as  the  resources  and  needs 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest  states  and  the  Southwest  states  have  been 
identified. 

We  are  sympathetic  to  the  needs  of  the  Southwest  states,  but  we  feel 
that  the  separate  study  which  would  be  authorized  by  H.R.  3300  is  pre¬ 
mature  and  undesirable. 

The  State  of  Idaho  has  water  needs  studies  underway  to  identify  our 
water  resources  and  needs  to  the  year  2070.  These  studies  are  being  co¬ 
ordinated  with  other  state  and  federal  agencies.  In  addition,  compre¬ 
hensive  framework  plans  are  now  underway  by  federal  and  state  agen¬ 
cies  in  the  eleven  western  states  under  the  supervision  of  the  Federal 
Water  Resources  Council.  The  framework  plans  and  the  State  studies 
should  be  completed  by  1971  or  1972. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  preliminary  studies  indicate  that  up¬ 
wards  of  six  million  additional  acres  of  the  Snake  River  Plain  in  Idaho 
can  be  brought  under  irrigation.  But  the  water  required  for  this  would 
exceed  the  annual  average  flow  of  the  river.  Therefore,  sympathetic  as 
we  are  to  the  needs  of  the  Southwest  states,  we  must  oppose  the  author¬ 
ization  of  studies  of  inter-regional  water  transfer  until  such  time  as 
our  own  needs  and  resources  are  accurately  assessed. 

George  V.  Hansen. 

James  A.  McClure. 
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INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  CONGRESSMAN  ED  REINECKE 

One  of  the  most  controversial  river  basin  questions  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  many  years  has  been  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  I  firmly 
believe  that  H.R.  3300,  as  amended,  recognizes  the  needs  of  all  Western 
States  concerned  and  represents  the  best  compromise  achievable  for 
the  Nation  after  years  of  hard  work  in  holding  hearings  and  reviewing 
various  approaches  to  further  development  of  the  Colorado  River. 

The  bill  clearly  sets  forth  California’s  present  position  on  basin- 
wide  projects,  having  won  the  endorsement  of  the  State  Administra¬ 
tion  as  well  as  major  agencies  involved — the  Colorado  River  Board 
of  California  and  its  six-agency  membership,  Metropolitan  Water  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Southern  California,  Imperial  Irrigation  District,  Los  Angeles 
Department  of  Water  and  Power,  Coachella  Valley  County  Water 
District,  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority,  Palo  Verde  Irrigation 
District,  California  Water  Commission,  and  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Western  States  Water  Planning. 

The  long  fight  has  been  waged  on  a  number  of  principal  issues — 
The  disparity  between  legal  allocations  of  Colorado  River  water 
among  the  seven  States  of  the  basin  and  the  estimated  amount  of 
water  available  each  year; 

The  important  matter  of  augmenting  low  river-flow,  includ¬ 
ing  protection  to  areas  of  origin  and  financial  feasibility ; 

The  means  of  financing  the  Central  Arizona  Project;  and 
The  contention  of  conservation  organizations  that  further  con¬ 
struction  of  dams  on  the  lower  stretch  of  river  would  destroy  the 
natural  beauty  and  amenity  of  the  Grand  Canyon. 

The  Arizona  diversion,  designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  water-short 
areas  around  Phoenix  and  Tucson,  has  not  been  authorized  earlier  be¬ 
cause  other  Western  States  feared  that  the  project  would  create  short¬ 
ages  in  their  own  regions.  On  June  3, 1963,  the  Supreme  Court  handed 
down  its  decision  in  a  40-year  dispute  between  Arizona  and  California 
over  allocation  of  waters  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  (Arizona  v. 
California,  et.  al.  373  U.S.  546-1963).  This  decision  rested  on  12  years 
of  judicial  proceedings  and  included  the  largest  body  of  testimony 
ever  taken  under  the  Court’s  jurisdiction.  The  Court  generally  upheld 
the  position  of  Arizona  over  a  disputed  1  million  acre- feet  of  water, 
and  in  effect  gave  the  State  entitlement  to  sufficient  water  to  make  its 
Central  Arizona  Project  feasible.  Under  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
of  1922,  the  Upper  Colorado  Basin  States  and  Lower  Colorado  Basin 
States  each  were  allocated  the  use  of  an  average  of  7.5  million  acre-feet 
of  water  annually.  The  Court  ruled  that  the  water  available  each  year 
to  the  Lower  Colorado  Basin  States  was  to  be  allocated  as  follows : 

Million 

acre-feet 


California _ 4.4 

Arizona _ 2.8 

Nevada  -  .3 
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The  1944  Treaty  with  Mexico  provided  that  1.5  million  acre-feet  of 
Colorado  water  was  to  be  delivered  to  Mexico  annually.  In  addition,  an 
estimated  annual  evaporation  loss  from  the  river  amounts  to  about 
1  million  acre-feet.  Thus  the  total  legal  allocations  of  water  under  the 
Compact  and  Treaty,  plus  evaporation,  amounts  to  about  17.5  million 
acre-feet.  The  actual  water  available  each  year  normally  ranges  be¬ 
tween  3  to  4  million  acre-feet  less  than  this  amount,  but  at  present  the 
full  allocations  are  not  being  used.  Although  the  Court  decision  estab¬ 
lished  the  State  allocations,  it  did  not  resolve  the  problem  of  future 
shortages  predicated  on  expanding  use  of  the  river.  California  has 
contended  that  in  the  event  of  low  flow,  any  shortage  in  allocation 
should  be  borne  by  new  water  users,  mainly  the  users  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project. 

The  size  of  the  Arizona  diversion,  authorized  under  II. R.  3300,  will 
enable  Arizona  to  take  up  to  and  not  to  exceed  an  additional  1.8  mil¬ 
lion  acre- feet  of  water  from  the  Colorado.  Under  the  bill’s  provisions, 
California  is  guaranteed  its  4.4  million  acre-feet  allocation  annually 
with  the  understanding  that  the  Arizona  diversion  will  bear  any  short¬ 
age  until  there  is  sufficient  water  made  available  in  the  river.  This 
provision  holds  for  any  future  year,  rather  than  a  specified  number  of 
years  as  proposed  in  other  legislation.  California  gave  way  on  major 
proportions  in  agreeing  to  the  4.4  years  ago.  We  must  recognize  that 
California  is  now  using  5.1  and  has  contracts  to  5.4.  This  to  pull  back 
to  4.4  means  giving  up  700,000  as  the  first  shortage  on  the  river  in 
order  to  alow  Arizona  to  divert  the  1.8  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project. 

Under  the  Mexican  Treaty,  the  several  States  of  the  basin  must 
supply  the  assured  flow  to  Mexico  out  of  their  own  allocations  in  times 
of  low  flow.  This  requirement  is  to  be  waived  as  soon  as  water  aug¬ 
mentation  can  be  provided.  Thus,  the  fulfillment  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  is  to  become  a  national  obligation  rather  than  a  continuing 
onerous  responsibility  of  the  several  basin  States. 

To  finance  the  Central  Arizona  Project  it  was  proposed  in  earlier 
legislation  that  tivo  Federal  hydroelectric  clams  be  built  at  locations 
near  the  Grand  Canyon  National  Park.  H.R.  3300  includes  instead  a 
provision  for  purchasing  electric  power  needed  for  the  diversion’s 
pumping  operation  from  a  coal-fueled  generating  plant  whose  con¬ 
struction  has  been  planned  by  a  combine  of  private  utilities  and  public 
power  agencies.  These  facilities  are  an  acceptable  alternative  to  the 
hydroelectric  dams  which  aroused  such  strong  opposition  from  con¬ 
servation  organizations  and  which  in  my  analysis  would  never  have 
made  a  feasible  import  program.  The  bill  also  provides  for  a  separate 
Development  Fund  with  revenues  originating  from  Arizona  sources 
going  to  help  finance  the  project,  together  with  supplemental  funds 
derived  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Southwest  Intertie. 

To  make  possible  eventual  augmentation  of  Colorado  river-flow, 
the  bill  authorizes  the  Federal  Water  Resources  Council  to  establish 
procedures  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  investigate  all  pos¬ 
sible  sources  of  supplementary  water  from  outside  the  basin,  includ¬ 
ing  weather  modification,  desalination  and  other  means.  However,  to 
protect  the  interests  of  non-basin  States,  the  bill  provides  that  any 
recommendation  involving  importation  from  surrounding  river  basins 
must  meet  the  prior  approval  of  those  States  affected.  A  separate 


Development  Fund  is  to  be  established  to  make  possible  future  con¬ 
struction  of  such  augmentation  facilities  as  may  be  agreed  upon. 
Revenues  derived  from  the  California  and  Nevada  power  purchases 
are  to  be  set  aside  in  this  Fund,  as  well  as  all  surplus  revenues  derived 
from  the  Fund  established  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 

Many  members  of  Congress,  from  California,  including  myself, 
have  introduced  legislation  embodying  these  or  similar  provisions. 
I  consider  the  compromise  bill  reported  by  our  subcommittee  a  good 
bill — immediately  helpful  to  Arizona  and  moderate  in  its  reach  to¬ 
ward  the  solution  of  water  problems  of  other  Colorado  Basin  States, 
forward  looking  but  practical  in  approach.  I  support  it  whole¬ 
heartedly  and  am  pleased  to  work  for  its  early  enactment  by  the 
House. 


o 


Ed  Reijtecke. 


. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  23, 1967 

Mr.  Aspinall  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 

April  24, 1968 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TUPLE  I -COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT: 

4  OBJECTIVES 

5  Se6t  UR  That  this  Aet  may  ho  cited  as  the  “Colorado 

6  River  Basin  Br-ojeet  Act”: 

7  Seg.  10J.  The  Congress  recognizes  that  the  present  and 

8  growing  water  shortages  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  een- 

9  stituto  urgent  problems  of  national  concern,  and  accordingly 
10  authorizes  and  directs  the  -National  Water  Commission  estah- 
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fehcd  in  title  44  el  this  Act  awl  the  Water  Resources  Coun¬ 
cil?  established  by  the  Water  Resources  I^lanning  Aet  -fPub- 
he  4aw  8-9-  80) ,  to  give  highest  priority  te  the  preparation 
el  a  plan  and  program  lor  the  rebel  el  such  shortages,  in 
consultation  with  the  States  and  federal  entities  affeeted? 
as  provided  in  this  Aetr  This  program  is  declared  to  be  lor 


the  purposes, 


others,  ol  ¥i 


the  bow  ol  the 


Colorado  River;  eontrolhng  hoods;  improving  navigation ; 
providing  lor  the  storage  and  delivery  ol  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  reclamation  of  lands?  including  supple¬ 
mental  water  supplies?  for  municipal?  industrial,  and  other 
beneficial  purposes-;  improving  water  quality^  providing  for 
basic  publie  outdoor  recreation  faeihties?  improving  condi- 
tions  for  fish  and  wiidhfc-;  and  the  generation  and  sale  of 
hydroelcctne  power  as  an  meident  of  the  foregoing  purposes. 
T4TIE  4R-THE  AAT40AAR  WATER  CCMW4SS40Xi 
4AAEST1CAT10X-S  ARE  4EAXX4XG 
Se€t  201t  -(a}-  There  is  established  the  National  Water 
Commission  -(-hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  — Commission” ) . 

■fbf  The  Coimnission  shall  be  composed  of  seven  mem¬ 
bers?  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  and  serve  at 
his  pleasure.  Xe  member  of  the  Commission  shah?  during 
his  period  of  service  on  the  Commission?  hold  any  other 
position  as  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  4Jnited  States, 


3 


1  except  as  a  retired  officer  or  retired  civilian  employee  of  the 

2  United  States? 

3  -(e)-  Ehe  President  shad  designate  the  Chairman  of  the 

4  C ommission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Chairman  )- 

5  from  among  its  members? 

6  .(4)-  Members  of  the  Commission  may  eaeh  be  compete- 

7  sated  at  the  rate  of  $400  for  eaeh  day  sneh  member  is 

8  engaged  in  the  actnaf  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 

9  Commission?  Eaeh  member  shad  be  reimbursed  for  travel 

10  expenses,  including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence?  as  author- 

11  jgad  fey  law  -(•§  U.S.C?  -73b  -2-)-  for  persons  in  the  Gov-crn- 

12  ment  service  employed  intermittently? 

13  -(e)-  ffihe  Commission  shad  have  an  executive  direct  or-, - 

14  who  shad  be  appointed  by  the  Chairman  with  the  approval 

15  of  the  President  and  shad  be  compensated  at  the  rate  pro¬ 
ps  yjded  by  law  for  level  Ed  of  the  Federal  Executive  Salary 

17  Schedule?  dhe  executive  director  shad  have  sneh  duties  and 

18  responsibidties  as  the  Chairman  may  assign? 

19  gee?  ddd?  -(a)-  dhe  Commission  shad  -(4f  review  pres- 

20  ent  and  anticipated  national  water  rcsearee  problems,  mafe- 

21  mg  sneh  projections  of  water  requirements  as  may  be 

22  necessary  and  identifying  alternative  ways  of  meeting  these 

23  requirements — giving  consideration?  among  other  things?  to 

24  conservation  and  more  efficient  use  of  existing  supplies?  in- 
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usability  by  ¥i 


i?  mu  emit! ons  to 


1 

2  encourage  the  highest  economie  use  ef  water?  int-erbasin 

3  transfers?  and  technological  advances  including,  hut  net  Idn- 

4  ited  to  desalting,  weather  modification  and  waste  water  pari- 

5  heation  and  reuse;  -(h)-  consider  economic  and  social  eonsc- 

6  qucnccs  of  water  resource  development,-  including,-  for  es- 

7  ample?  the  impact  of  water  resource  development  on  regional 

8  economic  growth,  on  institutional  arrangements,  and  on 

9  esthetie  values  affecting  the  quality  of  hfe  of  the  ■A-rand  - 

10  can  people-?  -{&)-  advise  on  such  specific  water  resource 

11  matters  as  may  he  referred  to  it  by  the  President  and  the 

12  Water  Peseurees  Council  established  in  section  404  of  the 

13  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  -fTh  Stafc?  245)  -fhercin- 

14  after  referred  to  as  the  -PAnnefC-)-?  and  -f4f  conduct  such 

15  specific  investigations  as  are  authorized  herein  or  as  hcre- 
10  after  may  he  authorized  by  the  Congress: 

17  Phe  Commission  shall  consult  with  the  Council  re- 

18  garding  its  studies  and  shall  furnish  its  proposed  reports  and 
recommendations  to  the  Council  for  review  and  comment. - 

20  Phe  Commission  shall  submit  to  the  President  such  Interim 

21  and  dual  reports  as  it  deems  appropriate,-  and  the  Council 

22  shah  submit  to  the  President  its  views  on  the  Commission's 

23  reports.  Phe  President  shah  transmit  the  Commissi  nn-s  dual 

24  report  to  the  Congress  together  with  such  comments  and 
2b  recommendations  for  legislation  as  he  deems  appropriate.- 
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1  -(e)-  4tee  Commission  stall  terminate  net  later  than  sis 

2  years  from  tee  effective  date  of  teis  Aetr 

3  SeOt  OOfb  faf  Fhe  Commission  may  f4f  held  such 

4  bearings,  sit  and  aet  at  suck  times  and  plaees7  take  seek  tcsti- 

5  monyj  and  receive  such  evidence  as  it  may  deem  advisable 

6  fSf  acquire,  furnish?  and  equip  snek  efhee  space  as  is  nee- 

7  essaryj  f9f  use  tee  United  States  mails  in  tee  same  manner 

8  and  upon  tee  same  conditions  as  eteer  departments  and 

9  agencies  of  tee  United  Statcsj  f4f  without  regard  to  tee  eivd 

10  service  laws  and  regulations  and  without  regard  to  the  Classi- 

11  fica-^on  Ant  of  19497  as  amended?  employ  and  fe  tee  compen- 
43  sation  of  such  personnel  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 

13  £ke  functions  of  tee  Commission-  Provided -  4hat  of  such 

14  personnel  no  more  than  five  persons  may  receive  compcnsa- 

15  tien  equivalent  to  tee  compensation  established  for  grade  48 

16  under  the  Classification  Aet  of  194-9?  &s  amended-?  f§f  pro- 

17  services  as  authorized  by  section  4f>  of  the  Aet  of  August 

18  te  4-948  fh  UtStCt  bbaf?  at  rates  net  to  eseeed  8400  per 

19  diem  for  individuals?  -(Of  purchase?  hire?  operate?  and  main- 

20  tain  passenger  motor  vehicles-?  f4f  enter  mto  contracts  or 


21  agreements  for  studies  and  surveys  with  pubhe  and  private 

22  organizations  and  transfer  funds  to  Federal  agencies  and 


23 


river  basin  commissions  created 


to  title  44  of  the 


24  Wa ter  Kesewees  Brnm®  Aet  to  eowy  saefe  aspects  e{ 
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the  Commission^ 


as  the  Commission 


determines 
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eon  best  be  earned  eel  in  that  manner^  and  -(8)-  incur  sueb 
necessary  expenses  and  exercise  such  other  powers  as  are 
consistent  with  and  reasonably  required  to  perform  its  func¬ 
tions  under  this  titlc.- 

-(b)-  -Any  member  of  the  Commission  is  authorized  to 
administer  oaths  when  it  is  determined  by  a  majority  of  the 
Gomnnssion  that  testimony  shah  be  taken  or  evidence  re¬ 
ceived  under  oath; 

SEC:  204.-  -(a)-  Subject  to  general  policies  adopted  by 
the  Gommission,  the  Gli airman  shah  be  the  chief  executive  of 
the  Gommission  and  shah  exercise  its  executive  and  admin¬ 
istrative  powers  as  set  forth  in  section  204(a)  (2)  through 
section  20-3  (a-)- 

-(h)-  4be  Gh  airman  may  make  such  provision  as  he  shah 
deem  appropriate  authorizing  the  performance  of  any  of  his 
executive  and  administrative  functions  by  the  executive  direc¬ 
tor  or  other  personnel  of  the  Gommission. 

Sec-.  205t  (a)  The  Gommission  shall;  to  the  extent 
Cj  utilize  the  services  of  the  Federal  voter  resource 


-(b)-  Upon  request  of  the  Gommission,  the  head  of  any 
Federal  department  or  agency  or  river  basin  commission 
created  pursuant  to  title  44  of  the  Water  Eesourees  -Flan 
ning  Act  is  authorized  -(4)-  to  furnish  to  the  Commission,  to 
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1  the  extent  permitted  by  lew  and  within  the  limits  el  avail 

2  hmdsy  inehidi-ng1  lends  transferred  for  that  purpose  pur- 

3  seant  te  section  d03  (a)  (7)  el  this  Aefi-  sneh  information  as 

4  may  he  necessary  ler  carrying  ent  its  functions  and  as  may 

5  he  available  te  er  procurable  hy  sneh  department  er 

6  and  -f3-f  detail  te  temperary  dnty  with  this 

7  en  a  reimbursable  basis  sneh  persennel  within  his  admin- 

8  istrat-iv-c  jurisdiction  as  it  may  need  er  believe  te  he  usclnl 

9  ler  carrying  ent  its  functions,  each  sneh  detail  te  he  wi-th- 

10  ent  less  el  seniority,  pay;  er  other  employee  statusr 

11  -(e)-  binaneial  and  administrative  services  (including 

12  those  related  te  budgeting;  accounting;  financial  reporting; 

13  personnel;  and  procurement-)-  shall  be  provided  the  Gem- 

14  mission  by  the  General  Services  Administration;  ler  which 

15  payment  shall  be  made  in  advance;  er  by  reimbursement  from 

16  funds  el  the  Commission  in  sneh  amounts  as  may  he  agreed 

17  fey  the  Chairman  el  the  Commissien  and  the  Admin- 

18  istrater  el  General  Servieesi  Prev-idedj  5hat  the  regulations 

19  el  the  General  Services  Administration  for  the  collection  el 

20  indebtedness  el  persennel  resulting  from  erroneous 

21  -(h  IT.StC.  46ef  shall  apply  to  the  collection  el 

22  payments  made  te  er  en  behalf  el  a  Commission  employee, - 

23  and  regulations  el  said  Administrator  for  the  administra- 

24  five  control  el  funds  AC-  GdhGv  fifihg)-  shah  apply  te  ap- 
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el  Ike  Commission-;  Ami  ‘provided  further-,  -Thai 
tke  Commission  sM  eel  ke  required  to  prescribe  seek 


SeGt  20fb  -faf  dbe  Gounod;  m  consultation  with  Ike 
Commission,  acting  in  accordance  with  tke  procedure  pre¬ 
scribed  in  section  403  of  tke  Water  Resources  Planning  Act? 
shall  within  one  hundred  and  twenty  da 
tive  date  of  this  Act  establish  prineiplesj  standards,  and  proce- 


following  the  cffec- 


dures  for  the  program  of  investigations  and  submittal  of 
plans  and  reports  authorized  by  this  section  and  section 
308t  dbe  Secretary  of  the  Interior  -(hereinafter  referred  to 
as  the  -^Secretary”-)  -  under  the  direction  of  the  Gommis- 
sioUj  in  conformity  with  the  principles,  standards,-  and  pro- 
cc dures  so  established,  and  in  accordance  with  the  authority 
granted  in  section  30%  is  authorized  and  directed  to — 

-(4)-  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range  water  sup¬ 
ply  available  for  consumptive  use  in  the  Colorado  River 
•Basing  of  current  water  requirements  therein-;  and  of  the 
rate  of  growth  of  water  requirements  therein  to  at  least 
the  year  -2030 ; 

-(2)-  investigate  sources  and  means  of  supplying 
water  to  meet  the  current  and  anticipated  water  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  including  reductions 
in  losses,  importations  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
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drainage  basin  el  the  Colorado  Biver  system,-  desalina¬ 
tion,  weather  modification,  and  ether  means ; 

-ffi)-  investigate  projects  within  the  lower  basin  of 
the  Colorado  Eiverr  including  projects  on  tributaries  of 
the  Colorado  Biver?  where  undeveloped  water  supplies 
are  available  or  ean  be  made  available  by  replacement 
or  exchange ; 

-f4)-  undertake  investigations,  in  cooperation  with 
other  concerned  agencies,  of  the  feasibility  of  proposed 
development  plans  in  maintaining  an  adequate  water 
quality  throughout  the  Colorado  Elver  Basing 

-f§j-  investigate  means  of  providing  for  prudent 
water  conservation  practices  to  permit  maximum  bene¬ 
ficial  utifigation  of  available  water  supplies  in  the 
Colorado  Elver  Basin-; 

-ffi)-  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of  the  long- 
range  water  supply  in  States  and  areas  from  which  water 
may  be  imported  into  the  Colorado  Elver  system,  to¬ 
gether  -with  estimates  of  the  probable  ultimate  require¬ 
ments  for  water  within  those  States  and  areas  of  origin, 
for  all  purposes,  includingT  but  not  limited  to?  consump 
tive  user  navigatiem  river  regulation?  power,  enhance  - 
ment  of  fishery  resources?  pollution  control,-  and  disposal 
H.E.  3300 - 2 
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ef  wastes  te  tke  eeeafq  and  estimates  el  tke  quantities 
el  water,  i!  any,  tkat  will  ke  available  in  cx-ecss  el  seek 
requirements  in  tke  States  and  areas  el  origin  ler  ex¬ 
portation  te  tke  Colorado  ktiver  system ;  and 

-fTf  investigate  eurrent  and  anticipated  water  re¬ 
quirements  el  areas  eatside  tke  natural  drainage  areas 
el  tke  Colorado  River  system  wkiek  leasibly  ean  ke 
served  Irem  importation  facilities  en  rente  te  tke 
Colorado  River  system. 

-fk)-  Tke  Secretary  is  autkerised  and  directed  te  pre¬ 
pare  reconnaissance  reports  el  a  staged  plan  er  plans  ler 
projects  adequate,  in  its  judgment  te  meet  tke  requirements 
reported  under  subsection  -faf  el  tkis  seetieny  in 
witk  section  fiOR 


-fef  Tke  plan  ler  tke  first  stage  el  werks  te  meet  tke 
future  requirements  ef  tke  areas  ef  deficiency  and  surplus 
as  determined  from  studies  performed  pursuant  te  tins  see- 
tien  shall  include^  kut  net  ke  hnn-ted  toy  import  works  neecs- 
sary  te  provide  two  million  five  kundred  tkeusand  acre- feet 
annually  ler  use  from  tke  main  stream  ef  tke  Colorado 
Siver  kelew  Tee  F eny,  including  satisfaction  ef  tke  ohk- 
gatiens  ef  tke  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  losses  ef  water 
associated  witk  tke  performance  ef  tkat  treaty.  Rians  for 
import  works  for  tke  first  stage  may  alse  include  facilities 


te  provide  water  in  tke  following  additional  quantities : 
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-(4)-  Lp  to  two  m-i-llien  aere--feet  annually  in  the 
Liver  for  use  in  ike  Lower  Colorado  Liver 

•Easing 

-(2)-  Lp  to  two  milhon  acre  feet  annually  in  the 
Colorado  Liver  system  for  use  in  the  Lpper  Colorado 
Liver  Bashg  directly  or  by  exchange; 

-(E)-  Such  additional  quantities,  not  to  exceed  two 
million  acre  feet  annual]-)"  as  tbe  Secretary  finds  may 
be  required  and  marketable  in  areas  which  can  be  served 
by  said  importation  facilities  en  route  to  tbe  Colorado 
Liver  systom-.- 

-(d)-  Tbe  Congress  declares  that  tbe  satisfaction  of  tbe 
requirements  of  tbe  Mexican  Water  -Treaty  constitutes  a 
national  obligatiom  Accordingly-,  tbe  States  of  tbe  upper  di¬ 
vision  (Colorado,  £Jew  Mexico^  Ltalg  and  Wyoming)-  and 
States  of  tbe  lower  division  -(Arizona,  California,-  and  b£e- 
vada)-  sbab  be  relieved  from  ell  obligations  wbieb  may  have 
been  imposed  upon  them  by  article  III-(e)-  of  tbe  G< 

Liver  Compact  when  tbe  President  issues  tbe 
specified  in  section  3-05 -(b)  of  tbis  AcL 

-(e)-  Tbe  Secretary  sbab  submit  annually  to  tbe 
missiem  tbe  Presidenty  -and  tbe  Congress  reports 
progress  on  tbe  investigations  and  reports  authorized  by  tins 
seetiom 


SeCt  207t  -(a)-  In 


works  to  import  water  into 
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fee  Colorado  River  system  from  sources  outside  fee  natural 
drainage  areas  of  fee  system,  fee  Secretary  shall  make  pro¬ 
vision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection  of  fee  interests 
of  fee  States  and  areas  of  origin,  including  -(in  fee  ease  of 
works  to  import  water  for  use  in  fee  lower  basin  of  fee 
Colorado  Riverf  assistance  from  fee  development  fund  estab¬ 
lished  by  title  IA  of  this  Aeff  to  the  end  feat  water  supplies 
may  be  available  for  use  therein  adequate  to  satisfy  their 
ultimate  requirements  at  prices  to  users  nut  adversely  affected 
by  fee  exportation  of  water  to  the  Colorado  -River  system. 

-(b)-  All  requirements^  present  or  future7  for  water 
within  any  State  lying  who%  or  in  part  within  tin  drainage 
area  of  any  river  basin  and  horn  which  water  is  exported 
by  works  planned  pur  stum  t  to  this  Act  shall  have  a  priority 
of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of  the  waters  of  that  fever 
basin,  for  all  purposesj  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water 
delivered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works,  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  by  interstate  agreement? 

See?  ffOfe  -(a)-  On  or  before  -December  fffe  4-9-70,  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  a  proposed  reconnaissance  report  on 
the  hast  stage  of  the  staged  plan  of  development  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  affected  States  and  Federal  agencies  for  their 
comments  and  recommendations  winch  shall  be  submitted 
within  six  months  after  receipt  of  the  report? 

-fbf  After  receipt  of  the  comments  of  the  Commission, 
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affected  Statcsy  and  Eederal  agencies  on  seek 
reporty  feat  net  late?  than  3-anuary  ly  1-972,  tde 
shad  transmit  tde  report  te  tde  President  andy  through  tde 
President,  te  tde  Congress.-  Ad  comments  received  dy  dm 
Secretary  nnder  tfee  procedure  speeided  in  tdis  section  sdad 
de  included  tdereim  Tde  letter  el  transmittal  and  its  attach 
ments  sdad  de  printed  as  a  House  er  Senate  document. - 

SbOt  209?  -There  are  herchy  authorized  te  de  appropri 
ated  sued  sums  as  are  required  te  earry  out  tde  purposes  of 
tdis  title? 

TITHE  HI— AHTHQRIZEB  BAITS,  BRQTECTIOA 

OH  EAISTIAC  BSES 

Sec?  30-1  t  Tde  Secretary  sdad  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  tde  lower  dasin  units  el  tde  Colorado  River  Basin 
project  -(Herein  referred  to  as  tde  1£projecH)-T  descrided  in 
sections  3B2y  3Q3y  304-y  30dy  and  300? 

Sec?  302?  Tde  main  stream  reservoir  division  sdad  con¬ 
sist  of  tde  Hualapai  -(-formerly  known  as  Bridge  Canyon) 
unity  including  a  deny  reservoir,-  powcrplanty  transmission 
faeidt-ies,  and  appurtenant  works-,-  and  tde  Coconino  and 
Baria  River  sdt  detention  reservoirs?  Provided,  That  -fTf 
H-ualapa!  Ham  sdad  de  constructed  so  as  to  impound  water 
at  a  normal  surface  elevation  of  one  tdeusand  eigdt  Hundred 
and  sixty  six  feet  above  mean  sea  level?  -fdj- 
tde  reservoir  level  shall  de  restrictedy  so  far  as 
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te  a  regimes  el  ten  feety  and  -f3f  Ibis  Act  shah  eel  be 
construed  te  authorize  any  diversion  el  water  Irem  Sualapai 
Reservoir  except  ler  incidental  uses  m  the  immediate  vicinity? 
The  Bongrcss  hereby  declares  that  the  construction  el  the 
Sualapai  Darn  herein  an  thorite  d  is  consistent  with  the  Act 
el  -February  gfe-  4-94-9  -(4b  Stab  1175). 

S-E6.  303?  -(ft)-  As  lab  and  reasonable  payment  ler  the 
permanent  nse  by  the  Suited  States  el  net  more  than 
twenty  five  thousand  acres  el  land  designated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  as  necessary  ler  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintc 
nance  el  the  Sualapai  unity  said  land  being  a  part  el  the 
tract  set  aside  and  reserved  by  the  Executive  order  el  Janu¬ 
ary  4y  488-3,-  ler  the  use  and  occupancy  el  the  Sualapai  Tri-Ire 
el  Arizona.  -(4  Sappier,  Indian  haws  and  Treaties?  804)-? 
$40y398,000  shall  be  transferred  in  the  -Treasury,  during  con¬ 
struction  el  the  unity  te  the  credit  el  the  Suatapai  Tribe  Irena 
fends  appropriated  Irena  the  general  fend  el  the  Treasury  te 
the  Department  el  the  Interior,  Bureau  el  Reclamation,  ler 
construction  el  the  prefect-  and?  when  so  transferred,  shall 
draw  interest  at  the  rate  el  4  per  centum-  per  annum  until 
expended?  The  lands  so  transferred  may  be  expended,  in¬ 
vested?  or  reinvested  pursuant  te  plansy  programs,  and  agree¬ 
ments  duly  adopted  er  entered  into  by  the  Sualapai  Tribey 
subject  te  the  approval  el  the  Secretary,  in  accordance  with 
the  tribal  constitution  and  charter? 
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1  -(b)-  As  part  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  tire 

2  Bualapai  on 1%  the  Secretary  shall  -ff-f  con  struct  a  paved 

3  ready  having  a  minimum  width  of  twenty-eight  feep  from 

4  Beach  Springs,  Arizona?  through  and  along  Peach  Springs 

5  Banyen  vdtbin  the  Sualapai  Indian  Reservation?-  to  provide 

6  all- weather  access  to  the  Bualapai  Reservoir ;  and  -fd)-  make 

7  available  to  the  Bualapai  Bribe  up  to  twenty-five  thousand 

8  kilowatts  and  up  to  one  hundred  ndhien  kilowatt-hours  an- 

9  nuahy  of  power  from  the  Bmalapai  unit  at  the  lowest  rate 
19  established  by  the  Secretary  for  the  sale  of  him  power  from 

11  said  nnit  for  the  use  of  preferential  customers :  P-mvuIcd- 

12  Bbat  the  tribe  may  resell  such  power  only  to  users  within 

13  the  Bualapai  Reservations  Pmvkhd  further,  Bhat  the  Bas¬ 
il  lapoi  Bribal  Penned  shall  notify  the  Secretary  in  writing 
13  of  the  reasonable  power  requirements  of  the  tribe  up  to 

>■  19  the  maximum  herein  specified,-  for  each  three-year  period 


17 


ee  beginning  with  the  date  upon  which  power  from 


13  the  Bualapai  unit  becomes  available  for  sale?  Power  not 

19  so  reserved  may  he  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  for  the 

-v..  '■ 

20  benefit  of  the  development  fund- 

21  -fe}-  Except  as  to  such-  lands  which  the  Secretary  detcr- 

22  mines  are  required  for  the  Bualapai  Bam  and  Reservoir 

23  site  and  the  construction  of  the  operating  campsite  and  town- 
21  sitey  all  minerals  of  any  kind  whatsoever^  including  oil  and 
25  gas  hut  excluding  sand  and  gravel  and  other  building  and 
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construction  materials,  witlim  the  areas  used  by  the  United 
States  pursuant  to  this  sentient  are  hereby  reserved  to  the 
Sualapai  -Tribe Provided,  That  no  permit?  license,  lease  or 
other  document  covering  the  exploration  for  or  the  extraction 
of  such  nenerals  shad  he  granted  by  the  tribe  nor  shall  the 
tribe  conduct  such  operations  for  its  own  account?  except 
under  sued  conditions  and  with  such  stipulations  as  are  neccs-- 
sary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States  in  the  eon- 

-fd)-  The  Uualapai  Tribe  shall  have  the  exclusive  right? 
if  requested  in  writing  by  the  tribe?  to  develop  the  recreation 
potential  of?  and  shall  have  the  exclusive  right  to  control 
access  to?  the  reservoir  shoreline  adjacent  to  the  reservation, 
subject  to  conditions  established  by  the  Secretary  for  use  of 
the  reservoir  to  protect  the  operation  of  the  project.  Any 
recreation  development  established  by  the  tribe  shad  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  Secretary^  rules  and  regulations  to  protect 
the  overall  recreation  development  of  the  project?  The  tribe 
and  the  members  thereof  shad  have  nonexclusive  personal 
rights  to  hunt  and  fish  on  the  reservoir  without  charge?  but 
shad  have  no  right  to  exelude  others  from  the  reservoir  ex¬ 
cept  as  to  those  who  seed  to  gain  access  through  the  gaala- 
pai  Reservation?  nor  the  right  to  require  payments  to  the 
tribe  except  for  the  use  of  tribal  lands  or  facilities-?  Provided, 
That  under  no  circumstances  wid  the  Buadtpai  Tribe  made 
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7  Ike  Healapai 
the  area  el  Ike 
lee  ell  par-- 
7  eperatieny  aed 


iffly  eburycy  er  extract  any  eearpeesatiefiy  er  in  any  elder 
eetnner  restrict  Ike  access  er  use  el  Ike  paved  road  le  ke  eea- 
st-rueted  wit-kin  Ike  Heulapar  Indian:  ^Reservation  pursuant  le 
tk+s  -Aetr  Tke  esc  ky  ike  public  el  Ike  water  areas  el  Ike 
project  skull  ke  pursuant  le  suck  rides  and  regulations  as  Ike 

e  v\  r  iv'in  tt  -i  \-i»/  \ ■  <  t  *- 1» ■  1  \ ,  \ 

K- '  v  v  I  v  It  ( I  V  1 1  Ill  y  I  / 1  I  IS  11  1*'  v  •' 

-(e)-  Rxeept  as  keeled  by  Ike 
-Tribe  skak  kave  Ike  riykt  le  use  aed 
Huaktpui  eek  witkin  Ike  E 
peses  eel  iaeeasisteat  witk  Ike 
andateauaee  el  Ike  project  aed  townsitcy  ieekekeyy  kel  eel 
keeled  ley  Ike  riykt  le  lease  seek  laeds  ke  laredaw  aradew 
aed  business  purposes  le  moiebeps  ep  eeeereerkers  el  Ike 
trike  aed  Ike  power  le  dispose  el  all  edeerais  as  ppevlded 

-flf  Hpee  a  dctemdeaiiee  by  Ike  Secret apy  Ikal  all  ep 
aey  pap|  el  Ike  laeds  utilised  by  Ike  Helled  Stales  pursuant 
le  paragraph  -(af  el  lids  seelioe  is  ee  longer  necessary  lep 
peppeses  el  Ike  propel ,  seek  laeds  skall  ke  restored  le  Ike 
Healapal  Trike  ler  its  1h11  use  aed  oeeupaneyr 

-(g)-  He  pari  el  aey  expenditures  made  by  Ike  Helled 
States7  aed  ee  reservation  by  er  restoration  le  Ike  Healapal 
Tribe  fd  Ike  use  el  laud  eeder  aey  el  Ike  provisions  el  lies 
section  skak  ke  charged  by  Ike  Hailed  Stales  as  ae  eksel  or 
H.E. 3300- 
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against  any  claim  of  Ike  Ilnalapai  Tribe  against 
Ike  United  States  other  than  claims  arising  eel  el  Ike  utiliza- 
tien  el  lands  for  Ike  project-;  Provided-;  hmeeverj  That  tke 
payment  of  moneys  and  etker  benefits  as  set  forth  herein 
shall  constitute  laky  fairy  and  reasonable  payment  for  tke 
permanent  use  of  tke  lands  ky  tke  United  States? 

-fir)-  All  fends  authorized  ky  tkis  seetion  to  be  paid  or 
transferred  to  tke  Uualupai  Tribe,  and  any  per  capita  dis- 
tribetion  derived  therefrom,  skail  be  exempt  from  all  forms 
of  State  and  Uederal  income  taxes. 

-fif  An  payments  skail  be  made  or  benefits  conferred 
as  set  fortk  in  tkis  section  entil  tire  provisions  kereof  have 
been  accepted  by  tke  tfualapai  Tribe  through  a  resokrtion 
dnly  adopted  by  its  tribal  conncik  Tn  tke  event  sack  resoki- 
tien  is  not  adopted  witkin  six  months  from  tke  effective  date 
of  tkis  Aety  and  litigation  tkereafter  is  instituted  regarding  tke 
nse  by  tke  United  States  of  lands  witkin  tke  Uualapai  Ees- 
or  payment  therefor,  tke  amounts  of  tke  payments 
kerein  and  tke  etker  benefits  set  ont  skail  not  be 
as  evidencing  value  or  as  recognizing  any  right  of 
tke  tribe  to  compensation? 

SfiO?  1104?  (a)  Tke  Central  Arizona,  unit  shad  eensist 
of  tke  following  principal  works-?  -f4f  a  system  of  main  con¬ 
duits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pumping 
plants  -(Granite  Heel  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants)-?  for 
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diverting  end  carrying  water  from  Bake  Havasu  to  ©rme 
Rem  er  suitable  alternativey  which  system  shall  have  a 
capacity  of  tore  thousand  five  hundred  cubic  feel  pee  second 
-fA}-  unless  llse  definite  plan  report  ef  toe  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  skews  that  additional  capacity  -{+}-  will-  provide  an 
improved  henefit-te-eest  ratio  seed:  -fie}-  will  enhance  toe  abil¬ 
ity  ef  toe  (Antral  Arkena  into  te  divert  water  frem  toe 
mam  stream  to  which  Arkena  is  entitled  auk  -fB-}  unless  Ike 
Secretary  finds  toat  Ike  aeleklienal  eesl  resulting  Irena  suek 
additional  capacity  can  ke  financed:  ky  funks  freer  seurees 
other  tone  Ike  funds  erediled  to  Ike  development  fund  pur¬ 
suant  to  seefeien  4r0-3  ef  tors  Act  and  witkeul  charge,  directly 
er  indireetlyj  to  water  users  er  pewer  customers  in  Ike  States 
ef  California  and  Aevadag  -ffif  ©erne  ©am  and  Reservoir 
and  power-pumping  plant  er  suitable  alternative^  -f fif  Buttes 
©am  and  Reserved-  wkiek  skall  ke  so  operated  as  to  net 
prejudice  Ike  rigkts  ef  any  user  in  and  to  Ike  waters  ef  Ike 
©da  River  as  tkese  rigkts  are  set  fertk  in  Ike  decree  entered 
ky  tke  United  States  District  Court  for  Ike  District  ef  Ari¬ 
zona  en  dune  dth  4-93A  m  United  States  against  Gila  Uah 
Up  Irrigation  District  and  elders  -(44 love  Equity  Aumker 
toffy  -f4f  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservedly  which  shad  ke  con¬ 
structed  to  an  Initial  capacity  ef  ninety-eight  thousand  acre- 
feet  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  permit  subsequent  enlarge 
incut  ef  the  structure  -fte  give  effect  to  the  previsions  ef 
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section  304-(e)-  and  -(d-))--y  -(b)-  Charleston  -Ham  and  Reser¬ 
voir;  -(h)-  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pmnping  plants ;  -fef  Salt- 
Cila  aqueduct-;  -(8)-  canalsy  regulating  hieditiesy  powerpfantsy 
an4  eleetrieal  transmission  laehities ;  -(H)-  related  water  dis- 
tribution  an4  drainage  worts-;  ae4  -(4-0)-  ap 

-(b)-  Unless  an4  nntil  otherwise  provided  by  Qi 
water  from  the  natural  drainage  area  ol  the  Ce4ora4o  River 
system  4i  verted  from  the  main  stream  below  Ree  Forty  for 
the  Central  -Arizona  unit  shah  not  be  made  available  4b 

VAotl  TT  nv  1  n  (\  I  AV  til  O  1  T*T  I  (VO  t  imt  /  yf  loiltlo  1  >  /v  f  lit!  I  I  DC 

I  iT'tl  y  vr  11  lull  CL'll  y  l  Ul  llR"  nui^yntin  ttt  Jell  Ido  liUt  lutvTrr^  rfc 

except  in  the  ease  of  Indian  lands, - 
andy  with  the  approval  of  the 
wildlife  management  areasr  It  shall  be  a  eenditien  of  each 


xxri  1  rll  I  i* 11  (TAC1 

W  llll  111  L  I  v,  1 1 1 y  v  8  . 

o  “ 


under  wbieh  such 


iS 


under  the 


Central  -Arizona  unit  that  -(4-)-  there  be  in  effect 
adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary7  to  control  ex¬ 
pansion  of  irrigation  from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation 
in  the  contract  service  area-;  -(H)-  the  canals  and  distribution 
systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after  its  delivery 
by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  be  provided 
and  maintained  with  hningSy  adequate  m  his  judgment  to 
prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses ;  -(3-)-  neither  the  con¬ 
tractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  punrp  or  permit  others  to 
pump  ground  water  from  lands  located  within  the  exterior 
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project  or  irrigation 
Aft-zona  unk  for 


a~>»  l  vri  fro  - 
ttr  TTTT^Tt 


sewage 


of  any  Federal 

fe  water  from  the 
any  use  outside  seek  Federal 
tfon  districty  unless  tke  Secretary  and  the  agency  or  orga¬ 
nization  operating  and  maintaining  seek  Federal  reclamation 
projeet  or  irrigation  district  shall  agree  or  shall  have  pre- 
vionsly  agreed  that  a  snrplns  of  ground  water  exists  and 
that  drainage  is  or  was  required-?  and  -f4)-  all  agrieakoraly 
and  industrial  waste  watery  return  flow,  seepage-,- 
td  ground  water  located  in  or  flowing  from 
service  area  originating  or  resulting  from  -f if 
waters  contracted  for  from  tke  Central  -Arizona  unit  or 
-(iif  waters  stored  or  developed  ky  any  Federal  reclamation 
projeet-  are  reserved  for  tke  use  and  benefit  of  tke  United 
States  as  a  source  of  supply  for  tke  service  area  of  tke 
Central  Arizona  unit  or  for  tke  service  area  of  tke  Federal 
reclamation  projeet?  as  tke  case  may  kes  Provided,  -That  not¬ 
withstanding  tke  provisions  of  clause  of  tkis  sentence; 
tke  agricultural,-  municipal  and  industrial  waste  watery  return 
flowy  seepage?  sewage  effluent  and  ground  water  in  or  from 
any  suck  Federal  reclamation  projeet,  may  also  he  pumped 
or  diverted  for  use  and  delivery  ky  tke  United  States  else¬ 
where  in  tke  service  area  of  tke  Central  Arizona  unity  if  not 
needed  for  use  or  reuse  m  suck  Federal 


lr\  Tl,p 
roe  ttt c 


may 


as  a 


m  anv 
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eeatraet  aa4er  wkiek  water  is  previkek  front  Ike  keatral 
mat  that  tke  eeatraeter  agmt  fro  aeeept  mam  stream 
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Water  Hi 


ler  er  Hi 


el  evistkm  t 


»  ~~~  . . ~-r - -  wjl 

kem  searees  oilier  tkaa  tke  main  streams  kke  8< 
shak  se  repaire  ki  contracts  wkk  seek  contractors  in  Avisena 
wko  also  ase  water  from  Ike  Oka  k-tver  systeniy  le  Ike  evteat 
necessary  le  make  available  le  asers  tk  -waler  frem  Ike 
Aka  kti-ver  system  in  Aew  l\4e-xiee  akkkienal  paantitics  el 
water  as  previkek  in  ank  tm4er  Ike  conditions  speeikek  in 
sabseetloiis  -fef  ami  -flf  el  tkis  section :  Provided;  Akat 
seek  evekanyes  ami  replacements  skak  be  aeeenrpliskek  wkk 
eel  eeeHemie  imjary  er  east  le  seek  Arizona  contractors? 

-(4)-  4h  limes  el  shortage  er  re4*tction  el  main  stream 
waler  ler  Ike  Aentral  Arkena  anil  -(41  saek  shortages  er 
re4+telieiis  skenkl  eeear}-y  contractors  which  have  vkkkek 
waler  -from  oilier  searees  m  exchange  ler  main  sfream  waler 
sappkek  by  ikal  ami  skak  kave  a  krsl  -priority-  le  ret 
mam  stream  watery  as  against  etker  eealraelers  st 
by  Ikal  aail  wkiek  kave  ael  se  yielded  water  kem  elker 
saareesy  bat  ealy  la  quantities  akepaate  le  replace  Ike  waler 
se  yieklekr 

-{pf  4a  Ike  operation  el  Ike  Acntral  Arkena  oaky  Ike 
Secretary  skak  otter  le  eealrael  wkk  water  asers  ia  Aew 
^lexica  ler  waler  from  tbe  Uila  Itivem  its  tribalacies  atal 
water  seareesy  at  aamaals  Ikal  wik  permit  eea- 
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use  of  water  m  ^few  Mexico  net  te  exceed  an 


„&v,  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eig, 

above  tke  consumptive  u  ses  provided  for  by  article  lA”  of  tke 
of  tke  Snnreme  Court  of  tke  United  States  in  Ari¬ 


zona  against 


-fdTk  UAk  MCfr  Snek 


uses  skftk  not  begin  nntd  and  skak 


ca  I  rni  o*  ftQ 
oV/  TtTTlg  tto 


Elver 

G-ka  Elver  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  accord- 
anee  wkk  tkis  Acty  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any 
diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  snek  diversions  from 
tke  Gila  Eiverq  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources? 
4n  determining  tke  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full 
consideration  skak  be  given  to  any  differences  in  tke  quality 
of  tke  waters  involved; 

-(ff  kke  Secretary  skak  further  offer  to  contract  wkk 
users  m  Aew  Mexico  for  water  from  tke  Gko  Eivcc-  ks 


r  m 


water 
uses  of 

in  any  period  of  ten 
thirty  thousand 


te  that 
not  to 


trkwtaries  and 
wih  permit 
exceed  an  annual 
years  of  an 
reservoir 


t  Suck  further  increases  m 
me  skak  not  begin  untk  and  skak  continue  only  so  long  as 
works  capable  of  importing  water  into  tke  Colorado  Elver 
system  have  been  completed  and  water 
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of  two  million  eight  turn  4r  e4  thonsanh  aere-feet  per  annum 
is  available  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  41-iver  for 
consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water  for  tfro  ex¬ 
changes  heroin  autliorizo4  and  provided^  4n  determining  the 
amount  repaired  for  this  purpose  fub  consideration  shah  he 
giwn  to  any  4iffcrenecs  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involvedr 

-(g)-  Ah  additional  consumptive  nses  provided  for  in  sub¬ 
sections  -(e)-  an4  -fff  of  this  seetion  shall  he  subject  to  all 
rights  in  Aew-  fdexieo  an4  Arizona,  as  estahlishe4  bv  the  de- 
eree  entere4  lee  the  bfrnted  States  4)i  strict  Court  for  the  4frs- 
triet  of  Arizona  on  Jane  24h  1-935,-  in  United  States  against 
C-ha  Aadey  I-rrigation  district  and  others  -fCiebe  -Equity 
A  umber  59)-  an4  to  all  other  rights  existing  on  the  effective 
4ate  of  tins  Act  m  Aew  Mexico  an4  Arizona  to  water  from 
the  C-ila  dfivep  its  trihntaries  an4  underground  water  sources, 
an4  shah  he  junior  thereto  an4  shah  he  ma4e  only  to  the 
extent  possible  without  eeonomie  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders 
of  sueh  riglrtST 

Ss€t  3fr5r  -fa)-  Article  41(B)  (3)-  of  the  heeree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  4-nited  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia  -f-37-h  TAB.-  340)  shah  he  so  ahministereh  that  m  any 
year  in  which-  as  4etermine4  by  the  Secrotaiy,  there  is  insuf- 
fieient  main  stream  Coforaho  driver  water  available  for  re¬ 
lease  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  million  five 
tfeottsn  ii  d  acre-feet  in  Arizona^  Cahfomiar  an4 
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by  diversions  from  tfee  mam  stream  for  tfee  fefe 
aait  sfeah  fee  so  limited  as  to  assure  tfee 


el  water  m  quantities  sufficient  te  provide  ler  the  aggregate 
annual  eensuinptive  use  fey  holders  el  present  perfected 
rights, ■  fey  ether  users  m  the  State  el  California  served  water 
existing  eentraets  with  the  Panted  States  fey  diversion  werhs 
heretofore  oenstraeted  and  fey  ether  existing  Federal  reserva¬ 
tions  in  that  States  el  lenr  million  tear  ffiunhed  thousand 
el  naan  stream  watery  and  fey  nsers  el  the  same 
r  in  Arizona  and  Fewadar  Water  asers  in  the  State 
el  hfevada  shall  net  fee  repaired  te  hear  shortages  m  any  pro¬ 
portion  greater  than  weald  have  feeen  imposed  in  the  afesenee 
el  this  section  ffiPe-fa)-7  hhis  seetien  shah  net  aheet  the 
relative  prieritiesy  among  themsefevesy  el  water  nsers  in  Ari- 
zenay  Nevada, ■  and  California  whieh  are  senior  te  diversions 

\  t a*  ilm  iTVvvfno  1  A  vi  o  mi  i  mi  nntni  >/l  o  -cr  rtvrv^7'!  c*i  An fT< 

1 U1  tllL  Vjvirtl  ctl  Ti  1  1  /iUl  lit  till* try  U1  u I li * " 1 1  It  (1 1 1  V  jjl  U  V  1  MuJ  In  v/T 

said  deereer 


YK\  /v  1 1  ivi  i  jo  An  of  >i  t/  v/1  ill 

yxrr  JL  11“  111  1 11UMT 1  tTl  T  oT<  I'tJvlet  TTT 

the  President  shah 


/  O  V  C,<  il  VI  I  I  /  1/  it!  - 1 1  1 
\lvj  nil  cl  J  A  v  v  <lio  v" 

j  i  iii.  \iTA1*lrQ  n  n ~v r /~v  Iaaah 

tnnx  TvuriYD  itrrT  tr  tjv  vtl 


and  are  in  eperatioHy  capable  in  his  judgment  el 
delivering  annually  net  less  than  two  mihien  hve  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  ef  water  inte  the  main  stream  ef  the  Pole- 
rade  Paver  below-  Pee  Perry  frem  sources  outside  tfee  aataral 
draiaage  area  ef  tfee  Colorado  Piver  system^  aad  tfeat  saefe 
- 4 


H.P,  3300 
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ss  are  adequate,  in  the  President’s  judgment?  te  supply 
such  quantities  without  adverse  effect  upon  the  satisfaction 
of  the  foreseeable  water  requirements  of  any  State  from 
which  sued  water  is  imported  into  the  Colorado  Ewer  sys¬ 


tem:  >Sueh 


wa  t  er  shad  he  made 


for  use 


1 1  cm  1  1  /of  tlno  c/udi/m 

\  V  Tt  1 1  tjtt  \  ) tit/ir  rrT  t7T  II I  Its  T^t:  t"Tit7ltT 

~(e}  4-o  the  extent  that  the  dew  of  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  Ewer  is  augmented  hy  sued  importations  in 
order  to  make  sufficient  water  available  for  release?  as  deter¬ 
mined  hy  Ere  Secretary  pursuant  to  article  IT-fl>-)-(4~)-  of  the 
decree  of  the  Sunreme  Court  of  the  hunted  States  in  Arizona 


California  -(-376  PTSt  346}?  to  satisfy  annual  eon- 
sumptive  use  of  two  midion  eight  hundred  thousand  acre  feet 
in  Arizona?  four  million  four  hundred  thousand  acre- feet  in 
California?  and  three  hundred  thousand  aere-feet  in  hfevada? 
respectively,  the  Secretary  shad  make  sued  additional  water 

n  yn  il  f  A  11  enve  /  \  f  ill  o  i  n  ofyoo  m  ivofo y  i  ii  Ag  A  ft f  ft  f  oe  n i  til  o 

tl  *  c  ll  1  ( l  'J 11  IU  l  to  Cl  o  V  *  1  111c  till  otTUttill  ' '  cl  t  v  1  111  taTUoU  U  lulvO  ell  tiiv 

same  costs  and  on  the  same  terms  as  would  he  applicable 
if  main  stream  water  were  available  for  release  in  the  quan¬ 
tities  required  to  supply  such  consumptive  use?  taking  into 
account?  among  other  tilings,  -(4-}  the  nonreimbursable  ado- 
cation  to  the  replenishment  of  the  deficiencies  occasioned  hy 
satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  T-reaty  burden  provided  for  in 
section  464?  and  -fdf  such  assistance  as  may  he 
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ITA111  E  n  a 

II  UJ.1I  T7I1V' 

■Act. 


fund  established  by  title  tM  el  this 


-(4)-  Imported  water  made  available  ler  use  in  tfee  lower 
basin  to  supply  aggregate  annual  consunrptive  uses  from 
tfee  main  st-ream  In  excess  el  seven  millien  feve  hundred 
thousand  acre-lect  shall  fee  offered  fey  tfee  Secretary  ler 
use  in  tfee  States  el  A-r?gen%  California,-  and  ^Nevada  in 
tfee  proportions  provided  in  artiele  II  (-B)  ■  (2 )  ol  said 
decree,  fffee  Secretary  shall  estafelisb  prices  therefor  which 
tafee  into  account  such  assistance  as  may  fee  available  from 
tfee  development  fund  established  fey  title  4A-  el  this  -Aet 
in  excess  of  tfee  demands  upon  that  fund  oeeasioned  fey  tfee 
requirements  stated  in  subsection  -{ef  el  this  seetiem  With¬ 
in  each  State-,-  opportunity  to  take  such  water  shall  first  fee 
offered  to  persons  or  entities  who  are  water  users  as  el  tfee 
effective  date  el  this  Aefe  and  in  quantities  equal  to  tfee  defi¬ 
ciencies  which  would  result  il  tfee  total  quantity  availafele  ler 
consumptive  use  from  tfee  main  stream  in  such  State  were 
only  tfee  quantity  apportioned  to  that  State  fey  artiele  II  (B) 
-ft)-  el  said  decree 

-fef  Imported  water  made  availafele  ler  use  in  tfee  upper 
basin  el  tfee  Colorado  Hiveo  directly  or  fey  exchange;  shah 
fee  offered  fey  tfee  Secretary  ler  contract  fey  water  users  in 
the  States  of  Colorado^  kfew  Mexico,  -tfealn  and  Wyoming  in 
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the  proportions^  as  among  those  Stales,  stated  in  the  Upper 
Golora.de  River  Basin  Gompaot,-  and  at  prices  which  take  into 
account  sneh  assistance  as  may  he  avahable  from  the  -Bpper 
Golorado  River  Basin  Bund,-  in  excess  of  the  demands  upon 
that  fund  occasioned  by  the  reipnremcnts  of  the  Golorado 
River  Storage  Brojeet  Act? 

-(f)-  Imported  water  not  dehvcred  into  the  Colorado 
River  system  hut  diverted  from  the  works  constmeted  to 
import  water  into  that  system  shah  he  made  available  to 
er  users  in  accordance  with  the  Bederal  reclamation  laws-: 
Sec1.-  30th  Eke  main  stream  salvage  unit  shall  include 
s  for  water  salvage  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main 
of  the  Golorado  -Elver  and  for  ground  water  recovery? 
Such  programs  shah  he  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a 
reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife 
in  the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary? 

Sec?  307.  Eke  Secretary  shah  construct,  operate,  and 
such  additional  works  as  shah  from  time  to  time 
by  the  Gongress  as  units  of  the  project? 

Sec?  308?  Eke  conservation  and  development  of  the 
bsh  and  wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  reeroa- 
tion  opportunities  in  connection  with  the  project  works 
authorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shah  be  in  accordance  with 
the  previsions  of  the  Bederal  Water  Brejeet  Recreation 
Aet  -(70  Stat?  24-3)-: 
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Ike  Dixie  prej- 
projeet 


SeOt  309.  Eke  Secretary  slm-H  k 

/>/if  n  r~>  fl  fs  /-vi  1  A  1  ^  r\  AT  ( yn  /I  TT’f)  f  oi 

t)  (Mitt  EJtft  tt  l  It  !  It  XTtTTTtttct  vvlU  l  l  rTt 

authorized  into  ike  project  herein  authorised  as  units  Ui creel 
under  repayment  arrangements  and  participation  in  tke  de¬ 
velopment  fund  estakliskod  ky  tide  IV  el  this  -Vet  consistent 
with  tke  provisions  of  this  AeE 

SeOt  310t  Ekere  is  hereby  authorised  to  ke  appropriated 
to  carry  not  tke  purposes  of  tkis  title  tke  sinn  of  ft-yldUOOO- 
000  kased  on  estimated  costs  as  of  October^  1963,  pins 
or  mines  suek  amoimtST  if  anyj  as  may  ke  justified  ky  reason 

engineering  eesi  indices  appkeakle  to  tke  types  of  eon- 

nti»n  nti  Ar>  _ 

bid  U.t" tlUll  .LA  1  V  U1  V  L'  11  • 

EEEEE  IV  --L0VYEE  C0L0BAD0  EEYEE  BASIY  DE¬ 
VELOPMENT  EENDs  ALLOUAEION  AND  EE- 
PAVM-ENE  OE  COSES*  C0NT-EACTS 
SeEt  404t  Upon  completion  of  eaek  lower  kasin  unit 
of  tke  project  kerein  or  kcrcafter  aetkeriscad  or  separate 
re  tkcreofj  tke  Secretary  shall  akoeate  tke  total  costs  of 
said  unit  or  features  to  -(4-)-  eommereraf  power-, 
-(E)-  irrigation^  -(E)-  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
-(4-)-  deed  control^  -foj-  navigation^  -(0)-  water  quality  cen¬ 
tred  recreation?  -(8)-  ksk  and  wildlife?  -(0)-  tke  replen¬ 
ishment  of  tke  depletion  of  Colorado  Elver  flows  available 
for  use  in  tke  United  States  occasioned  ky  performance  of  tire 
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Water  Treaty  of  194-1  with  Ike  United  Mexican  States 
-(-treaty  series  991) ,  (10)  trie  additional  capacity  of  tke 
system  of  main  conduits  and  canals  of  tke  Central  Arizona. 
unit  referred  te  m  section  304-(a)-,-  item  in  excess  of 
two  thousand  dve  hundred  euhie  feet  per  second;  and  (14) 
any  other  purposes  authorized  under  the  federal  reefamation 

affoeated  to  tke  replenishment  of  tke  depletion  of  Colorado 
Eiver  dews  avadakle  for  use  in  tke  United 
ky  compliance  with  tke  Mexican 
losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from  regulatory  reservoirs,  and 
regulatory  losses  at  tke  Mexican  boundary;  incurred  in  tke 
transportation;  storage;  and  delivery  of  water  in  discharge 
of  tke  obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall  he  nonreimbursable . 
All  funds  paid  or  transferred  to  Indian  trikes  pursuant  to 
this  Act,  including  interest  on  suek  funds  in  tke  Treasury 
of  tke  United  States,  and  costs  of  construction  of  tke  paved 
road,  autl]  tori  zed  in  section  903  (b)  hereof,  shall  be  non- 
rcimbursable?  Tke  repayment  of  eests  affoeated  to 
and  ksk  and  wikffifc  enhancement  shad  be  in 
with  tke  provisions  of  tke  -Federal  Water  Frojeet 
Ant  -f79  ritatr  343-)-  Costs  affoeated  to  nonreimbursable  pun- 
poses  shad  be  nonreturnablc  under  tke  provisions  of  this  Aek 
Costs  allocated  to  tke  additional  capacity  of  tke  system  of 
main  conduits  and  canals  of  tke  Central  -Arizona  unit;  re- 


31 


1  feared  to  m  section  304-  (a?)  T  hern  -(Tf?  in  excess  el  two 

2  thousand  dve  hundred  eubie  feet  fee  second  shad  he  re- 

3  covered  as  directed  in  section  -304  (-a)  - 

4  Se€ t  4Q4L  The  Secretary  shad  determine  the  repayment 

5  capability  of  Indian  lands  within?  under?  or  served-  hy  any 

6  unit  of  the  projeeh  Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigar- 

7  tien  of  Indian  lands  -fine holing  provision  of  water  for  in- 

8  cidcntal  domestic  and  stoeh  water  uses)  and  within  the  re- 

9  payment  capability  of  such  lands  shad  he  subject  to  the  Act 
10  ef  duly  I?  4033  -(44  Stah  434}?  and  such  eests  as  are  he¬ 
ll  yond  repayment  eapahdlty  of  such  lands  shad  he 

12  hursaldcr 

13  SeOt  403t  -(a)-  There  Is  hereby  established  a 

14  fund  In  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States?  to  he 

15  Lower  Colorado  River  Rasin  development  fund 

16  called  the  “development  fund-)?  which  shad  r 
27  able  until  expended  as  hereafter  provided  for 

18  the  provisions  of  title  HR 

19  Ad  appropriations  made  for  the  purposes  of  carry- 
2q  h+g  out  the  aforesaid  provisions  of  title  HI  of  this  Act  shad 
22  he  credited  to  the  development  fund  as  advances  from  the 
22  general  fund  of  the  -Treasury?  and  shad  he  available  for  such 

24  "ft1)-  There  shad  also  he  credited  to  the  development 

25  fund — 


as  the 

avail- 
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-(4-)-  All  revenaos  eedectcd  in  connection  witk  Ike 
el  facilities  herein  add  hereafter  authorized 
m  furtherance  el  Ike  purposes  of  tike  Act  ■(escept  en¬ 
trance?  admission?  and  ether  reereathm  fees  er  charges 
and  proceeds  received  from  recreation  eeneessienaiic 
and — 


-(2)-  ad  Pede-ral  revenaes  from  tke  43oulder  Oi 
end  Parker  Davis  prejeets  which?  after  eomplction  ef  re¬ 
payment  reqniremcnts  ef  tke  said  PenJder  Oanyen  and 
Parker- Davis  projects,  are*  sarplas?  as  determined  ky  tke 
Secretary-,  to  tlie  operation?  maintenance?  and  replace¬ 
ment  requirements  ef  those  prejeets. 

-(d)-  Ad  revenaes  eedeeted  and  credited  te  tke  devdep- 
ment  fnnd  pnrsnant  te  tkis  Act  sliad  ke  available?  wbkent 


fnrtkcr 


-(4)-  defraying  die  cests  ef  operation,  maintenance? 
and  replacements  ef?  and  emergency  eapenditares  fer? 
ad  fadkties  ef  tke  prefect?  w-itkin  snefi  separate  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  ke  melnded  in  anneal  appropriation  Acta? 

-fdf  payments-  d  any?  as  m pored  ky  section  >302 
ef  tkis  Act? 

payments  as  repaired  ky  sakscction  -(f)-  ef  tkis 
section-?  and 

-(4)-  payments  te  reimburse  water  nsers  in  tke  State 
ef  Arizona  fer  losses  sustained  as  a  resalt  ef  ddnina- 
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tien  el  the  production  el  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge 
flam,  Arizona?  resulting  from  exchanges  el  water  be¬ 
tween  users  m  the  States  el  Arizona  and  New  Mexico 
as  set  forth  fa  section  3-04  el  Ibis  Aetr 


ir\ 

W 

net  be 
wbbin  any  nnit  el  the 
except  upon  a^ 


te  the  development  land  shall 
el  the  wo-rfes  comprised 
herein  er  hereafter  authorized 


the  Congress. 


-(f)-  Revenues  in  the  development  fund  in  excess  el  the 
amount  necessary  te  meet  the  requirements  el  clauses  -(-f)-? 
-(2^7  and  -f4}-  el  subsection  -(d)-  el  this  section  shah  be  paid 
annually  te  the  general  land  ef  the  Treasury-  te  retain — 
-(4)-  the  eosts  el  each  unit  el  the  project  er  separable 
feature  thereof,  authorized  pursuant  te  title  444  ef  this 
-Act  which  are  allocated  te  irrigation?  commercial  power, 
er  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,-  pursuant  te 
this  Act?  within  a  period  net  exceeding  fifty  years 
from  the  date  -ef  completion  ef  each  such  unit  er 
separable  feature,  exclusive  ef  any  development  period 
authorized  by  lawy 

-(2)-  the  costs  which  are  allocated  te  recreation  er 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  the 
previsions  ef  the  hVdcral  Water  Rroject  Recreation  Act 
-(AfiStatr  213)p  and 
IT.R.  3300 - 5 
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-(3)-  interest  •  (including  interest  during  construction) 
on  tire  unamortizcd  balance  ef  tbe  investment  in  tire  com¬ 
mercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  sup¬ 
ply  features  of  tbe  project  at  a  rate  determined  by  tbe 
Secretary  of  tbe  treasury  in  accordance  with  tbe  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  -(b)-  of  tbis  seetion,  and  interest  due 
sbab  be  a  brst  charge? 


-(g)-  To  tbe  ex-tent  that  revenues  remain  in  tbe  develop 


meet  fund  after 


tbe  payments  required  by  subsections 
-(d)-  and  -(f)-  of  tbis  seetion,  they  sbab  be  available,-  upon 
by  tbe  Congress,  to  repay  tbe  costs  incurred  m 
with  units  hereafter  authorized  ift  providing  -(if 
for  tbe  importation  of  water  into  tbe  main  stream  of  tbe  Colo¬ 
rado  Elver  for  use  below  tee  terry  as  provided  in  seetion 
206  (o)-  to  tbe  extent  that  such  costs  are  in  excess  of  tbe  costs 
allocated  to  tbe  replenishment  of  tbe  depiction  of  Colorado 
Elver  flows  available  for  use  in  tbe  fdnited  States  oeeaskmod 


by  performance  of  tbe  Mexican  Water  Treaty  as  provided 
in  section  404y  and  -(b)-  protection  of  States  and  areas  of 
origin  of  such  imported  water  as  provided  in  section  -207-(a)  ? 

-(b)-  Tbe  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  tbe 
reimbursable  costs  of  each  unit  of  tbe  project  which  are 
properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  sbab  be  determined 
by  tbe  Secretary  ef  tbe  Treasury^  as  of  tbe  beginning  of  tbe 
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fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating 
construction  of  such  unit,  on  the  basis  of  the  earn  pitted  aver¬ 
age  interest  rate  payable  by  the  -Treasury  npen  its  outstand¬ 
ing  marketable  pnbhe  obligations  which  are  neither  due  nor 


callable  for 


issuer 


tor  fitteen  years  from  the  date  of 


Igets  shah  he  submitted  to  the  bon- 
gress  annnahy  for  ah  operations  financed  by  the  develop¬ 
ment  ftffidr 

SfiGr  4-04-t  -(a)-  irrigation  repayment  contracts  shah  pro¬ 
vide  for  repayment  of  the  obligation  assumed  under  any  irri¬ 
gation  repayment  contract  with  respect  to  any  project  con¬ 
tract  unit  or  irrigation  block  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more 
than  fifty  years  exclusive  of  any  development  periods  author¬ 
ised  by  law-j  contracts  authorised  by  section  b-fe)-  of  the 
Reclamation  Rrojeet  Act  of  4-93-9  -(53  Stat?  4-496 ;  43  i-bS.C1.- 
4851i  (e)  )  may  provide  for  delivery  of  water  for  a  period  of 
fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical 
price  per  acre-loot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several 
points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits  and 
from  such  other  oeints  of  delivery  as  the  8eeretary  may  des- 


ignatc ;  and 


contracts  relating  to  irrigation 


supply  shah  provide  that  water  made  available  thereunder 
may  be  made  available  by  the  Secrctaiy  for  municipal  or 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


36 


industrial 


es  if  and  to  the  extent  that  sued  water  is  net 


required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes? 

-(b)-  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water- 
supply  from  the  project  may  be  made  without  regard  to  the 
limitations  of  the  last  sentence  ol  section  fi-(e)-  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Project  Act  of  1-939  -(33  Statr  4191-)-;  may  provide 
for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre- 
foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  de¬ 
livery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits-?  and  may  provide  for 
repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to 
clause  -jdj-  of  said  section  and  for  the  delivery  of  water  over 
a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  -(A)- 

tl  1  Cl'COfr 

SEm  40A  On  January  4-  of  each  year  the  Secretary 
shall  report  to  the  Congress?  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year- 
ending  June  30?  4-96-S?  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from 
and  the  cost  of  constructing?  operating?  and  maintaining  the 
project  and  each  unit  thereof  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year? 
dhe  report  of  the  Secretary  shall  he  prepared  to  reflect 
accurately  the  Federal  investment  allocated  at  that  time  to 
power?  to  irrigation  and  to  other  purposes?  the  progress  of 
return  and  repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated  rate  of 


rogress?  year  by  year?  in 
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TITLE  v  -GPP-ER  COLORADO  REWER  -BAtS4A 
AUTHOEEZxVT-IO^  AAR  REIMBURSEMENTS 
Se€t  E04t  -fa)-  4»  order  to  provide  for  Ere  construction? 
operation,  and  maintenance  el  the  Animas  La  -Plata  Eed- 
eral  reclamation  project?  Colorado  New  Mexico ;  the  Dolores.- 
Dallas  Creek?  West  Divide,-  and  San  Miguel  -Federal  reela- 
mation  projects-,-  Colorado,-  as  participating  projects  under 
tEe  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  -f70  StaC  4Co-?  43- 
-IAStCt  £3 0)-y  and  te  provide  for  tEe  completion  el  planning 
rep oi4s  on  other  participating  projects,-  subsection  -{2)-  of 
section  E  el  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  deleting 
the  words  MEne  River  extension-?  and  inserting  in  hen 
thereof  the  words  “Animas  La  Plata?  Dolores,  DaEas  Creek 
West  Divide?  San  MigueEE  Section  2  of  said  Act  is  hereby 
further  amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Parshal-1?  Trouble¬ 
some?  Rabbit  Ear?  San  Miguel?  West  Divide?  Tonneln  Creek, 
East  River?  Ohio  Creek?  Dallas  Creek?  Dolores?  Emit 
Growers  extension?  Animas  La  Plata-)  and  inserting  after 
the  words  '-Yellow  JackeW  the  words  “Basalt-  Middle  Park 
(including  the  Troublesome?  RaEEE  Ear?  and  Azure  units) ,- 
Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East  River?  Ohio  Creek?  and 
Tomichi  Creek  units)-?  Lower  Y-ampa  (including  the  dumper 
and  Great  Northern  units)-?  Upper 
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May-den-  Mes%  Vessels,  and  Toponas  units)-^  and  by  insert-- 
dig  after  the  word  Sublette1,  dee  w:ords  --fin-eluding  the 

River  and  a  diversion  of  water 


r  on 


from  the  Green  Raver  to  tire  North 


River  Basin  m 


Wyoming)  7  Uintah  unit  and  Ute  Indian  emit  of  the  Central 
Utahy  San  Juan  County  -(Utahfy  Rriee  River,  Grand 
County  -(Mtah)-j  Ute  Indian  endt  extension  of  the  Central 
-Utahy  Gray  Canyem  and  Juniper  (Utah)  A  The  amount 
whieh  seetion  441  of  said  Act  authorizes  to  fee 


is  herefey  further  increased  fey  the  sum  of  SddGyOOGyGGO  plus 
or  minus  sneh  amounts,  if  anyy  as  may  fee  required,  fey 
reason  of  changes  in  construction  easts  as  indicated  fey  engi¬ 
neering  east  indexes  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction 
mvolvedr  This  additional  sum  shall  lee  available  solel-v  for 

J 

the  construction  of  the  projects  herein 
-fhf  The  Animas  La  Rlata 

with  the  engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Score 
tary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  May  4y  4-OGfh  and  plant¬ 
ed  as  Mouse  Document  4-dffe  Eighty  ninth  Congress :  P-m- 
vided,  That  the  project  construction  of  the  Animas  La  data 

project  shall  not  fee  undertaken  until  and 
die  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shah-  have 

to  which  the  eonsent  of  Con- 


ratified  the  following 


gross  is  hereby  givens 
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ANIMAS-AA  riATA  PROJECT-  COMPACT 

"The  Stele  el  Colorado  and  Ike  Slate  of  New 
m  order  te  implement  Ike  operation  of  the  Animas  La  l2! ate 
-Federal  Reclamation  Project^  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  pro¬ 
posed  participating  projeet  under  tke  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Aet  -ffeO  State  feOfe)^  and  feeing  moved  fey  cen¬ 
ts  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 


for  tfeese 


ts  and  have 


npon  the  follow- 


in  rr  n  vii pi  ec!  ' 
111  ^  HI  tlllvu  • 


U 


V  A  r>  mm  x 
“ill  TlUlilL  x 


Ate?  fefee  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado 
and  New  Mexico  from  the  tea  Plata  and  Animas  River 
systems,-  including  return  dew  to  the  fen  Plata  River  from 
Animas  River  diversions;  for  nses  in  New  Mexico  under  the 
Animas  tea  Plata  -Federal  Reclamation  Project  shall  fee  valid 
and  of  equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  fey  decree 
of  the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colorado 
for  that  project^  providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are 
within  the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state  fey  articles 
ffefe  and  XI Y  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Pa  sin  Compact 
-(-63  State  31-j-r 

Mte  fehe  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  -{af 
of  Article  IN  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  -Basin  Compact 
shall  not  fee  construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this 


40 


1  “AKTieBE  H 

2  “This  Compact  shah  become  binding  and 

3  when  it  shall  kavo  keen  ratified  ky  tke  legislatures  el  each 

4  el  tke  signatory  StatesA 

5  -(e)-  Tke  Secretary  skall,  lor  4ke  Animas  La  Plata, - 
7  Pallas  Greek;  San  Miguel;  West  PAide;  and  Seed- 


6 


I  sk-adee  participating  projects  el  tke  Colorado  River  s 

8  project,  estakksk  tke  nonexccss  inigalde  acreage  ler  which 

9  any  single  ownership  may  receive  project  water  at  one  linn 

10  dred  and  sixty  acres  el  class  4  land  er  tke  equivalent 

II  thereef;  as  determined  ky  tke  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes? 

12  -(4)-  4n  tke  diversien  and  storage  el  water  ler  any  projeet 

13  or  any  parts  tkercol  constructed  under  tke  authority  el  this 

14  Act  er  tke  Colorado  River  Storage  Projeet-  Act  within  and 

15  ler  tke  benefit  el  tke  State  el  Colorado  only;  tke  Secretary 

16  is  directed  to  comply  with  tke  constitution  and  statutes  el  tke 

11  State  el  Colorado  relating  to  priority  el  appropriation-;  with 

18  State  and  Federal  court  decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto ; 

19  and  with  operating  principles-,  il  any;  adopted  ky  tke  Secre- 

20  £ory  oo4  approver!  ky  tke  State  el  Colorado? 

21  -(of  The  words  Amy  western  slope  appropriations” 

22  contained  in  paragraph  -(i)-  ol  that  section  ol  Senate  Poe- 

23  mi  lent  Numbered  SA  Seventy  fifth  Congress;  first  session, - 

24  entitled  --Manner  ol  Operation  ol  Projeet  Facilities  and  Aux 

25  ilktry  -FoatueesA  skall  mean  and  rder  to  tke  appropriation 
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heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Crcen  Mountain 
Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado  Rig  Thompson  federal 
reclamation  projeety  Oolerado-j  and  the  Seerotary  is  direeted 
to  aet  in  accordance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  4t  is 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines  and  observes 
the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  and  does  not  in  any 
way  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under 
said  Senate  Document  Numbered  SO  or  under  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Colorado? 

Seo?  502?  dbe  Upper  Colorado  -River  Basin  fund  es¬ 
tablished  under  section  b  of  the  Aet  of  April  447  4056  -(49 
Staff  4-04)  ?  shall  he  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River 

Canyon  Brejeet  Adjustment  Aet  -fb4  Staff  7-55)  -  for  all 
expenditures  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  from  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation 
at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling  period  of  reservoirs  of 
storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant 
to  the  criteria  for  the  filling  of  den  Canyon  Reservoir  -(24 
Red?  Reg?  6854;  duly  49y  1962) .  Bor  this  purpose  $500- 
090  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  power- 
plant,  commencing  with  the  enactment  of  this  Aety  shall  he 
transferred  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  to 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fad,-  in  lieu  of  applica  ■ 
H.R.  3300 - 6 
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Ben  of  said  amounts  to  the  purposes  stated  in  section  2-(d)- 
ef  the  Boulder  Canyon  Brejeet  Adjustment  Aetj  until  such 
reimbursement  is  accomplished.-  Be  the  extent  that  any  de- 
heienc}^  in  sueh  reimbursement  remains  as  at  dene  A  1987, 
the  amount  at  the  remaining  deheleney-  shah  Been  he  t-rans- 
ferred  ta  the  BPpper  Colorado  Biver  Basin  tend  tram  the 
Bower  Oelerado  Biver  Basin  development  tundy  as  provided 
in  paragraph  -(d)-  at  section  40B 

TET-LE  MI— GENEBAE  BBQMESIOESu  B-EE-IAB 
BdOABr  CONBITIOAB 

Seo.-  BOB  -fa)-  Nothing  in  this  Aet  shah  he  eonstrued 
ta  aherj  amend,  repeal,  modify^  or  he  in  eonhiet  with  the 
provisions  at  the  Calarada  Biver  Compact  -{4b  StaE  -1-05 7 A 
the  dipper  Colorado  Biver  Basin  Cempaet  -(Be  StaE  0-1-)- 
the  Water  Treaty  at  4044  with  the  XJnitcd  Mexican  States 
-(Treaty  Scries  994) ,  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  at  the  Enhcd  States  in  Arizona  agahrst  California, 
and  others  -f-37-6  IES-.  B40A  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  herein,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Brojeet  Aet  -(45  Stat. 
1057 A  the  -Boulder  Canyon  Brojeet  Adjustment  Aet  -(54 
StaE  774-)-  or  the  Colorado  Biver  Storage  Project  Aet  -(70 
Stat.-  405)  7 

-fb)-  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

-(4)-  administer  his  responsibilities  under  this  Aet 
in  sueh  manner  that  heT  his  permittees,  licensees,  and 
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contractors  shah  in  no  way  encroach  upon,  after,  or 
affect  the  Golorado  River  Compact  apportionment  of 
waters  to  the  upper  and  lower  basins-r 

-f2j-  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive 
uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the  Colorado  -River  system 
after  eaek  successive  five  year  period,  boginning  wife 
fee  five-year  period  starting  on  October  U  -19 Go.  fetch 
reports  shall  he  prepared  in  consultation  wife  fee  States 
of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  wife  the  Upper 
Colorado  -River  Commissionj  and  shall  he  transmitted  to 
the  -President,  fee  Congress,  and  to  fee  Governors  of 
each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

-fff)-  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of  fee  Colorado  River 
system  upon  the  availability  of  water  muter  the  Colorado 
River  Compact. 

-(c)-  All  Uedcral  officers  and  agencies  are  directed  to 
comply  wife  the  applicable  provisions  of  this  Aeff  and  of 
the  laws?  treaty,  compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  sub¬ 
section  -(a)-  of  this  section^  in  the  storage  and  release  of 
water  horn  all  reservoirs  and  in  the  operation  and  maintc 
nance  of  all  facilities  in  fee  Colorado  River  system  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  and  in 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  works  which  may  he 
authorized  hereafter  for  construction  for  fee  importation  of 
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-water  into  the  Colorado  River  system,  In  the  event  el 
failure  el  any  sueb  officer  or  agency  to  so  comply,  any 
affected  State  may  maintain  an  action  to  enforce  tire  provi¬ 
sions  of  tins  section  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder  el  the  United 
States  as  a  party  in  such  suit  or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or 


otherwise. 

-fd)-  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  construed  to  expand  or 
diminish  cither  Federal  or  State  jurisdiction,  responsibility  or 
rights  in  the  held  el  water  resources  planning-,-  developmen-p 
or  control  ;  nor  to  displace,  supersede,  hnht  or  modify  any 
interstate  compact  or  the  jurisdiction  or  responsibility  of  any 
legally  established  joint  or  common  agency  of  two  or  more 
States,  or  of  two  or  mere  States  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  ;  nor  to  limit  the  an  tin  u-ity  of  Congress  to  authorize  and 
fund  projector 

S-EOS  60-2.  -(a)-  bn  order  to  fully  comply  with  and  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact^  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Resin  Compact  and  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for  the  coordi¬ 
nated  long- range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and 
operated  under  the  authority  of  this  Aep  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Ach  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  and 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Acb  To  effect  in 
part  the  purposes  expressed  in  this  paragraph^  the  criteria 
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shad  make  provision  lor  the  storage  of  water  in  storage  units 
of  tire  Colorado  -River  Storage  -Project  and  releases  of  water 
from  Lake  Powell  io  tire  following  listed  order  of  priority  «■ 
-(4-)-  -Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  defieieney  deserihed 
hr  article  lIR(c)-  of  the  Colorado  -River  Compaetj  if  any  sueh 
deheieney  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  npper 
division,  hnt  hr  any  event  sneh  releases;  if  anyr  shah  termi¬ 
nate  when  the  President  issnes  the  proelamation  speeified  hr 
seel  ion  ht>5  (It)  of  this  Act. 

-fd)-  Releases  to  comply  with  article  441-fdf  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact;  less  sneh  quantities  of  water  delivered 
into  the  Colorado  River  below  dree  Perry  to  the  credit  of  the 
States  of  the  upper  division  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system. 

-fb)-  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  speei- 
hed  hr  clauses  -ft)-  and  -fh}-  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent 
that  the  (Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the  Rppor  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the  three  lower 
division  States  and  taking  into  consideration  a-h  relevant 
factors  (including;  hnt  not  limited  tor  historic  stream  flows 
the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabilities  of  water 
ly)-^  shall  find  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  de- 
ries  under  clauses  -ff-f  and  -f2f  without  impairment  of 
annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
H.R.  3300 - 7 
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Compacts  Provided,  That  water  net  so  re- 
to  he  stored  shah  he  released  from  Lake  Powehu  -(i)- 
te  the  extent  it  can  he  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  et  the 
-lower  division  to  the  uses  specified  m  article  III  (e)  ef  the 
Colorado  Liver  Compact,  hot  no  such  releases  shell  he  made 
when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active 
storage  hi  -hake  Mead;  -(h)-  to  maintain-;  as  nearly  as  prae- 
tieahha  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  epual  to  the  active  stor¬ 
age  hr  Make  Lowell,  and  -fid)-  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  Irotn 
Lake  Powclk 

-(h)-  Mot  later  than  daly  4y  1968-,-  the  criteria  proposed 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  -(of  of  this  see- 
don  shall  he  submitted  to  the  governors  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  Hiver  Masin  States  and  to  soeh  other  parties  and  agen¬ 
cies  as  the  Secretary  mav  doom  aimronriato  for  their  review 


and  eommcntr  After  receipt  of  continents  on  the 
criteria,  hat  not  later  than  J anuary  h  1  969t  the  Secretary 
shah  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  publish  the  same  hr  the  Federal  Begister-r  Begin¬ 
ning  Januarv  A  4-97%  and  yearly  thereafter?  the  Secretary 
shah  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  governors  of  the 
Colorado  Liver  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the  actual 
operation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  com¬ 
pact  water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current 
year-  As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unfore- 
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criteria  to  better  achieve  the  purposes  « 
-fa)-  ef  this  section?  but  enfy  after 


modify  the 
in  will) section 

~\vi  C  n  trw1 

>  v  1 1 1 1  bilv 


Covomers  ef  the  seven  Colorado  River  Rasbr  Stales  and  ap- 

with  such  state  reoresentatives  as  each 


governor  mav 

o  «/ 


-(e)-  Seetian  4  ef  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Aet  shaft  be  administered  in  aeeordanee  with  the 


8®Or  hOftr  -(a)-  Rights  ef  the  upper  basin  ta  the  een- 
simiptive  use  ef  water  apportioned  ta  that  basin  train  the 
Colorado  River  system  by  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shaft 
net  be  reduced  er  prejudiced  by  any  use  ef  sneb  water  in 
the  lower  basim 

-(b)-  N’ o thing  in  this  Aet  shaft  be  construed  se  as  to 
impair,  conflict;  with  er  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 
powers  ef  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commissi  on  .- 

&E6.  6Q4.  Except-  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Aet?  in 
constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  units  of  the 
project  herein  and  hereafter  authorised,  the  Secretary  shall 
be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  lafws  (Act  of 
Jane  4^  4ft03y  Aft  Stab  AS8  and  Aets  amenclatoiy  thereof 
or  supplementary  thereto)-  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  a 

Sec-t  605.  -(a)-  Aft  terms  used  in  this  Aet  whieh  are 
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defined  m  the 


ings  there  defined. 


River  Compact  shah  have  the  mean- 


-(b)-  “Main  stream'-  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  downstream  from  4iee  Ferry  within  the  United 
States,  including  the  reservoirs  thereom 

-(e)-  ‘-User’-  or  -  water  user-  in  relation  to  main  stream 
water  in  the  tower  basin  means  the  United  States?  or  any 
person  or  legal  entity,  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California?  and  others  -(-3-70  U-tSt  340) ,  to  use  main  stream 
water  when  available  thereunder. 

-(d)-  “Active  storage--'  means  that  amount  of  water  in 
reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of  hank  storage,  which  can  he 
released  through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works? 

-(e)-  “Colorado  River  Basin  States'’  means  the  Si 
of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  -New 
Utah?  and  Wyoming? 

TITLE  I— COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT: 

OBJECTIVES 


Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Colorado 
River  Basin  Project  Act” . 

Sec.  102.  (a)  It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to  provide  a 
program  for  the  further  comprehensive  development  of  the 
water  resources  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  additional  and  adequate  water  supplies  for  use  in 
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1  the  upper  as  well  as  in  the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin.  This 

2  program  is  declared  to  he  for  the  purposes,  among  others,  of 

3  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River;  controlling  floods; 

4  improving  navigation;  providing  for  the  storage  and  delivery 

5  of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  for  reclamation  of  lands, 

6  including  supplemental  water  supplies,  and,  for  municipal,  in- 

7  dustrial,  and  other  beneficial  purposes;  improving  water 

8  quality;  providing  for  basic  public  outdoor  recreation  facili- 

9  ties;  improving  conditions  for  fish  and,  wildlife,  and  the  gen- 

10  eration  and  sale  of  electrical  power  as  an  incident  of  the  fore- 

11  going  purposes. 

12  (b)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that  the  Secretary 

13  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  11  Secretary  ' ) 

14  shall  continue  to  develop,  after  consultation  with  affected 

15  States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies,  a,  regional  water 

16  plan,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  with 

17  future  authorizations ,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under  which 

18  projects  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  be  coordinated  and 

19  constructed  with  proper  timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate, 

20  supply  of  water  may  be  made  available  for  such  projects, 

21  whether  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  authorized. 

22  TITLE  II— INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

23  Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Water  Resources  Council,  acting  in 

24  accordance  with  the  procedure  prescribed  in  section  103  of 
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the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (79  Stat.  244),  shall 
within  one  year  following  the  effective  date  of  this  Act 
establish  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  of  investigations  and  submittal  of  plans  and  reports 
authorized  by  this  title.  The  Secretary,  in  conformity  with 
the  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  so  established,  is 
authorized  and  directed  to — 

( 1 )  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range  water  sup¬ 
ply  available  for  consumptive  use  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  of  current  water  requirements  therein,  and  of 
the  rate  of  growth  of  water  requirements  therein  to  at 
least  the  year  2030; 

(2)  investigate  and  recommend  sources  and  means 
of  supplying  water  to  meet  the  current  and  anticipated 
water  requirements  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  either 
directly  or  by  exchange,  including  reductions  in  losses, 
importations  from  sources  outside  the  natural  drainage 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system,  desalination,  weather 
modification,  and  other  means:  Provided \,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not,  under  the  authority  of  this  clause  or  any¬ 
thing  in  this  Act  contained,  make  any  recommendation 
for  importing  water  into  the  Colorado  River  system  from 
other  river  basins  without  the  approval  of  those  States 
which  will  be  affected  by  such  exportation,  said  approval 
to  be  obtained  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  procedure 
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and  criteria  established  by  section  1  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944  (58  Stat .  887); 

(3)  undertake  investigations,  in  cooperation  with 
other  concerned  agencies,  of  means  for  maintaining  an 
adequate  water  quality  throughout  the  Colorado  Fiver 
Basin; 

(4)  investigate  means  of  providing  for  prudent 
water  conservation  practices  to  permit  maximum  bene¬ 
ficial  utilization  of  available  water  supplies  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin; 

(5)  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of  the  long- 
range  water  supply  in  States  and  areas  from  which  water 
could  be  imported  into  the  Colorado  River  system, 
together  with  estimates  and  plans  to  satisfy  the  probable 
ultimate  requirements  for  water  within  such  States  and 
areas  of  origin  for  all  purposes,  including  but  not  limited 
to  consumptive  use,  navigation,  river  regulation,  power, 
enhancement  of  fishery  resources,  pollution  control,  and, 
disposal  of  wastes  to  the  ocean,  and  estimates  of  the 
quantities  of  water,  if  a7iy,  that  will  be  available  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  such  requirements. 

(b )  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  prepare 
reconnaissance  reports  covering  the  matters  set  out  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  and  such  reports  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  June  30, 
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1973,  and,  as  revised  and  updated,  every  five  years  there¬ 
after.  For  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  repayment  of  the 
reimbursable  costs  of  any  projects  covered  by  such  reports, 
the  Secretary  shall  take  into  account  such  assistance  as  may 
be  available  to  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  from  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  (70  Stat.  107),  and  to 
the  States  of  the  Lower  Division  from  the  development  fund 
established  by  section  403  of  this  Act. 

(c)  On  the  basis  of  the  investigations  and  studies  per¬ 
formed  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (a)(2)  and  section  203  hereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  prepare  a  feasibility  report  on  a  plan  which  shows  the 
most  economical  means  of  augmenting  the  water  supply 
available  in  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and 
one-half  million  acre-feet  annually.  The  recommended  plan 
may  include  the  construction  of  works  and  facilities  by  such 
successive  stages  as  are  estimated  to  be  necessary  to  alleviate 
critical  water  shortages  as  they  occur.  The  report  prepared 
pursuant  to  this  subsection,  along  with  comments  of  the 
affected  States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies  thereon, 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  1, 
1975. 

Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfaction  of 
the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  from  the 
Colorado  River  constitutes  a  national  obligation  which  shall 
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1  be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water  augmentation  project 

2  planned  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this  Act  and  authorized 

3  by  the  Congress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  Upper  Divi- 

4  sion  ( Colorado ,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming)  and  the 

5  States  of  the  Lower  Division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Ne- 

6  vada)  shall  be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which  may  have 

I  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article  111(c)  of  the  Colorado 

8  Diver  Compact  so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 

9  proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in  operation  which 

10  augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  Diver  system  in 

11  such  quantity  as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 

12  Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses  of  water  associated 

13  with  the  performance  of  that  treaty. 

14  Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  shall, 

15  pursuant  to  section  201(a)(2)  and  201(c),  plan  works  to 

16  import  water  into  the  Colorado  Diver  system  from  sources 

II  outside  the  natural  drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he  shall  make 
18  provision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection  of  the  inter- 
12  ests  of  the  States  and  areas  of  origin,  including  assistance 

20  from  funds  specified  in  section  201(b)  of  this  Act,  to  the 

21  end  that  water  supplies  may  be  available  for  use  in  such 

22  States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate  to  satisfy  their  ultimate 

23  requirements  at  prices  to  users  not  adversely  affected  by  the 

24  exportation  of  water  to  the  Colorado  Diver  system. 

25  (b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future,  for  water 
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within  any  State  lying  wholly  or  in  part  within  the  drainage- 
area  of  any  river  basin  from  which  water  is  exported  by 
works  planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have  a  priority 
of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of  the  waters  of  that  river 
basin,  for  all  purposes,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water 
delivered  by  means  of  such  exportation  ivorks,  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  by  interstate  agreement. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  annually  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  reports  covering  progress  on 
the  investigations  and  reports  authorized  by  this  title. 

Sec.  205.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  are  required  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  title. 

TITLE  III— AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTEC¬ 
TION  OF  EXISTING  USES 
Sec.  301.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation 
water  and  municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water-deficient 
areas  of  Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct 
diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  control  of  floods,  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhance¬ 
ment  of  recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  purposes,  the 
Secretary  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  consisting  of  the  following  principal  works: 
(1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals,  including  a 
main  canal  and  pumping  plants  ( Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and 
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pumping  plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water  from 
Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alternative,  which 
system  shall  have  a  capacity  of  not  to  exceed  two  thousand 
five  hundred  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2)  Orme  Dam  and 
Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suitable  alternative; 
(3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated 
as  not  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters 
of  the  Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree 
entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District 
of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila 
Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  ( Globe  Equity  Num¬ 
bered  59);  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  304; 
(5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts 
and  pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  related 
canals,  regulating  facilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants,  and 
electrical  transmission  facilities  required  for  the  operation  of 
said  principal  works;  (9)  related  water  distribution  and 
drainage  works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

(b)  Article  11(B)(3)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340)  shall  be  so  administered  that  in  any  year 
in  which ,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is  insufficient 
main  stream  Colorado  River  water  available  for  release  to 


1  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred 

2  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  di- 

3  versions  from  the  main  stream  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 

4  shall  he  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water  in 

5  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  aggregate  annual  con- 

6  sumptive  use  by  holders  of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other 

7  users  in  the  State  of  California  served  under  existing  contracts 

8  with  the  United  States  by  diversion  works  heretofore  con- 

9  structed,  and  by  other  existing  Federal  reservations  in  that 

10  State,  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet,  of  main- 

11  stream  water,  and  by  users  of  the  same  character  in  Arizona 

12  and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall  not  be 

13  required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion  greater  than 

14  would  have  been  imposed  in  the  absence  of  this  subsection 

15  301(b).  This  subsection  shall  not  affect  the  relative  priori- 

16  ties,  among  themselves,  of  water  users  in  Arizona,  Nevada, 
11  and  California  which  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the  Central 

18  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any  provisions  of  said  decree. 

19  (c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 

20  shall  not  apply  so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 

21  proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in  operation  which 

22  augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system  in 

23  such  quantity  as  to  make  sufficient  mainstream  water  avail- 

24  able  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven 
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million  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet,  in  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada. 

Sec.  302.  ( a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  the  lands  of 
the  Salt  Fiver  Pima-M aricopa  Indian  Community,  Arizona, 
and,  the  Fort  McDowell- Apache  Indian  Community,  Arizona, 
or  interests  therein,  and  any  allotted  lands  or  interests  therein 
within  said  communities  which  he  determines  are  necessary 
for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United  States  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and,  maintenance  of  Orme  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  or  alternative.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  lands  and  interests  designated,  inclusive 
of  improvements.  In  addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay 
toward,  the  cost  of  relocating  or  replacing  such  improvements 
not  to  exceed  $ 500,000  in  the  aggregate,  and  the  amount 
offered  for  the  actual  relocation  or  replacement,  of  a  residence 
shall  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  residence  and  $8,000.  Each  community  and  each 
affected  allottee  shall  have  six  months  in  which  to  accept  or 
reject,  the  Secretary's  offer.  If  the  Secretary's  offer  is  rejected, 
the  United  States  may  proceed  to  acquire  the  property  inter¬ 
ests  involved,  through  eminent  domain  proceedings  in  the 
United  States  District  Court,  for  the  District,  of  Arizona 
under  40  U.S.C.,  sections  257  and  258a.  Upon  acceptance  in 
writing  of  the  Secretary's  offer,  or  upon  the  filing  of  a  dec- 
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1  laration  of  taking  in  eminent  domain  proceedings,  title  to 

2  the  lands  or  interests  involved,  and  the  right  to  possession 

3  thereof,  shall  vest  in  the  United  States.  Upon  a  determination 

4  by  the  Secretary  that  all  or  any  part  of  such  lands  or 
0  interests  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the  purpose  for 
6  which  acquired,  title  to  such  lands  or  interests  shall  be  restored 
I  to  the  appropriate  community. 

8  (b)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  acquired  pursuant  to 

9  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  former  owner 

10  to  use  or  lease  the  land  for  purposes  not  inconsistent  with 

11  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  project, 

12  as  determined  by,  and  under  terms  and  conditions  prescribed 

13  by,  the  Secretary.  Such  right  shall  include  the  right  to 

14  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals.  The  determination  of  fair 
1'1  market  value  under  subsection  (a)  shall  reflect  the  right  to 

10  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals  but  not  the  other  uses  per- 

11  mitted  by  this  subsection. 

13  (c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the 

10  lands  of  the  Fort  McDowell  Mohave-Apache  Indian  Com- 

20  munity  will  be  required  for  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or 

21  alternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition  to  the  compensa- 

22  tion  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  designate 

23  and  add  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation  twenty-five 

24  hundred  acres  of  suitable  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  reserva- 
20  tion  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
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the  Interior  in  township  4  north,  range  7  east;  township  5 
north,  range  7  east;  and  township  3  north,  range  7  east, 
Gila  and  Salt  River  base  meridian,  Arizona.  Title  to  lands 
so  added  to  the  reservation  shall  be  held  by  the  United  States 
in  trust  for  the  Fort  McDowell  Mohave- Apache  Indian 
Community. 

( d)  Each  community  may,  pursuant  to  an  agreement 
with  the  Secretary,  develop  and  operate  recreational  facilities 
along  the  part  of  the  shoreline  of  the  Orme  Reservoir  located 
on  or  adjacent  to  its  reservation,  including  land  added  to  the 
Fort  McDowell  Reservation  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section,  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  governing  the  recreation  development  of  the  reser¬ 
voir.  Recreation  development  of  the  entire  reservoir  and 
federally  owned  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
adjacent  thereto  shall  be  in  accordance  with  a  master  recrea¬ 
tion  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary.  Each  community  and 
the  members  thereof  shall  have  non-exclusive  personal  rights 
to  hunt  and  fish  on  the  reservoir,  to  the  same  extent  they  are 
now  authorized  to  hunt  and  fish,  without  charge,  but  shall 
have  no  right  to  exclude  others  f  rom  the  reservoir  except  by 
control  of  access  through  tlieir  reservations,  or  any  right  to 
require  payments  by  the  public  except  for  the  use  of  commu¬ 
nity  lands  or  facilities. 

(e)  All  funds  paid  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  any  per 
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1  capita  distribution  thereof,  shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of 

2  State  and  Federal  income  taxes. 

3  Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 

4  to  continue  to  a  conclusion  appropriate  engineering  and  eco- 

5  nomic  studies  and  to  recommend  the  most  feasible  plan  for 

6  the  construction  and  operation  of  hydroelectric  generating 

I  and  transmission  facilities,  the  purchase  of  electrical  energy, 

8  the  purchase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant  capacity,  or 

9  any  combination  thereof,  including  participation,  operation, 
10  or  construction  by  non-F ederal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of 

II  supplying  the  power  requirements  of  the  Central  Arizona 

12  Project  and  augmenting  the  Lower  Colorado  Fiver  Basin 

13  Fund:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  section  or  in  this  Act 

14  contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the  study  or  con- 

15  struction  of  any  dams  on  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 

16  Fiver  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

17  (b)  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recommended  plan,  the 

18  Secretary  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with  non-F  ederal  in- 

19  terests  proposing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating  power- 

20  plant  whereby  the  United  States  shall  acquire  the  right  to 

21  such  portion  of  the  capacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery 

22  of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  transmission  facilities 

23  to  mutually  agreed  upon  delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is 

24  required  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Ari- 

25  zona  Project.  When  not  required,  for  the  Central  Arizona 
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Project,  the  'power  and  energy  acquired  by  such  agreement 
may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary  for  other 
purposes  at  such  prices  as  he  may  determine,  including  its 
marketing  in  conjunction  with  the  sale  of  power  and  energij 
from  Federal  power  plants  in  the  Colorado  River  system  so  as 
to  produce  the  greatest  practicable  amount  of  power  and 
energy  that  can  be  sold  at  firm  power  and  energy  rates.  The 
agreement  shall  provide,  among  other  things,  that — 

( 1)  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that 
portion  of  the  total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest 
during  construction,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any 
switchyards  and  transmission  facilities  serving  the  United 
States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios  of  the  respective 
capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States  therein 
to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary 
shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  available  to 
the  non-F ederal  interests  during  the  construction  period, 
including  the  period  of  preparation  of  designs  and  spec¬ 
ifications,  in  such  installments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely 
construction  schedule,  but  no  funds  other  than  for  pre¬ 
construction  activities  shall  be  made  available  by  the 
Secretary  until  he  determines  that  adequate  contracts 
have  been  entered  into  between  all  the  affected  parties 
covering  land,  water,  fuel  supplies,  power  (its  availa¬ 
bility  and  use) ,  rights-of-way,  transmission  facilities  and 
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all  other  necessary  matters  for  the  thermal  generating 
powerplant; 

(2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs,  in¬ 
cluding  provisions  for  depreciation  ( except  as  to  depre¬ 
ciation  on  the  pro  rata  share  of  the  construction  cost 
borne  by  the  United  States  in  accordance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  clause  (1)),  shall  be  apportioned  between  the 
United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an 
equitable  basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  clause  (1) ; 

(3)  the  United  States  shall  be  given ,  appropriate 
credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal  lands  administered  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  are  made  available 
for  the  powerplant  and  appurtenances; 

(4)  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under 
clauses  (1)  and  (2)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest  and 
interest  during  construction,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c) 
franchise  fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be 
specified  in  the  agreement. 

(c)  No  later  than  one  year  from  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  his  recommended  plan 
to  the  Congress.  Except  as  authorized  by  subsection  (h)  of 
this  section,  such  plan  shall  not  become  effective  until  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Congress. 

(d)  If  the  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  sub- 
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section  (b)  of  this  section  is  located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is 
served  by  water  diverted  from  the  drainage  area  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  other  provisions  of 
existing  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  such  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  water  shall  be  a  part  of  the  fifty  thousand  acre-feet 
per  annum  apportioned  to  the  State  of  Arizona  by  article  III 
(a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63 
Stat.  31 ) . 

Sec.  304.  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by 
Congress,  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not 
be  made  available  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation 
of  lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  history  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national 
wildlife  refuges  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary, 
State- administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(b)(1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State 
of  Arizona  may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines  that 
it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be  pursuant  to  master 
contracts  with  organizations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  bound¬ 
aries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  arrange¬ 
ments  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within  its 
boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary  s  approval,  and 
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the  United  States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such 
action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to 
such  contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master 
contracts  be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any 
user.  The  provisions  of  this  clause  (1 )  shall  not  apply  to 
the  supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within 
the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d) 
of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h 
(d) )  with  respect  to  any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation 
block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not  more  than 
fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pursuant  to  section 
9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h( i) )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a 
period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at 
an  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class 
at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to 
irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  avail¬ 
able  thereunder  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for 
municipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that 
such  water  is  not  required  by  the  contractor  for  irrigation 
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(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  he  made  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section 
9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(c));  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at 
an  identical  price  per  acre-foot,  for  water  of  the  same  class 
at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and 
conduits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of 
fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (1 )  of  said  section 
and  for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if 
made  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

( c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  he  in 
effect  measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary, 
to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from  aquifers  affected  by 
irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area ;  (2)  the  canals  and 
distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after 
its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  he 
provided  and  maintained  with  linings  adequate  in  his  judg¬ 
ment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3) 
neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit 
others  to  pump  ground  water  from  within  the  exterior  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside  said  contrac- 
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tor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary  and  such  contractor 
shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a  surplus 
of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  teas  required. 
Such  contracts  shall  be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  all  existing  contracts  between  the  Secretary  and 
users  in  Arizona  heretofore  made  pursuant  to  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  ( 45  Stat.  1057 ) . 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under 
which  water  is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
that  the  Contractor  agree  to  accept  mainstream  water  in 
exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  supplies  from 
sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretciiqj  shall  so 
require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  icater 
from  the  Gila  River  system  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make 
available  to  users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in 
New  Mexico  additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided  in 
and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  subsection  (f)  of  this 
section:  Provided,  That  such  exchanges  and  replacements 
shall  be  accomplished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to 
such  Arizona  contractors. 

(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  mainstream 
Colorado  River  water  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  mam  stream  water  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive 
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mainstream  water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that 
project  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources, 
but  only  in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so 
yielded. 

(f)(1)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New 
Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributanes  and 
underground  water  sources  in  amounts  that  will  permit  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  of  water  in  Neiv  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual 
average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eighteen 
thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and 
above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340).  Such  increased 
consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only 
so  long  as,  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  downstream 
Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any 
diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  diversions 
from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water 
sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose 
full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the 
quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to  contract  with 
water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River, 
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its  tributaries,  and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts 
that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in  New  Mexico 
of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  con¬ 
secutive  years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre-feet,  in¬ 
cluding  reservoir  evaporation.  Such  further  increases  in  con¬ 
sumptive  use  shall  not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only 
so  long  as,  works  capable  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  have  been  completed  and  water 
sufficiently  in  excess  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  per  annum  is  available  from  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide 
water  for  the  exchanges  herein  authorized  and  provided.  In 
determining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  con¬ 
sideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of 
the  waters  involved. 

(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in 
clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all 
rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the 
decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States 
against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe 
Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  existing  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  to 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  underground 
water  sources  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made 
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only  to  the  extent  possible  without  economic  injury  or  cost 
to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  is  augmented  in  order  to  make  suf¬ 
ficient  water  available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)(1)  of  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia  (376  U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use 
of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona, 
four  million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  California, 
and  three  hundred  thousand,  acre-feet  in  Nevada,  respec¬ 
tively,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  water  available  to  users 
of  main-stream  water  in  those  States  at  the  same  costs  (to 
the  extent  that  such  costs  can  be  made  comparable  through 
the  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  replenishment  of  the 
deficiencies  occasioned  by  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden  as  herein  provided  and  financial  assistance  from  the 
development  fund  established  by  section  403  of  this  Act)  and 
on  the  same  terms  as  would  be  applicable  if  main-stream 
water  were  available  for  release  in  the  quantities  required  to 
supply  such  consumptive  use. 

Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake  programs  for 
water  salvage  and  ground  water  recovery  along  and  adjacent 
to  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River.  Such  programs 
shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a  reasonable  degree 
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of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fisli  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore  authorized  in 
the  State  of  Utah,  is  hereby  reauthorized  for  construction  at 
the  site  determined  feasible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  Secre¬ 


tary  shall  integrate  such  project  into  the  repayment  arrange¬ 
ment  and  participation  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
Development  Fund  established  by  title  IV  of  this  Act  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act:  Provided,  That  section 
8  of  Public  Law  88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended 
by  deleting  the  figure  “$■ 42,700,000 "  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “$58,000,000'’ . 


Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation 
opportunities  in  connection  with  the  project  works  author¬ 
ized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
(79  Stat.  213),  except  as  provided  in  section  302  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  in¬ 
cluding  prepayment  for  power  generation  and  transmission 
facilities  but  exclusive  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities 
for  non-Indian  lands,  $779 ,000,000  plus  or  minus  such 
amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified,  by  reason  of  ordinary 
fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering 
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cost  indices  applicable  to  the  types  of  construction  involved 
here  and,  in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required 
for  operation  and,  maintenance  of  the  project. 

(b)  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $100,- 
000,000  for  construction  of  distribution  and  drama  ye  facil¬ 
ities  for  non-Indian  lands.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
o)  section  403  of  this  Act,  neither  appropriations  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  this  subsection  (b) 
nor  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
such  facilities  shall  be  credited  to  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  Development  Fund  and  payments  shall  not,  be  made 
from  that  fund  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  re¬ 
turn  any  part  of  the  costs  of  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  such  facilities. 

TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 
DEVELOPMENT  FUND:  ALLOCATION  AND 
REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS:  CONTRACTS 
Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower  basin  unit  of 
the  project  herein  or  hereafter  authorized,  or  separate  feature 
thereof,  the  Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  con¬ 
structing  said,  unit  or  features  to  (1)  commercial  power, 
(2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply. 
(4)  flood  control,  (5),  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  con¬ 
trol,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (If)  the  replen¬ 
ishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available 
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for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by  performance  of 
the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States 
(Treaty  Series  994),  and  (10)  any  other  purposes  authorized 
under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  Costs  of  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  allocated  to  the  replenishment  of 
the  depletion  of  Colorado  Fiver  flows  available  for  use  in  the 
United  States  occasioned  by  compliance  with  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  (including  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from 
reyulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at  the  Mexican 
boundary,  incurred  in  the  transportation,  storage,  and  delivery 
of  water  in  discharge  of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall 
be  nonreimbursable.  The  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Peer  cation  Act  (79  Stat.  213):  Provided,  That  all  of  the 
separable  and  joint  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  as  a  part  of  the  Dixie  project,  Utah, 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated  to  nonreimbursable 
purposes  shall  be  nonreturnable  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment 
capability  of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  any 
unit  of  the  project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation 
of  Indian  lands  (including  provision  of  water  for  incidental 
domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and  within  the  repayment 
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capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the  Act  of  July  1 , 
1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  that  are  beyond  re¬ 
payment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate 
fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  be  known  as 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  (here¬ 
inafter  called  the  “development  fund'' ),  which  shall  remain 
available  until  expended  as  hereinafter  provided. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be 
credited  to  the  development  fund  as  advances  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  available  for 
such  purpose. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  development 
fund — 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  facilities  authorized  in  title  III  in  further¬ 
ance  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act  ( except  entrance,  admis¬ 
sion,  and  other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  proceeds 
received  from  recreation  concessionaires) ,  including  rev¬ 
enues  which,  after  completion  of  payout  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  as  required  herein  are  surplus,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  said  project;  and 

(2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Can- 
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yon  and  Parker- Davis  projects  which,  after  completion 
of  repayment  requirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined \ 
by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  requirements  of  those  projects:  Provided, 
however,  That,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  continue  the  in-lieu-of-tax  payments  to  the  States 
of  Arizona  and,  Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2(c) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so  lony 
as  revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder 
Canyon  project;  and 

(3)  any  Federal  revenues  f  rom  that  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest,  intertie  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona  which,  after  comple¬ 
tion  of  repayment  requirements  of  the  said,  part  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in 
the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona,  are  surplus,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  said  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest- Pad  fie  Southwest  intertie  and  related 
facilities . 

(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment,  fund  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses  (1)  and 
(3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  and  the  portion  of  reve¬ 
nues  derived  from,  the  sale  of  power  and,  energy  for  use  in 
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Arizona  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section  shall  be  available,  without  further  appropriation  for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacements  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for, 
oil  facilities  of  the  projects,  within  such  separate  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  be  included  in  annual  appropriation  Acts; 
and 

(2)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State 
of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution 
of  the  production  of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge 
Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  be¬ 
tween  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico 
as  set  forth  in  section  304(f)  of  this  Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  shall 
not  be  available  for  construction  of  the  works  comprised 
within  any  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter  authorized 
except  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 

(f)  Moneys  credited,  to  the  development  fund  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c.) 
of  this  section  and  the  portion  of  revenues  derived,  from  the 
sale  of  power  and,  energy  for  use  in  Arizona  pursuant,  to 
clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  (1), 
and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid  annu¬ 
ally  to  the  general,  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return — 
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(1 )  the  costs  of  each  unit,  of  the  projects  or  separable 
feature  thereof  authorized  pursuant  to  title  111  of  this 
Act,  which  are  allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power, 
or  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  pursuant  to 
this  Act  within  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years  from 
the  date  of  completion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable 
feature,  exclusive  of  any  development  period  authorized 
by  law:  Provided,  that  return  of  the  cost ,  if  any,  required 
bg  section  307  shall  not  be  made  until  after  the  payout 
period  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized 
herein; 

(2)  interest  (including  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion)  on  the  unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in 
the  commercial  power  and  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  deter¬ 
mined,  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (h)  of  this  section, 
and  interest  due  shall  be  a  first  charge. 

(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  in 
accordance  with  clause  (c)(2)  of  this  section  (excluding 
only  those  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  for  use  in  Arizona  during  the  payout  period  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized  herein)  and  such  other 
revenues  as  remain  in  the  development  fund  after  making 
the  payments  required  by  subsections  (d)  and  (f)  of  this 
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section  shall  be  available  (1)  to  make  payments,  if  any,  as 
required  by  sections  307  and  502  of  this  Act,  and  (2),  upon 
appropriation  by  the  Congress,  to  assist  in  the  repayment 
of  reimbursable  costs  incurred  in  connection  with  units  here¬ 
after  constructed,  to  provide  for  the  augmentation  of  the 
water  supplies  of  the  Colorado  River  for  use  below  Lee 
Ferry  as  may  be  authorized  as  a  result  of  the  investigations 
and  recommendations  made  pursuant  to  clause  201(a)(2) 
and  subsection  203 ( a)  of  this  Act. 

(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of 
the  reimbursable  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  project  which  are 
properly  allocated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating  con¬ 
struction  of  such  unit,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed  average 
interest  rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding 
marketable  public  obligations  ivhich  are  neither  due  nor  call¬ 
able  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  annually  for  all  operations  financed  by  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund. 

Sec.  404.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the  Secretary  shall 
report  to  the  Congress,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969,  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from  and  the 
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1  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  each  lower 

2  basin  unit  of  the  project  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The 

3  report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to  reflect  accurately 

4  the  Federal  investment  allocated  at  that  time  to  power,  to 

5  irrigation,  and  to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return  and 

6  repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated  rate  of  progress,  year 

7  by  year,  in  accomplishing  full  repayment. 

8  TITLE  V—  UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

9  AUTHORIZATION  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

10  Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction, 

11  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 

12  reclamation  project,  C olorado-N ew  Mexico ;  the  Dolores,  Dallas 

13  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  Federal  reclamation 
11  projects,  Colorado;  and  the  Central  Utah  project  (Uintah 
15  unit),  Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the  Colorado 

10  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  020), 

17  and  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning  reports  on  other 

18  participating  projects,  clause  (2)  of  section  1  of  said  Act  is 

19  hereby  further  amended  by  (i)  inserting  the  words  l'and  the 

20  Uintah  unit”  after  the  word  “ phase"  within  the  paren- 

21  theses  following  “ Central  Utah”,  (ii)  deleting  the  words 

22  “Pine  River  Extension”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

23  words  11  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Di- 

24  vide,  San  Miguel”,  (Hi)  adding  after  the  words  “ Smith 

25  Fork:”  the  proviso  “ Provided ,  That  construction  of  the 
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Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  project  shall  not  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Secretary  until  he  has  completed  a  feasibility 
report  on  such  unit  and  submitted  such  report  to  the  Congress 
along  with  his  certification  that ,  in  his  judgment,  the  benefits 
of  such  unit  or  segment  will  exceed  the  costs  and  that  such 
unit  is  physically  and  financially  feasible:" .  Section  2  of  said 
Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i)  deleting  the  words 
“Par shall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Di¬ 
vide,  Tomichi  Creek,  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek, 
Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  Extension,  Animas-La  Plata" ,  and 
inserting  after  the  words  “ Yellow  Jacket"  the  words  “ Basalt , 
Middle  Park  ( including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and 
Azure  units),  Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East  River, 
Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units),  Lower  Tampa  (in¬ 
cluding  the  Juniper  and  Great  Northern  units),  Upper 
Tampa  (including  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas 
units)” ;  (ii)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “ Sublette ”  the  words 
“  ( including  a  diversion  of  water  from  the  Green  River  to  the 
North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming) ,  Ute  Indian  unit  of 
the  Central  Utah  Project,  San  Juan  County  (Utah),  Price 
River,  Grand  County  (Utah),  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper 
(Utah)”;  and  (iii)  changing  the  period  after  “ projects ” 
to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following  proviso:  “ Provided , 
That,  the  planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the 
Central  Utah  participating  project  shall  be  completed  on 
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or  before  December  31,  1974,  to  enable  the  United  States 
of  America  to  meet  the  commitments  heretofore  made  to  the 
Ute  Indian  Tribe  of  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Indian  Reserva¬ 
tion  under  the  agreement  dated  September  20,  1965  ( Con¬ 
tract  Numbered  14-06-W-194) .” .  The  amount  which  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  said  Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby 
further  increased  by  the  sum  of  $ 392,000,000 ,  plus  or  minus 
such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  required,  by  reason 
of  changes  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering 
cost  indices  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction  involved. 
This  additional  sum  shall  be  available  solely  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  herein  authorized. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  as  nearly  as 
practicable  with  the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata. 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  partici¬ 
pating  Federal  reclamation  projects  concurrently  with  the 
construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  to  the  end  that 
such  projects  shall  be  completed  not  later  than  the  date  of 
the  first  delivery  of  water  from  said  Central  Arizona  Project: 
Provided,  That  an  appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each 
of  said  participating  projects  shall  have  been  executed  as 
provided  in  section  4  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  (70  Stat.  107)  before  construction  shall  start  on  that 
particular  project. 
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4  (c)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project 

2  shall  be  constructed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance 

3  with  the  engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Sec- 

4  retary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  May  4,  1966,  and 

5  printed  as  House  Document  436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress : 

6  Provided,  That  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 

7  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and  unless 

8  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified 

9  the  following  compact  to  which  the  consent  of  Congress  is 

10  hereby  given: 

11  “ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT  COMPACT 

42  The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  in 

13  order  to  implement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 

14  Federal  Reclamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  pro¬ 
lb  posed  participating  project  under  the  Colorado  River  Storage 

16  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105),  and  being  moved  by  consider a- 

17  tions  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a  com- 

18  pact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the  following 

19  articles: 

20  “Article  I 

21  “A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado  and 

22  N ew  Mexico  from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems, 

23  including  return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas 

24  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico  under  the  Animas- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


82 


La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid,  and  of 
equal  'priority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of  the 
Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for 
that  project,  providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within 
the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state  by  articles  III 
and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
(63  Stat.  31 ) . 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  ( a) 
of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
shall  not  be  construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

“Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory 
when  it  shall  hare  been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each 
of  the  signatory  States.” 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and  Seed- 
skadee  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage 
project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acreage  for  which 
any  single  ownership  may  receive  project  water  at  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water  for  any  project 
or  any  parts  thereof  constructed  under  the  authority  of  this 
Act  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  within  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colorado  only,  the  Secretary 
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is  directed  to  comply  with  the  constitution  and  statutes  of 
the  State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  appropriation; 
with  State  and  Federal  court  decrees  entered  pursuant  there¬ 
to;  and  with  operating  principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the 
Secretary  and  approved  by  the  State  of  Colorado. 

(f)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations ”  con¬ 
tained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that  section  of  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  80,  Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session, 
entitled  “ Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities  and  Aux¬ 
iliary  Features’ ’,  shall  mean  and  refer  to  the  appropriation 
heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  Federal 
reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and  the  Secretary  is  directed 
to  act  in  accordance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines  and  observes 
the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i ) ,  and  does  not  in  any  way 
affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under  said 
Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  5  of  the  Act  of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat. 
107),  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  755)  for  the  money  ex¬ 
pended  heretofore  or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
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River  Basin  Fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover 
Dam  during  the  filling  period  of  storage  units  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for  the 
filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July 
19, 1962).  For  this  purpose,  $500,000  for  each  year  of  oper¬ 
ation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing  with  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  he  transferred  from  the  Colorado 
River  Development  Fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the  purposes 
stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To 
the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains 
as  of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency 
shall  then  he  transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund,  as  provided  in  subsection  (g)  of  section  403. 
TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS: 
DEFINITIONS:  CONDITIONS 
Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057), 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31), 
the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States 
(Treaty  Series  994),  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California,  and 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


85 


others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided 
herein,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057), 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat . 
774 )  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
1053). 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive 
uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
after  each  successive  five-year  period,  beginning  with 
the  five-year  period  starting  on  October  1,  1970.  Such 
reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with  the  States 
of  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
President,  the  Congress,  and  the  Governors  of  each 
State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact; 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water 
originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system  upon  the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact. 

(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are  directed  to 
comply  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  of 
the  laws,  treaty,  compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and  release  of  water 
from  all  reservoirs  and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
all  facilities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the  jurisdic- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


86 


tion  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  and  in  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  all  works  which  may  he  authorized  here¬ 
after  for  the  augmentation  of  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  system.  In  the  event  of  failure  of  any  such  officer  or 
agency  to  so  comply,  any  affected  State  may  maintain  an 
action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  section  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder 
of  the  United  States  as  a  party  in  such  suit  or  suits,  as  a 
defendant  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  fully  comply  with  and  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  for  the  coordi¬ 
nated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and 
operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  and,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act.  To  effect  in  part 
the  purposes  expressed  in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall 
make  provision  for  the  storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and,  releases  of  water  from, 
Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of  priority: 

(V  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  de¬ 
scribed  in  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact, 
if  any  such  deficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the 
States  of  the  Upper  Division,  but  in  any  event  such  re- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


87 


leases,  if  any,  shall  not  he  required  in  any  year  that  the 
Secretary  makes  the  determination  and  issues  the  procla¬ 
mation  specified  in  section  202  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d)  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  less  such  quantities  of  water 
delivered  into  the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the 
credit  of  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  from  other 
sources. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases 
specified  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to 
the  extent  that  the  Secretary,  after  consultation  with  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  and  representatives 
of  the  three  Lower  Division  States  and,  taking  into  con¬ 
sideration  all  relevant  factors  ( including,  but  not  limited 
to,  historic  sir  earn, flows,  the  most  critical  period  of 
record,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply),  shall  find \ 
this  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  deliveries  under 
clauses  (i)  and,  (2)  without  impairment  of  annual 
consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
Colorado  River  Compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so 
required  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell: 
(i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the 
States  of  the  Lower  Division  to  the  uses  specified  in 
article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no 
such  releases  shall  be  made  when  the  active  storage 
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in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake 
Mead ,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  active 
storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active  storage  in 
Lake  Powell,  and  (Hi)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from 
Lake  Powell . 

(b)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the  criteria 
proposed  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other  parties  and 
agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  July  1,  1970,  the  Secretary 
shall  adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register.  Beginning 
January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall 
transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the  actual  oper¬ 
ation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  compact 
water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current  year. 
As  a  residt  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unforeseen  cir¬ 
cumstances,  the  Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria 
to  better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  but  only  after  correspondence  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and,  ap- 
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propriate  consultation  with  such  State  representatives  as  each 
Governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act 
shall  be  administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
criteria. 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  available  to  that  basin  from  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall 
not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water  in  the 
lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to 
impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and 
powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  in 
constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  units  of  the 
projects  herein  and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretary  shall 
be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of 
June  17, 1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or 
supplementary  thereto )  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  a  supplement. 

Sec.  605.  Part  1  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat. 
1063;  16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the 
reaches  of  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between 
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Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  hy  Congress. 

Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act,  (a)  all  terms  which  are 
defined  in  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  have  the  mean¬ 
ings  therein  defined; 

(b)  uMain  stream’  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  downstream  from  Lee  Ferry,  within  the  United 
States,  including  the  resei'voirs  thereon; 

(c)  uUser”  or  uwater  user”  in  relation  to  main-stream 
water  in  the  lower  basin  means  the  United  States  or  any 
person  or  legal  entity  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340)  to  use  main-stream 
water  when  available  thereunder; 

(d)  u Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in 
reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be 
released  through  the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works; 

(e)  11  Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico, 
Utah,  and  Wyoming;  and, 

(f)  “ Augment”  or  “ augmentation” ,  when  used  herein 
with  reference  to  water,  means  to  increase  the  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  or  its  tributaries  by  the  introduction  of  water 
into  the  Colorado  River  system,  which  is  in  addition  to  the 
natural  supply  of  the  system. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Exiles  Committee  cleared  Public  Law  480  bill.  J^p.  Vigorito  intro¬ 
duced  and  discussed  bill  to  prohibit  unauthorized  use  of  "USDA"  gra^e  labeling. 

HOUSE 

1.  PUBLIC  IAW  480.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  Ry/16165,  to  extend  and  amend  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  am|  Assist- 
P- 


ancsr  Act. 


H3453 


.IDAYS.  By  a  350-27  vote,  agreed  to  consider  H.  R.  15951,  to  provide  for\cer- 
tain  uniform  Monday  holidays  (pp.  H3413-16).  This  bill  is  to  be  debated  too^y, 
May  8  (p.  D401). 


3.  Y-PPROPRIATIONS,  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  waiving  points  of 
>rder  against  H.  R.  17023,  the  independent  offices  and  HUD  appropriation 
b\ll  (p.  H3453).  This  bill  is  to  be  debated  today,  May  8  (p.  D401). 


4.  RECLAMATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  resolutions  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  3300,  to  authorize  the  Colorado  River  Basin  reclamation  project,  and 
S,  3033,  to  increase  the  authorization  for  the  Missouri  River  Basin  reclama¬ 
tion  project,  p.  H3453 


5.  FORESTRY.  Th'^  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R^/3165,  for 
relief  of  Hooch  River  County,  Oreg.,  in  connection  with  allege^*  timber  tres¬ 
pass  arising  out  of  timber  sales  (H.  Rept.  1358).  p.  H3453 


6.  COMMODITY  RESERVES /V  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  provide 
for  establishment  and  maintenance  of  strategic  reserve  /tocks  of  agricultural 
commodities  by  producers  and  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  national  securi 
public  protection,  meeting  international  commitments/  etc.  To  Agriculture 
Committee,  p.  H3453 


ty, 


7.  BUILDINGS;  PROPERTY.  The  Public  Works  Committee /rot  ed  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H,  R.  1698l\  limiting  the  use/for  demonstration  purposes  of 
any  federally  owned  property  i\  D.  C.  (p.  D4j?2) .  Rep.  Cramer  commended  the 
bill  (p.  H3433). 


8.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Herlong  spoke  i^n  fay6r  of  H.  R.  16936,  to  share  domestic 
markets  with  imports  and  let  them  gr^w/ together .  pp.  H3433-6 


9.  TAXATION;  EXPENDITURES.  Rep.  Moorhead  recommended  the  compromise  proposed  by 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  in  c^nnectiot^  with  the  taxation- expenditures 
bill.  p.  H3440 


10.  EMPLOYMENT.  Rep.  Goodell  spok/  in  favor  of  H.\R.  17028,  to  strengthen  enforce¬ 
ment  procedures  of  the  Equa/  Employment  Opportunity  Commission,  p.  H3442 


11.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Gross  askfed  that  Government  employees  be  prohibited  from  pro¬ 
moting  the  poor  people',/  campaign  on  Government  time^  pp.  H3442-3 


SENATE 


12.  ARTS  AND  HUMANITIES.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  11308,  to  aiHend  the  National 

Foundation  on  the  Arts  and  Humanities  Act  of  1965  to  authorize  funding  through 
fiscal  year  1^70,  and  make  certain  other  changes  of  a  technical  nature,  pp, 

S 5011-6 


13.  FARM  LABOR/  Received  a  farm  workers  resolution  calling  for  legislation  to 
cover  agricultural  workers  under  the  Unemployment  Act.  p.  S5041 


14.  FREIGHT  RATES.  Sen.  Church  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  3410,  to  establish 

an  advisory  commission  to  make  a  study  and  report  with  respect  to  freight  rates 


90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

%d  Session  j  _ (  No.  1^0 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  3300 


May  7,  1968. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Sisk,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  1162] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  1162,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommen¬ 
dation  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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House  Calendar  No.  234 

H.  RES.  1 1 62 

[Report  No.  1360] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  7, 1968 

Mr.  Sisk,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved ,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  I  nion 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (II. R.  3300)  to  authorize 

5  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Colo- 

6  rado  River  Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all 

7  points  of  order  against  said  hill  are  hereby  waived.  After 

8  general  debate,  which  shall  he  confined  to  the  hill  and  shall 

9  continue  not  to  exceed  four  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
10  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 
H  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  hill 
12  shall  he  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  It 


V 


2 


1  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the  intervention  of  any 

2  point  of  order  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 

3  recommended  by  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 

4  Affairs  now  printed  in  the  bill,  and  such  substitute  shall  be 


5  considered  under  the  five-minute  rule  as  an  original  bill  and 

6  read  by  titles  instead  of  by  sections.  At  the  conclusion  of  such 

7  consideration  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill 

8  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 

9  adopted,  and  any  Member  may  demand  a  separate  vote  in 

10  the  House  on  any  amendment  adopted  in  the  Committee  of 

11  the  \V  hole  to  the  bill  or  committee  amendment  in  the  nature 

12  of  a  substitute.  I  he  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 

13  oidered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 

14  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit 

15  with  or  without  instructions.  After  the  passage  of  II.E.  3300, 

16  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  shall  be  dis- 

17  charged  from  the  further  consideration  of  the  bill  S.  1004, 

18  and  it  shall  then  be  in  order  in  the  House  to  move  to  strike 


19  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  said  Senate  bill 

20  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions  contained  in  II.E. 


and 


to 

00 


21  as  passed  by  the  House. 
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1.  RECLAMATION.  Completed  general  debate  on  H.  R.  3300,  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project  bill.  pp.  H3771-846 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  until  mi  nig. t 
/16  to  report  the  Interior  Dept,  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill. 
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3.  INTEREST  RATES.  Reps.  Sullivan  and  Brock  were  appointed  as  House  members  oJ 
the  Commission  io  Study  Mortgage  Interest  Rates  and  the  Availability  of 
Moi  tgagh  Credit  at  a  Reasonable  Cost  to  the  Consumer,,  p.  H3774 

s  \ 

4e  CCC„  Both  Fiouses  received  from  the  President  the  Annual  Report  of  th^Com- 
modicy  Credrt  Corporation .  The  President  stated  that  the  report  "sKows  that 
the  Corporation  has  continued  to  reduce  agricultural  surpluses"  aria  "demon¬ 
strates  that  tmt  broad  authority  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  being 
used  to  benefit  noth  the  U,  S.  farmer  and  those  in  great  need  a(broad."  To 
H0  Banking  and  Currency  and  S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Commyctees.  ppr 
H3775,  S5618  X  y 

5s  PUBLIC  LAW  480.  Agreed  bo  perfect  the  title  of  S.  2986,  t/  extend  and  amend 
this  law  (p.  H3772).  During  debate  (see  Digest  82)  th/Findley  amendment 
was  agreed  to,  370-21,  anck  the  Steiger  amendment  was  withdrawn. 

6.  LANDS;  TOBACCO.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  for  full 
committee  action  H„  R.  16065,  \o  release  conditions  in  deeds  conveying  cer¬ 
tain  lands  to  Iowa,  and  H.  R.  17002,  to  permit  J^ransfer  of  tobacco  allotments 
by  lease  without  clearance  from  lienholder.  n<  D438 

Ihe  Interior  and  Insular  Affairsyi Commi  ttejt  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  1059,  to  authoriW;  a  longer  term  of  grazing  leases  on 
Alaska  lands  to  attract  long-term  finVocirfg  up  to  55  years  in  place  of  20 
years,  p.  D438  x  ' 


DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  The  Banking  and 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  1726j 
duction  Act.  p.  D438 


arrenay  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
amended,  to  continue  the  Defense  Pro- 


8.  CREDIT.  The  "Daily  Digest"  stated  that  the  confers  on  S.  5,  the  truth  in 

lending  bill,  agreed  to  file  /  report,  p.  D439 

9.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Whitten  congratulated  the  REA  oh  its  33rd  anniversary 

and  praised  the  role  tha^/ the  rural  electric  cooperatives  have  taken  in  "an 
effort  to  lift  the  standard  of  living  for  millions  of  ru^al  people."  p. 
H3847 


TAXATION;  EXPENDITURES.  Rep.  Denney  stated  "if  revenue  bondsVor  industrial 
development  purposes  are  to  be  preserved  as  an  effective  economic  develop¬ 
ment  tool  providing  substantial  employment,  a  dollar  limit  should  not  be 
set  below  $ lOyfii 1 lion . "  He  stated  that  conferees  on  the  tax  bill\have  "de¬ 
cided  that  tRh  income  on  these  bonds  should  be  taxable  in  the  case\f  any 
issue  over  2ri  million."  pp.  H3847-8 

Rep.  Wyman  urged  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  both  Houses  to  "irftaie- 
diately  /onvene  and  recommend  to  the  conferees  on  the  tax  bill  $6  billfbn 
in  specific  cuts."  pp.  H3849-50 

announced  that  "the  tax  bill  conference  report  will  not  be 
calkfed  up  before  the  Memorial  Day  holiday."  p.  H3846 


/ 


House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Edward  G.  Latch, 
D.D.,  offered. the  following  prayer: 

It  is  God  mho  is  at  work  within  you, 
giving  you  th\will  and  the  power  to 
achieve  His  purpose. — Philippians  2:  13 
(Phillips) .  \ 

Our  Father  in  Heaven,  we  thank  Thee 
for  this  sacred  minute  when  we  unite 
our  hearts  in  prayer  imto  Thee,  when 
for  a  moment  we  pause  in  Thy  presence 
seeking  guidance  and  strength  from  Thy 
hand.  \ 

Let  not  the  beauty  of  theVarth,  nor 
the  glory  of  the  skies,  nor  the  love  which 
surrounds  us  daily  blind  us  to  tne  needs 
of  the  needy  and  the  poverty  of  th\poor. 
Make  us  so  dissatisfied  with  large 'pro¬ 
fessions  and  little  practices,  with  fine 
words  and  feeble  works,  with  smiling 
faces  and  sour  faiths  that  we  now  pray1 
earnestly  for  the  renewal  of  a  right  and 
a  good  spirit  within  us. 

Speak  Thou  to  us,  O  Lord,  and  may 
we  hear  Thy  voice,  and  hearing  it 
harken  to  it,  and  harkening  to  it  heed 
it,  for  the  glory  of  Thy  name,  the  good 
of  our  Nation,  and  the  greatness  of 
this  House  of  Representatives.  In  the 
Master’s  name  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Bradley,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amend¬ 
ment  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House, 
of  the  following  title:  / 

H.R.  15190.  An  act  to  amend  sectional  3 
and  4  of  the  act  approved  September  22, 
1964  (78  Stat.  990),  providing  for  ah  in¬ 
vestigation  and  study  to  determine  /site  for 
the  construction  of  a  sea-level  carnal  con¬ 
necting  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  yoceans. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  bills  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles:  / 

S.  68.  An  act  for  the  ^relief  of  Dr.  Noel  O. 
Gonzalez:  / 

S.  107.  An  act  for  it he  relief  of  Cita  Rita 
Leola  Ines;  and  / 

S.  2248.  An  act  /or  the  relief  of  Dr.  Jose 
Fuentes  Roca.  / 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had/passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  /hich  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  i/requested: 

S.  759:  An  act  to  amend  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  to  enable  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  to  utilize  its  em¬ 
ployees  more  effectively  and  to  improve  ad- 
nnnistrative  efficiency;  and 
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S.  3159.  An  act  authorizing  the  Trustees 
of  the  National  Gallery  of  Art  to  construct 
a  building  or  buildings  on  the  site  bounded 
by  Fourth  Street,  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
Third  Street,  and  Madison  Drive  NW.,  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  making  provision 
for  the  maintenance  thereof. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
APPROPRIATIONS  TO  FILE  PRIV¬ 
ILEGED  REPORT  ON  DEPART¬ 
MENT  OF  INTERIOR  AND  RE¬ 
LATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS,  1969,  UNTIL  MIDNIGHT 
MAY  16 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  MrV 
Speaker,  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  plans  to  report  the  Interior  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  tomorrow  / 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations  have  until 
''midnight,  May  16,  1968,  to  fds  a  privi¬ 
leged  report  on  the  Department  of  In-- 
terror  and  related  agencie/  appropria¬ 
tion  gill  for  fiscal  year 

Mr.^McDADE  reserved  all  points  of 
order  onSthe  bill.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is/there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the/gentlewoman  from 
Washington^.  / 

There  was  nosoojection. 


POOR  PEOPLES  MARCH  ON 
/WASHINGTON 

(Mr.  /aRBSTEIN  'asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  adchess  the  House 
for  1 /minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his /marks  and  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
te)/  \ 

/Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Speakeg.  I  would 
like  to  welcome  the  Poor  People’ssMarch 
on  Washington  to  the  Nation’s  Capitol. 
I  applaud  its  leaders  for  exercising  Nieir 
constitutional  rights  of  petition,  for  ex¬ 
pressing  their  grievances  eloquently  but 
nonviolently.  I  trust  that  violent  revolu¬ 
tionaries  will  not  exploit  the  peaceful 
protests  of  the  marchers  by  provoking 
disorder.  I  implore  my  colleagues  in  Con¬ 
gress,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  take  the  message 
of  the  Poor  People’s  March  to  heart — 
for  this  is  a  country  in  which  there 
should  not  be  poverty,  nor  racial  injus¬ 
tice.  This  Nation  is  too  great  and  too 
affluent  for  us  not  to  feed  the  hungry, 
clothe  the  naked,  and  house  the  home¬ 
less — in  short  to  take  care  of  the  poor  in 
our  land. 


ANOTHER  MERCHANT  KILLED  IN 
WASHINGTON 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 


yesterday  another  merchant  was  killed 
in  his  store  in  the  Nation’s  Capital — the 
fourth  such  killing/  this  area  in  15  days. 

The  Mayor  is  quoted  as  being  critical  of 
the  merchants /associations  which  have 
taken  ads  in  Hie  local  newspapers  to  call 
for  increasea  protection.  The  Public 
Safety  D/ector  says  the  increase  in 
crime  th/ year  is  about  the  same  as  the 
increas/last  year — not  that  that  is  very 
reassunng,  when  it  means  that  894  major 
crim/  are  committed  each  week. 

Yet  neither  the  Mayor  nor  the  Public 
Safety  Director  has  announced  any  force¬ 
ful  plan  to  bring  law  and  order  to  the 
city  of  Washington. 

There  were  122  cases  of  arson  and  sus¬ 
pected  arson  in  Washington  in  April — 
»ot  counting  the  488  cases  associated 
with  the  Apiil  4-8  riot  period.  There  were 
85  such  cases  during  January,  February, 
and  March,  before  the  riot.  The  May 
figure  will  undoubtedly  be  large  judging 
from  the  cases  reported  daily  in  the  press. 

The  crime  rate  in  Washington  shows 
a  27.4-percent  increase  for  March  1968 
over  March  1967,  the  month  before 
the  riot.  Robbery  increased  46  per¬ 
cent,  burglary  30.6  percent.  And  these 
figures  are  for  “major”  crimes  only,  and 
do  not  even  include  arson  or  looting  or 
vandalism. 

I  am  now  informed  that  policemen  al¬ 
ready  overworked  trying  to  combat  crime 
are  being  detached  from  precincts 
around  the  city  to  help  handle  the  prob¬ 
lems  resulting  from  the  March  on  Wash¬ 
ington.  The  effect  of  this  deployment  of 
manpower  on  crime  can  only  be  guessed. 

Law  and  order  must  ’  be  restored  in 
Washington — now.  If  the  Mayor  or  Pub¬ 
lic  Safety  Director  wish  to  call  a  40-per¬ 
cent  increase  in  robbery  “normal,”  it  is 
but  further  proof  of  the  need  for  a 
change  at  city  hall. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 

OF  H.R.  3300,  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  PROJECT 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  1162  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

H.  Res.  1162 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
3300)  to  authorize  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all 
points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby 
waived.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  four  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
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minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Inte¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  bill  shall  be  read 
for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule 
It  shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the 
intervention  of  any  point  of  order  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  now  printed  in  the  bill,  and 
such  substitute  shall  be  considered  under  the 
five-minute  rule  as  an  original  bill  and  read 
by  titles  instead  of  by  sections.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  such  consideration  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  any  Member  may  demand  a 
separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  amend¬ 
ment  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
to  the  bill  or  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute.  The  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 
intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  with  or  without  instructions.  After 
the  passage  of  H.R.  3300,  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  shall  be  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  further  consideration  of  the 
bill  S.  1004,  and  it  shall  then  be  in  order  in 
the  House  to  move  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  the  said  Senate  bill  and  to 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions  con¬ 
tained  in  H.R.  3300  as  passed  by  the  House. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 


lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names  : 

[Roll  No.  139] 

Ashley 

Gubser 

Morse,  Mass. 

Blester 

Gurney 

Olsen 

Blatnik 

Halleck 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Button 

Hardy 

Pool 

Carter 

Hebert 

Purcell 

Clark 

Herlong 

RandaU 

Collier 

Holland 

Resnick 

Davis,  Ga. 

Karsten 

Rosenthal 

Derwinski 

Kee 

Selden 

Dorn 

Kelly 

Teague,  Tex. 

Flood 

Kluczynski 

Tenzer 

Fraser 

Mailliard 

Wilson, 

Frelinghuysen 

Montgomery 

Charles  H. 

Griffin 

Moore 

Young 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  391 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro-y 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with.  / 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  We  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  wasmommuni- 
cated  to  the  House  by  MryGeisler,  one 
of  his  secretaries,  who  alsorinformed  the 
House  that  on  the  following  dates  the 
President  approved  and  signed  bills  of 
the  House  of  the  following  titles: 

On  May  11,  196a/ 

H  R.  2434.  An  ac y  for  the  relief  of  Nora 
Austin  Hendricksons 

On  May  13yl968 : 

H.R.  13176.  Ajr  act  to  amend  the  acts  of 
February  1,  1826,  and  February  20,  1833,  to 
authorize  the  State  of  Ohio  to  use  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  from. the  sale  of  certain  lands  for  edu- 
cational  purposes. 


/ 


AMENDMENT  OF  TITLE  OF  S.  2986, 
TO  EXTEND  PUBLIC  LAW  480 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  in  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendment  to  the  Senate  bill  (S. 
2986)  to  extend  Public  Law  480,  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  to  which  the  House  agreed  yester¬ 
day,  that  the  Clerk  of  the  House  be 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  a  con¬ 
forming  amendment  to  the  title  of  the 
bill.  The  title  of  the  Senate  bill  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  3-year  extension  of  the  law, 
but  the  House  only  extended  the  law  until 
December  31,  1969. 

The  title  should  be  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “To  extend  the  Agricultural 
Trade  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
'amended,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

NThe  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
thArequest  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
rightNto  object,  that  means  then  specific¬ 
ally  that  it  is  limited  to  1  year? 

Mr.  PtoAGE.  That  is  right;  it  just  gets 
it  in  the  tie. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas?  \ 

There  was  no  obiection. 


PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 

OF  H.R.  3300,  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  PROJECT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
California,  Mr.  Sisk,  is  recognized  for 
1  hour. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  min¬ 
utes  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Smith]  and  pending  that  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  House  Reso¬ 
lution  1162  provides  an  open  rule,  waiv¬ 
ing  points  of  order,  with  4  hours  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate  for  consideration  of  H.R. 
3300  authorizing  funds  for  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  project.  The  resolution _also 
provides  that  it  shall  be  in  order  to  con¬ 
sider  the  committee  substitute  as  an 
original  bill  for  the  purpose  of  amend¬ 
ment.  After  passage  of  H.R.  3300,  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  shall  be  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of  S.  1004  and  it  shall  be 
in  order  to  move  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  the  Senate  bill  and 
amend  it  with  the  House-passed  lan¬ 
guage.  The  waiver  of  points  of  order  was 
granted  due  to  a  transfer  of  funds  in  the 
bill — page  73,  beginning  on  line  25,  sec¬ 
tion  403(c) (2). 

H.R.  3300  provides  for  regional  and 
westwide  water  resources  planning  to 
remedy  the  present  and  prospective 
critical  water  situation  in  the  Pacific 
Southwest,  including  the  the  entire 
Colorado  River  Basin.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  working  under  gen¬ 
eral  criteria  to  be  established  by  the 
Water  Resources  Council  and  in  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  affected  States,  is 
required  to  conduct  westwide  studies  to 


determine  how  and  where  to  get  addi¬ 
tional  water  supplies  for  use  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  and  to  develop  a  plan 
for  meeting  not  only  present  Colorado 
River  water  commitments  but  future 
water  needs  throughout  the  basin  as 
well.  However,  he  is  forbidden  to  recom¬ 
mend  importation  from  areas  of  surplus 
without  the  approval  of  the  States  af¬ 
fected. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  1162  in  order  that  H.R. 
3300  may  be  considered. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  do  we  under¬ 
stand  from  the  statement  made  by  the 
gentleman — and  we  compliment  him  on 
bringing  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
the  reason  for  the  waiving  -of  points  of 
order  in  the  wisdom  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules — that  this  is  the  only  place  in  the 
bill,  in  the  entire  bill,  for  which  all  points 
of  order  are  waived? 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  my  understanding. 
In  fact,  it  was  my  original  understanding 
that  the  request  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  only  went  to  this  section,  and  that 
the  waiver  of  points  of  order  applies  to 
that  specific  section. 

Actually,  as  the  resolution  is  written, 
I  might  say  in  all  fairness  to  my  good 
friend  from  Missouri,  of  course,  it  does 
indicate  that  all  points  of  order  are 
waived.  But  that  is  the  only  point,  as  I 
understand,  that  would  be  subject  to 
such  a  point  of  order,  due  to  the  transfer 
of  funds. 

Mr.  HALL.  As  the  gentleman  well 
knows,  in  the  rule  that  came  out  of  the 
committee.  House  Resolution  1162,  page 
1,  after  “and  for  other  purposes,”  on 
line  7  it  says  “and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.” 

So  that,  if  in  the  wisdom  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  Members,  we  should  find  other 
places  in  the  bill  to  which  we  wish  to 
submit  points  of  order  for  a  ruling  of  the 
Chair,  that  would  be  automatically 
voided  by  this  rule. 

As  I  said  in  the  beginning,  I  compli¬ 
ment  the  gentleman,  and  we  had  a  col¬ 
loquy  on  the  floor  only  yesterday  wherein 
we  were  advised  that  it  is  the  intent  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules  to  have  definite 
stipulations  for  granting  points  of  order, 
and  that  they  will  be  portrayed  to  the 
Members  here  on  the  floor.  I  say  it  is 
timely  inasmuch  as  we  have  been  sub¬ 
jected  to  six  or  more  such  waivers  in  the 
last  2  weeks  totaling  less  than  12  such 
resolutions.  I  wonder  if  we  might  not 
consider  further,  where  a  specific  request 
is  asked  by  the  chairman  of  a  committee 
that  the  Committee  on  Rules  put  in  the 
stipulation  on  the  rule  making  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  in  order,  at  which 
place  in  the  bill  it  occurs;  so  that  we  do 
not  automatically  eliminate  the  preroga¬ 
tives  of  the  individually  elected  Members 
of  the  Congress  against  all  other  portions 
of  the  bill  than  that  which  is  necessary 
in  the  wisdom  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules? 
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Some  of  us  are  perfectly  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  this  as  it  comes  from  the  committee 
chairman.  If  it  is  put  in  by  an  extraneous 
source  other  than  the  Committee  on 
Rules  or  the  committee  chairman,  as  I 
said  yesterday,  we  might  be  “making 
book”  on  this  situation.  But  be  that  as  it 
may,  I  wonder  if  the  committee  could 
specify  hereafter  where  it  is? 

Mr.  SISK.  If  the  gentleman  will  per¬ 
mit  me  at  this  point  to  make  one  com¬ 
ment,  the  Committee  on  Rules  has  given 
careful  consideration  to  this  whole  mat¬ 
ter  of  waiver  of  points  of  order.  We  rec¬ 
ognize  that  all  Members  are  concerned 
about  arbitrary  waivers,  and  so  on. 

So  as  a  result  of  that,  we  are  now  re¬ 
questing  from  any  chairman  of  any  legis¬ 
lative  committee  coming  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  requesting  a 
waiver  of  points  of  order  to  cite  specifi¬ 
cally  the  purpose,  section,  page,  informa¬ 
tion  and  reasons  for  it.  Hereafter,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  the  Committee 
on  Rules  will  pin  the  waiver  of  points 
of  order  to  that  specific  request  and  not 
to  the  entire  bill. 

As  I  said,  it  was  my  understanding  at 
the  time  the  request  was  made  that  that 
would  be  true  in  this  case.  But  we  are 
now  just  putting  Into  effect  these  new 
rules  so  to  speak,  and  Inadvertently  the 
way  the  resolution  reads,  it  does  waive  all 
points  of  order. 

The  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri  are  well  taken  and  I  agree  with 
him  and  that  is  what  we  hope  to  do  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement  and  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Following  the 
thoughts  expressed  by  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hall]  and  also  in 
conformity  with  the  present  thinking  of 
the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  have  had  a 
brief  prepared  relative  to  section  403  of 
the  bill,  H.R.  3300  as  to  where  the  waiv¬ 
ing  of  points  of  order  is  pertinent  and  I 
would  ask  unanimous  consent,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  include  this  statement  that 
I  have  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pro¬ 
vision  waiving  points  of  order  against 
H.R.  3300  is  directed  to  language  which, 
in  effect,  constitutes  an  appropriation  in 
violation  of  rule  XXI  of  the  House. 

Section  403  of  H.R.  3300  establishes  a 
separate  fund  in  the  Treasury.  Among 
the  revenue  sources  for  this  fund  are  the 
revenues  collected  from  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  H.R.  3300  as  well  as  revenues 
from  the  existing  Boulder  Canyon  and 
Parker-Davis  projects  and  the  Pacific 
Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie.  In 
turn,  moneys  in  the  fund  are  made  avail¬ 
able,  without  further  appropriation,  for, 
first,  defraying  the  costs  of  operating  and 
maintaining  the  central  Arizona  project; 
second,  reimbursing  water  users  in  the 
State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as 
a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production 


of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam 
because  of  exchanges  of  water  between 
users  in  Arizona  and  New  Mexico;  and, 
third,  reimbursement  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  fund  for  money  ex¬ 
pended  to  meet  deficiencies  in  power 
generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the 
filling  period  for  Lake  Powell. 

There  are  numerous  precedents  for 
making  project  revenues  available  for 
operation  and  maintenance  expenses 
without  further  appropriation,  including 
the  upper  Colorado  River  storage  project, 
the  Fort  Peck  project,  the  North  Platte 
project,  the  Tennessee  Valley  develop¬ 
ment,  and  the  dams  and  navigation 
works  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Actu¬ 
ally,  these  costs  are  paid  into  the  fund 
each  year  specifically  for  operation  and 
maintenance  purposes.  The  estimated 
amount  involved  in  the  operation  and 
maintenance  expenses  for  the  central 
Arizona  project  is  about  $12.8  million 
annually.  The  reimbursement  amount 
for  the  other  items,  which  is  a  tempo¬ 
rary  obligation,  is  just  over  half  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  annually. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  for  his  addition  to  the  informa¬ 
tion  on  this  subject. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  at  this  time  to 
make  my  own  position  clear  on  this  bill 
rather  than  to  take  the  time  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  later  in  debate. 

As  a  Member  of  the  Congress  from  the 
State  of  California,  this  Member  is  in 
full  support  of  the  bill  that  has  been 
brought  to  us  today. 

I  want  to  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall],  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Johnson]  and  all  the  members  of  that 
committee  for  the  long  and  arduous  work 
they  have  done  in  attempting  to  bring 
together  the  necessary  parts  in  the  legis¬ 
lative  procedure  to  put  this  program 
together.  This  program  goes  back  I  sup¬ 
pose  almost  40  years  or  more  in  history. 
The  passage  of  this  bill  will  fulfill  a 
dream  going  back  for  lo  those  many  years 
for  the  people  of  the  State  of  Arizona  and 
for  others  in  the  Southwest  area. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  days  ago  a  very 
distinguished  and  a  very  great  American 
announced  his  intention  to  retire,  a 
Member  of  the  other  body,  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  the  great 
State  of  Arizona,  who  will  be  retiring  af¬ 
ter  56  years  of  service  in  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  a  record  that  is  unsur¬ 
passed  in  the  history  of  our  country.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  major  portion  of  those  56  years, 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
that  State  has  made  this  one  of  the  prime 
subjects  of  his  efforts.  I  know  that  the 
passage  of  this  bill  and  the  signing  of  it 
into  law  will  be  a  deserved  tribute  to  this 
distinguished  American. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  has  been  much  con¬ 
troversy  surrounding  the  Colorado  River 
and  much  controversy  between  the  State 
that  I  have  the  honor  to  represent  and 
the  State  of  Arizona  and  between  the 
States  in  the  lower  basin  and  those  in 
the  upper  basin  over  the  disposal  of  the 
waters  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Over  the  years  many,  many  people 


have  worked  long  and  hard  in  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  put  together  a  reasonable  com¬ 
promise,  a  reasonable  proposal  to  make 
available  to  the  people  of  Arizona  their 
rightful  share  of  the  waters  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River. 

As  I  have  said,  I  think  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  as  well 
as  many  others  who  are  here  today,  and 
some  who  have  gone  on  before,  are  to  be 
paid  a  tribute  for  the  work  that  they 
have  done,  for  the  contributions  that 
they  have  made  from  many  of  the  States 
of  the  West. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  hope  that 
this  resolution  would  be  adopted,  and 
that  the  committee  be  permitted  to  ex¬ 
plain  this  legislation  and,  finally,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  H.R.  3300  pass  this  House 
overwhelmingly.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  concur  in  the  remarks  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]  in 
explanation  of  House  Resolution  1162.  I 
would  like  to  make  a  few  remarks  about 
the  bill,  as  I,  too,  am  from  California 
and  in  strong  support  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion. 

The  puiposes  of  the  bill  are  to  author¬ 
ize  the  central  Arizona  project;  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  immediate  start  of  aug¬ 
mentation  studies  including  transbasin 
diversions ;  to  make  the  provisions  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation  with  satisfaction  of  this  obli¬ 
gation  the  first  priority  of  the  water  to 
be  imported  from  other  basins;  to  guar¬ 
antee  in  perpetuity  to  California  the  use 
of  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water  from  the 
Colorado;  and  to  authorize  five  projects 
in  the  upper  basin. 

Some  general  background  information 
is  necessary  to  set  the  bill  in  proper  per¬ 
spective.  The  Colorado  River  Basin  is  one 
of  America’s  fastest  growing  regions. 
This  growth  is  to  a  very  susbstantial  de¬ 
gree  dependent  on  the  waters  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado;  particularly  is  this  true  in  central 
Arizona  and  southern  California.  There 
is  now  more  Colorado  River  water  already 
committed  by  compacts,  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty,  and  the  recent  Supreme 
Court  decision  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia  than  will  be  available  from  the 
river  in  times  of  normal  flow.  In  the  low¬ 
er  basin  States  of  Arizona  and  California 
a  shortage  would  currently  exist  if  these 
States  were  not  now  using  waters  guar¬ 
anteed  for  use  by  upper  basin  States  but 
not  currently  needed.  Year  by  year  this 
excess  of  water  will  decline  as  the  up¬ 
per  basin’s,  needs  grow.  The  question  is 
not  whether  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
should  be  augmented — they  must — but 
rather  how  this  is  to  come  about.  H.R. 
3300  attempts  to  resolve  these  problems 
and  thus  assure  all  basin  States  of  ade¬ 
quate  water  for  their  future  growth  and 
development. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  construction  of 
the  central  Arizona  project.  This  will 
serve  the  water-short  areas  of  Phoenix 
and  Tucson  and  carry  out  the  mandate 
of  the  Supreme  Court.  The  bill  author- 
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izes  the  expenditure  of  $779,000,000  for 
construction  and  related  costs.  Of  this 
amount,  it  is  estimated  that  over  a  50- 
year  period  the  fees  charged  to  users  will 
return  to  the  Federal  Government  about 
$671,000,000  or  about  86  percent  of  the 
expended  funds.  The  area  served  by  the 
project  produces  over  $1,000,000,000  in 
agricultural  products.  This  production 
is  almost  entirely  dependent  upon  fresh 
water.  The  areas  underground  water  ta¬ 
ble  has  fallen  from  a  level  of  70  feet  be¬ 
low  the  surface  in  1940  to  over  200  feet 
below  today — and  the  lower  it  falls  the 
lower  the  quality  of  the  water.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  the  population  and  development 
of  the  area  is  expanding  rapidly  and  it, 
too,  depends  on  more  fresh  water. 

In  addition  to  authorizing  the  central 
Arizona  project,  the  bill  also  authorizes 
the  construction  of  five  projects  in  the 
upper  basin  States  of  Colorado,  Utah, 
New  Mexico,  and  Wyoming.  Authoriza¬ 
tions  for  these  projects  total  $392,000,000 
for  construction  and  related  needs.  Of 
this  total,  it  is  etsimated  that  users  fees 
over  a  50 -year  period  will  return  to  the 
Federal  Government  about  $370,000,000 
or  92  percent  of  the  costs. 

Total  authorizations  called  for  in  the 
bill  are  $1,286,000,000.  All  but  $200,000,000 
is  in  connection  with  the  central  Arizona 
project  and  the  five  upper  basin  projects. 
The  remaining  authorizations  cover  such 
projects  as:  $100,000,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  drainage  and  distribution  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  lower  basin  States  and  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  authorization  for  the  Dixie 
project  in  Utah,  which  is  a  part  of  the 
overall  development  of  the  Colorado  Riv¬ 
er  Basin. 

The  bill  also  guarantees  to  the  State  of 
California  no  less  than  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  annually.  Now  California  is 
using  over  5  million  acre-feet,  but  as  ex¬ 
plained,  this  surplus  water  is  actually 
water  which  upper  basin  States  have  a 
right  to  use,  but  have  not  yet  needed  to 
tap.  Each  year  they  increase  their  needs 
and  the  available  surplus  will  continually 
decrease.  The  bill  confirms  the  Supreme 
Court  decision  and  California  law:  this 
provides  that  no  matter  what  the  rate 
of  flow,  California  is  guaranteed  its  right 
to  use  4.4  million  acre-feet  in  perpetuity. 
If  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  is  in¬ 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  annual  consump¬ 
tion  use  of  7.5  million  acre-feet — the 
amount  now  contracted  for  and  guar¬ 
anteed  to  current  users  in  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada — then  the  user  who 
will  suffer  a  diminution  of  water  is  the 
new  user  authorized  in  the  bill,  the 
central  Arizona  project. 

In  order  to  assure  that  no  permanent 
water  shortage  develops  further  in  the 
lower  basin,  and  to  assure  further  devel¬ 
opment  throughout  the  area,  a  number 
of  provisions  have  been  included  in  the 
bill  which  have  created  the  controversy 
surrounding  it.  First,  the  bill  provides 
that  the  obligations  assumed  by  the  sev¬ 
en  basin  States  in  guaranteeing  to  Mexi¬ 
co  by  treaty  1.5  million  acre-feet  annual¬ 
ly  is  now  to  become  a  national  obligation. 
The  reason  for  this  is  that  as  domestic 
use  increases  it  is  a  certainty  that  this 
additional  water  is  not  and  will  not  be 
available  for  Mexico  unless  the  Colorado 
is  augmented  with  water  from  other 


sources.  This  provision  has  created  a 
good  deal  of  controversy  because  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committee  indicates 
the  cost  of  bringing  in  the  additional  wa¬ 
ter,  dams,  canals,  pumping  stations,  and 
so  forth,  will  amount  to  about  $2.5  billion, 
which  will  now  become  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion.  Opponents  believe  the  seven  'basin 
States  should  stand  this  expense,  that 
just  because  the  terms  of  the  treaty  work 
a  hardship  on  them  is  no  reason  to  ask 
the  Government  to  bail  them  out.  How¬ 
ever,  it  should  be  noted  that  it  is  a  treaty 
with  another  country  we  are  talking 
about,  and  that  development  of  the 
Southwest  is  as  much  in  the  national 
interest  as  the  Tennessee  Valley  or  Ap¬ 
palachian  development. 

Title  n  of  the  bill  is  controversial.  It 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  undertake  studies  of  the  means  and 
resources  available  to  augment  the  flow 
of  the  Colorado.  Both  reconnaissance 
studies  and  feasibility  studies  are  to  be 
carried  out,  the  first  to  be  completed  by 
1973,  the  second  by  1975.  Opponents  claim 
that  authority  for  such  studies  of  inter¬ 
basin  diversions  of  water  already  exists, 
and  that  since  such  authority  does  exist 
the  Colorado  Basin  should  not  be  singled 
out. 

It  is  clear  today  that  past  studies  and 
estimates  have  been  wrong  in  their 
assessment  of  the  water  available  from 
the  Colorado.  Unless  the  Nation  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  see  the  growth  of  the  Southwest 
arrested  the  answer  is  clear;  the  waters 
of  the  Colorado  must  be  augmented, 
probably  by  as  much  as  2.5  million  acre- 
feet.  It  is  now  clear  that  by  about  1985 
the  expected  shortage  will  be  a  perma¬ 
nent  fact  of  life,  and  the  central  Arizona 
project  will  not  have  the  water  necessary 
to  fully  realize  the  benefits  which  could 
flow  from  construction  of  the  project. 

This  bill  seeks  to  assist  the  general 
growth  of  the  Southwest  and  to  begin  to 
examine  ways  to  insure  its  future  needs, 
without  interferring  with  the  rights  of 
Mexico  under  its  treaty.  The  bill  does  not 
deprive  any  area  or  State  of  any  water 
or  rights  to  water  it  now  legally  possesses. 
No  augmentation  of  the  Colorado  by  in¬ 
terbasin  transfer  can  be  affected  without 
congressional  approval  at  some  future 
time. 

It  should  be  noted  that  much  of  the 
problem  with  the  bill  last  year  revolved 
around  the  construction  of  two  dams 
which  would  flood  the  lower  portion  of 
the  Grand  Canyon.  They  are  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill. 

The  bill  also  creates  a  National  Water 
Commission  to  examine  the  Nation’s 
water  needs  and  formulate  recommen¬ 
dations  for  the  Congress  on  a  national 
program. 

A  number  of  Members  have  filed  vari¬ 
ous  individual  and  additional  views  on 
various  aspects  of  the  bill.  They  relate  to 
the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation,  author¬ 
izing  water  augmentation  studies,  and 
the  substitution  of  the  Connor  site  for 
the  proposed  Hooker  site  of  the  dam  on 
the  Gila  River. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  sup¬ 
ports  the  bill  as  does  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  H.R.  3300.  I 
urge  the  adoption  of  the  rule  and  reserve 
the  balance  of  my  time. 


May  15,  1968 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time.  I  urge  adoption 
of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  MEMBERS  OF 
THE  COMMISSION  TO  STUDY 
MORTGAGE  INTEREST  RATES  AND 
AVAILABILITY  OF  MORTGAGE 
CREDIT  _ 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  4(b),  Public  Law  90- 
301,  the  Chair  appoints  as  members  of 
the  Commission  To  Study  Mortgage  In¬ 
terest  Rates  and  the  Availability  of 
Mortgage  Credit  at  a  Reasonable  Cost 
to  the  Consumer  the  following  members 
on  the  part  of  the  House:  Mrs.  Sullivan 
and  Mr.  Brock. 


REPORT  OF  SECRETARIES  OF  DE¬ 
FENSE  AND  TRANSPORTATION 
ON  CASH  AWARDS  TO  MEMBERS 
OF  ARMED  FORCES— MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  which  was 
read  and,  together  with  the  accompany¬ 
ing  papers,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  happy  to  transmit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  reports  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  on 
cash  awards  to  members  of  our  Armed 
Forces  for  noteworthy  suggestions,  in¬ 
ventions,  or  scientific  achievements. 

The  cash  awards  program,  first  au¬ 
thorized  by  Congress  in  September  1965, 
''has  proved  an  excellent  incentive  for  re¬ 
ducing  costs  and  increasing  efficiency  in 
thesArmed  Forces. 

The  largest  percentage  of  awards — 89 
percenV-continues  to  be  in  the  $50  and 
under  range.  Of  the  34,527  awards,  how¬ 
ever,  1,09^.  awards  were  over  $250.  The 
total  amount  paid  in  awards  for  sugges¬ 
tions  in  1967Swas  $1,307,832. 

In  the  Department  of  Defense,  over 
$63,000,000  in  nrst-year  benefits  have 
resulted  from  suggestions  submitted  by 
military  personnel\hiring  1967.  In  the 
Coast  Guard,  since  the  inception  of  the 
program,  benefits  have\mounted  to  over 
$391,000.  This  raises  tnh  total  amount 
of  tangible  benefits  received  during  the 
relatively  short  life  of  theSnrogram  to 
over  $119,000,000.  Many  Nadditional 
benefits  not  measurable  irv  dollar 
amounts  have  resulted  from  suggestions 
concerning  safety  and  other  mantel's. 

Few  investments  of  public  funds  have 
ever  returned  such  prompt  results  \n 
economy  and  efficiency.  Few  forms  oi 
recognition  have  so  widely  benefited' 
the  morale  or  encouraged  the  initiative 
of  our  men  and  women  in  uniform. 
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I  urge  every  Member  to  examine  the 
truly  remarkable  and  encouraging 
achievements  described  in  these  reports 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Transportation. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

The  White  House,  May  15,  1968. 


ANNUAL  REPORT  OP  THE  COM¬ 
MODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION 
FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1967— MESSAGE 
FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

The  SPEAKEk  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Uniteck  States,  which  was 
read  and,  together  with  the  accompany¬ 
ing  papers,  referred  to  The  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency :  \ 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  am  pleased  to  transmit  \o  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  Annual  Report  of  \he  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  for  fiscal  year 
1967.  \ 

The  Report  shows  that  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  continued  to  reduce  agricultural 
surpluses.  This  success  is  directly  re¬ 
lated  to  the  substantial  gains  in  the  leveh 
of  farm  income  since  1960 — amounting 
to  24  percent  in  total  realized  net  in¬ 
come,  and  50  percent  in  net  income  per 
farm. 

Despite  this  progress,  per  capita  in¬ 
come  for  farmers  still  falls  short  of  the 
level  for  urban  workers. 

Parity  of  income  for  farmers  remains 
an  unachieved  goal.  We  began  moving 
closer  to  its  achievement  with  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1965.  This  legislation  gives  us  the  flexi¬ 
bility  needed  to  adjust  wheat,  feed  grain 
and  cotton  production  levels.  Supply 
management  programs  are  vital  if  we  are 
to  improve  returns  to  the  Nation’s 
farmers. 

In  my  1968  Message  on  the  Farmer 
and  Rural  America,  I  have  recommended 
the  permanent  extension  of  the  1965  Act 
to  insure  that  authority  for  basic  com¬ 
modity  programs  will  not  be  terminated. 
The  farmer  could  ill-afford  such  a  lapse. 

With  surpluses  gone,  the  market^ 
operates  more  freely  today  than  in  many 
years.  But  the  absence  of  surpluses  also 
means  that  we  must  carefully  maintain 
planned  security  reserves — a  National 
Food  Bank.  I  have  recommended/ne  new 
legislation  which  will  be  required  to 
establish  such  a  Bank.  We  mest  be  able 
to  hold  reserve  stocks  of  coinmodities  in 
readiness  for  emergency  use.  At  the  same 
time  crur  farmers  must  be  protected 
against  the  price-depressing  effects  of 
such  reserve  stocks /particularly  dur¬ 
ing  their  build-up.  / 

Even  though  burdensome  surpluses 
are  no  longer  overhanging  farm  mar¬ 
kets,  farmers  still  need  and  use  price- 
support  loan/Co  protect  their  prices  from 
the  depressing  effects  of  temporarily 
large  supplies,  particularly  at  harvest 
time.  In/nscal  year  1967,  farmers  took 
out  loans  of  nearly  $1.4  billion  on  1966 
crop.y/and  at  the  end  of  the  year,  price- 
supoort  loans  outstanding  on  these  and 
previous  crops  totaled  $1.5  billion.  In 
audition,  price-support  purchases,  pri- 
'marily  of  dairy  products,  amounted  to 
$327  million. 


Commodity  inventories  owned  by  CCC 
at  fiscal  year  end  had  a  value  of  $1.9 
billion.  This  was  more  than  $1.2  bil¬ 
lion  less  than  a  year  earlier  and  more 
than  $2  billion  less  than  two  years  ago. 
The  inventories  have  dropped  further 
since  the  end  of  last  fiscal  year.  The 
smaller  inventory  level  is  bringing  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction  in  CCC’s  storage,  han¬ 
dling  and  transportation  costs.  In  fiscal 
year  1967,  these  costs  were  down  to 
$310.7  million,  compared  to  $472.9  mil¬ 
lion  in  fiscal  year  1966  and  $513.6  mil¬ 
lion  in  fiscal  year  1965. 

The  CCC,  in  financing  Public  Law  480 
sales  for  foreign  currency  and  under 
long-term  credit,  helps  to  provide  added 
outlets  for  U.S.  farm  production  and  to 
supplement  the  supply  of  agricultural 
commodities  for  people  in  the  less  de¬ 
veloped  countries.  During  fiscal  year 
1967,  the  total  costs  of  this  financing 
amounted  to  nearly  $1.3  billion. 

The  fiscal  1967  Report  demonstrates 
that  the  broad  authority  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  is  being  used 
to  benefit  both  the  U.S.  farmer  and  those 
in  great  need  abroad.  No  longer  the 
caretaker  of  large  and  costly  surpluses, 
the  CCC  is  returning  to  its  original  ob¬ 
jective  of  helping  fanners  to  hold  com¬ 
modities  off  markets  for  better  prices. 
And  farmers  are  moving  into  a  new  era 
of  balance  between  supply  and  demand, 
while\ontinuing  to  help  free  the  world 
from  the  danger  of  hunger. 

\  Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

The  White  House,  May  15,  1968. 


COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the.  bill  (H.R.  3300)  to  authorize 
the  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project,  and"  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  3300,  with  Mr. 
Mills  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  As- 
pinall]  will  be  recognized  for  2  hours, 
and  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Saylor]  will  be  recognized  for  2 
hours. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  we 
begin  the  consideration  of  H.R.  3300, 
which  will  be  before  us  for  the  next  2 
days,  let  us  keep  in  mind  one  thing  above 
all  others.  This  is  an  authorization  for  a 


large  reclamation  program — not  the 
largest  that  we  have  ever  had  before  the 
Congress,  but  one  of  the  largest  that 
has  been  before  the  Congress  since 
reclamation  programs  were  first  au¬ 
thorized. 

Many  of  my  colleagues  have  stated  to 
me  during  the  last  2  or  3  weeks  that  this 
is  not  an  appropriate  time  to  bring  up  a 
piece  of  legislation  such  as  this  for  con¬ 
sideration.  I  am  not  in  agreement  with 
these  colleagues.  I  think  that  this  is  the 
appropriate  time.  What  we  propose  by 
this  legislation  is  to  authorize  a  large 
public  works  program  which  will  be  in 
keeping  with  the  best  of  similar  programs 
so  that  it  will  be  ready  for  construction 
when  we  are  through  with  the  war  efforts 
in  which  we  are  now  involved  and  the 
tremendous  expenditures  which  go  along 
with  those  efforts.  When  peace  comes 
to  this  country — and  may  God  grant  that 
it  come  soon — there  will  be  a  tremendous 
slackening  off  of  our  economic  programs. 
This  legislation,  and  bills  similar  to  it, 
are  being  prepared  for  those  times  of 
peace  which  we  hope  are  not  too  far 
distant  from  us. 

I  want  it  clearly  understood  by  all  that 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  now  speak¬ 
ing  does  not  intend  to  request  funds  to 
start  construction  of  this  great  project 
until  the  fighting  in  Vietnam  has  been 
brought  to  a  close.  I  promise  my  col¬ 
leagues  that  if  I  remain  in  Congress  I 
will  not  appear  before  appropriation 
committees  asking  for  a  start  of  con¬ 
struction  for  any  of  the  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  this  legislation  until  our  expendi¬ 
tures  for  war  have  been  greatly  reduced. 

This  is  not  a  new  approach,  may  I  say 
to  my  colleagues,  because  the  most  ex¬ 
pensive  of  reclamation  projects,  which 
was  coordinated  with  the  most  expensive 
of  all  Corps  of  Engineer  projects,  was  au¬ 
thorized  under  similar  conditions  during 
the  Second  World  War.  I  refer,  of  course, 
to  the  Missouri  River  Basin  project  au¬ 
thorized  in  1944. 

And  here  may  I  say  to  my  colleagues 
that  the  project  authorized  by  the  1944 
act  was  not  as  well  thought  out,  and  the 
legislation  not  as  orderly  arrived  at,  as 
the  legislation  now  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  Let  us  be  ready  so  that  the  factories, 
fabricating  plants,  and  the  like,  which 
are  so  essential  to  the  welfare  of  our 
economy,  may  continue  to  operate  for  the 
building  of  a  civilization  rather  than  for 
its  destruction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  start  our  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  important  legislation,  I 
would  like  to  refer  briefly  to  the  impor¬ 
tance  to  this  Nation  of  these  great  water 
resources  development  programs.  The 
dollars  which  this  Nation  has  spent 
on  water  resources  development,  in  my 
opinion,  has  been  its  wisest  investment. 
These  are  programs  which  help  build 
the  Nation  and  strengthen  its  economy- 
programs  which  add  wealth  and  will  as¬ 
sure  returns  in  the  future  which  will  re¬ 
pay  their  costs  many  times  over.  They 
also  are  programs  which,  from  the  short- 
range  viewpoint,  are  available  when 
needed  to  give  the  economy  a  “shot  in  the 
arm”  and  provide  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities.  They  have  a  favorable  impact 
on  every  segment  of  our  economy — an 
impact  that  is  felt  in  every  part  of  our 
Nation. 
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I  am  sure  that  every  Member  of  this 
body  recognizes  that  if  the  economy  of 
the  United  States  is  to  continue  to  grow 
and  prosper,  there  must  be  adequate 
supplies  of  good  quality  water  available 
for  our  rapidly  growing  population,  our 
expanding  industry  and  for  our  agricul¬ 
ture.  In  the  West,  water  has  been  the 
magic  ingredient  which  has  converted  a 
once  barren  wasteland  into  the  most 
prosperous  and  fastest  growing  segment 
of  the  United  States.  Except  for  seaport 
cities,  virtually  every  major  population 
center  west  of  the  98th  meridian  has  had 
its  origin  at  the  site  of  a  water  project, 
and  every  water  resource  development 
project  is  a  nucleus  of  diversified  eco¬ 
nomic  development. 

When  Federal  water  programs  were 
initiated  in  the  early  part  of  this  cen¬ 
tury,  water  was  plentiful  all  across  our 
Nation,  even  in  the  West.  The  need  was 
to  put  it  to  use.  There  were  few  con¬ 
flicts  in  water  use,  and  projects  for  the 
most  part  were  single  purpose.  As  water 
developuent  moved  forward  and  more 
and  more  of  the  available  supplies  were 
put  to  use,  we  adopted  the  basinwide 
concept  for  water  planning,  and  multi¬ 
ple-purpose  projects  came  into  being. 
Plans  were  formulated  on  the  basis  of 
developing  the  water  resources  of  the 
entire  basin  for  serving  all  needed  pur¬ 
poses,  many  of  them  simultaneously. 
The  great  water  development  programs 
in  the  Tennessee  River  Basin  of  the 
Southeast,  the  Missouri  River  Basin  in 
the  heartland  of  our  Nation,  the  Colum¬ 
bia  Basin  in  the  Northwest,  and  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Valley  of  California  are  examples  of 
what  basinwide,  comprehensive  multi¬ 
ple-purpose  development  can  mean  to 
the  economy  of  a  region  and  the  Nation. 
These  massive  developments  required 
considerable  Federal  assistance  and  in¬ 
vestment,  but  from  all  of  them  the  re¬ 
wards  and  benefits  far  exceed  the  costs, 
and  their  contribution  to  this  Nation’s 
economic  strength  is  beyond  measure. 

As  the  water  needs  of  our  Nation  con¬ 
tinue  to  grow  and  water  supplies,  in  re¬ 
lation  to  demands,  are  starting  to  dwin¬ 
dle,  conflicts  and  problems  are  becoming 
more  and  more  serious.  We  have  come 
to  recognize  the  need  for  an  overall  co¬ 
ordinated  planning  effort  by  not  only 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  States, 
but  all  segments  of  our  economy,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  making  the  most  efficient  and 
wise  use  of  the  Nation’s  limited  water 
supplies.  To  assist  this  effort,  we  enacted, 
a  few  years  ago,  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act,  and  the  procedures  estab¬ 
lished  in  that  legislation  are  to  be  fol¬ 
lowed  in  the  water  planning  called  for 
in  the  legislation  we  are  considering 
today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  now  reached 
the  point  in  water  planning  in  this  coun¬ 
try  where  basinwide  planning  is  not 
adequate  to  do  the  job.  At  least  this  is 
true  in  the  West.  One  great  river  basin 
of  our  Nation  is  facing  a  critical  water 
shortage,  with  the  available  supplies  al¬ 
ready  overcommitted.  This,  of  course,  is 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  which  is  only 
partially  developed  and  which  is  facing 
economic  stagnation  unless  new  sources 
of  water  can  be  found.  The  answer  pro¬ 
vided  in  H.R.  3300  is  to  extend  the  basin¬ 
wide  water  planning  concept  to  make  it 


a  westwide  concept.  We  need  to  exam¬ 
ine  all  possible  sources  of  water  and  all 
foreseeable  water  needs  on  a  westwide 
basis  and  develop  plans  which  will  make 
the  best  possible  use  of  all  available 
water  resources.  The  legislation  before 
us  today  makes  a  start  in  this  direction. 
It  is  the  key  to  future  water  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  entire  western  part  of  our 
country. 

The  Colorado  River,  of  course,  has  been 
a  river  of  trouble  and  controversy  from 
the  beginning  of  its  development.  It  has 
been  undependable,  unruly,  and  wasteful 
because  of  the  vagaries  of  nature.  There 
has  been  controversy  between  individual 
water  users,  between  and  among  the 
States  of  the  basin,  and  between  the 
upper  basin  and  the  lower  basin.  The 
major  factor  contributing  to  all  this  con¬ 
troversy  has  been  the  shortage  of  water, 
and  the  fact  that  the  river  has  never 
produced  the  water  expected  of  it.  This 
has  made  it  almost  impossible  to  reach 
any  lasting  agreements. 

In  1922,  the  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  entered  into  a  compact  which 
divided  the  basin  into  two  parts  and  ap¬ 
portioned  waters  between  the  upper  divi¬ 
sion  States — Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah’ 
and  Wyoming — and  the  lower  basin 
States — Arizona,  California,  and  Ne¬ 
vada — waters  which  were  then  thought 
to  be  only  a  portion  of  the  water  that 
would  be  available  from  the  Colorado 
River.  There  were  7 y2  million  acre-feet 
apportioned  to  the  upper  basin  and  814 
million  acre-feet  to  the  lower  basin.  Any 
right  which  Mexico  later  acquired  to 
Colorado  River  water  was  to  be  supplied 
from  water  that  was  expected  to  be  sur¬ 
plus  to  the  16  million  acre-feet  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  two  basins.  In  addition,  the 
compact  commissioners  reported,  in  1923, 
that  they  expected  to  meet  at  some  later 
date  to  divide  the  remainder  of  the  sur¬ 
plus  water.  In  contrast  to  the  expected 
water  supply  from  the  river,  the  average 
annual  virgin  flow  of  the  Colorado  River 
at  Lee  Ferry — the  dividing  point  between 
the  two  basins — since  the  compact  was 
signed  in  1922  has  amounted  to  only  13.7 
million  acre-feet.  The  trend  has  been 
steadily  downward  and  the  forecast  by 
some  that  there  would  be  an  upturn  in 
the  river  flows  has  not  materialized.  With 
the  compact,  contracts,  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty — which  was  entered  into  in 
1944 — and  the  recent  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cision  in  Arizona  against  California  all 
based  upon  the  delivery  of  more  water 
than  will  be  available,  you  can  readily 
understand  why  there  has  been  continued 
controversy. 

In  1948,  the  upper  basin  States  entered 
into  a  compact  dividing  the  upper  basin 
water  entitlement  among  the  upper  basin 
States,  thus  opening  the  way  to  upper 
basin  development.  In  1956,  as  many  of 
you  well  recall.  Congress  passed  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  which  au¬ 
thorized  the  construction  of  the  Glen 
Canyon  Dam  and  several  other  main¬ 
stream  storage  dams  as  well  as  several 
multiple-purpose  water  projects  in  the 
upper  division  States,  and,  thereby,  ini¬ 
tiated  upper  basin  development  on  a 
large  scale.  Upper  basin  projects  existing 
and  authorized  will  consumptively  use 
about  4.6  million  acre-feet  of  water,  still 
leaving  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
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upper  basin  entitlement  to  be  developed. 
In  contrast,  water  in  excess  of  the  lower 
basin  entitlement  is  already  being  used 
in  the  lower  basin  and  Arizona  is  over¬ 
drawing  its  ground  water  to  the  tune  of 
2.5  million  acre-feet  annually. 

The  lower  basin  States  were  never  able 
to  reach  any  agreement  on  the  lower 
basin  entitlement  and  this  eventually  led 
to  litigation  and  the  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cree  in  1964  granting  to  Arizona  its  right 
to  mainstream  Colorado  River  water  and 
to  the  renewal,  immediately  thereafter, 
of  Arizona’s  efforts  to  build  the  central 
Arizona  project.  The  history  of  the  leg¬ 
islation  we  have  before  us  today  dates 
from  that  time. 

Since  1964,  there  have  been  continuing 
negotiations  among  all  of  the  States  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  with  respect  to 
regional  planning  and  legislation  which 
would  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of 
all  of  the  States.  The  final  outcome  of 
these  prolonged  and  complex  negotia¬ 
tions  is  the  legislation  we  have  before  us 
today.  None  of  the  States  agree  with 
everything  that  is  in  H.R.  3300.  There 
has  been  “give  and  take”  on  the  part  of 
each.  However,  this  is  legislation  that  all 
can  live  with,  and  it  represents  the  high¬ 
est  degree  of  cooperation  and  under¬ 
standing.  We  have  the  opportunity  to 
bring  the  entire  basin  together  and  into 
closer  agreement  than  ever  before.  There 
is  the  opportunity  for  Arizona  to  go  for¬ 
ward  with  the  central  Arizona  project 
which  it  so  desperately  needs,  with  the 
understanding  that  all  of  the  States  of 
the  basin  will  work  together  to  meet  the 
prospective  as  well  as  the  present  critical 
water  situation  in  the  Pacific  Southwest, 
including  the  entire  Colorado  River 
Basin.  For  the  first  time,  there  is  an 
opportunity  for  real  peace  on  the  Col¬ 
orado  River. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  this  brief  back¬ 
ground,  I  am  sure  you  can  understand 
why  this  is  probably  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  water  resources  development 
bills  to  emerge  from  my  committee  since 
I  became  chairman  nearly  10  years  ago. 

The  importance  of  this  legislation 
stems  not  so  much  from  the  projects  it 
will  authorize  at  this  time  as  from  the 
actions  and  procedures  which  will  be  set 
in  motion  for  saving,  maintaining,  and 
strengthening  the  economy  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  Basin  and  the  entire  South¬ 
west,  as  I  have  indicated. 

While  others  will  discuss  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  H.R.  3300  in  detail,  I  would  like 
to  refer  briefly  to  the  key  provisions,  par¬ 
ticularly  those  that  were  controversial 
in  the  committee. 

First.  Since  the  key  to  the  future  of 
the  Southwest  is  more  water,  the  first 
matter  with  which  H.R.  3300  deals  con¬ 
cerns  studies  to  find  new  sources.  It  faces 
up  to  the  fact  that  the  river  is  already 
overcommitted  by  providing  for  an  im¬ 
mediate  start  on  regional  and  westwide 
water  resources  planning  to  remedy  the 
present  and  prospective  water  situation 
in  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin.  The 
studies  are  to  be  conducted  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  working  under  cri¬ 
teria  to  be  established  by  the  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Council  and  in  consultation  with 
the  affected  States.  As  I  have  already  in¬ 
dicated,  water  is  the  lifeblood  of  this 
area,  and  unless  new  sources  can  be 
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found,  this  thriving,  prosperous,  large 
segment  of  our  Nation  is,  in  my  opinion, 
on  a  collision  course  with  economic 
disaster. 

These  study  provisions  became  a  very 
controversial  issue  in  the  committee’s 
consideration  of  this  legislation,  because 
representatives  of  the  Northwest  felt 
that  their  area  was  the  target  of  the 
studies  for  new  sources  of  water.  This,  of 
course,  is  understandable,  since  water 
flow  records  on  the  Columbia  River  show 
that  more  than  10  times  the  average 
annual  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  emp¬ 
ties  unused  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  each 
year.  Every  attempt  was  made  to  allay 
the  fears  of  the  Northwest  and  make  the 
legislation  acceptable  to  the  Northwest 
States.  All  that  is  provided  for  in  this 
legislation  are  studies,  and  there  is  not 
going  to  be  any  study  of  importation 
from  the  Northwest,  or  any  other  area, 
until  the  water  supplies  available  in  the 
area  concerned,  and  the  future  water 
needs  thereof,  have  been  thoroughly 
studied  and  a  determination  made  as  to 
any  surplus  supplies.  Even  then,  any 
study  of  importation  will  be  at  recon¬ 
naissance  level,  and  the  Secretary  can¬ 
not  include  in  any  report  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  importation  of  water  without 
the  approval  of  the  States  affected. 
Should  a  plan  be  prepared  for  diversions 
into  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  protec¬ 
tion  for  the  area  of  origin  is  included 
in  the  strongest  language  the  committee 
could  develop,  which  makes  it  certain 
that  no  future  water  need  in  an  area  of 
origin  will  ever  be  denied  by  reason  of 
such  diversion. 

The  purpose  of  title  II  is  to  assemble 
all  of  the  relevant  facts  with  respect  to 
water  availability  and  future  water  needs 
for  all  river  basin  draining  into  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Ocean,  whether  they  are  water- 
short  areas  or  water-surplus  areas.  The 
schedule  we  have  established  for  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  reconnaissance  studies 
called  for  in  this  legislation  allows  full 
opportunity  for  consideration  of  the  re¬ 
sults  of  the  present  State  and  Federal 
studies  which  are  being  conducted  in  the 
Northwest. 

In  my  opinion,  the  limitation  of  2% 
million  acre-feet  placed  upon  the  feasi¬ 
bility  study  and  report  eliminates  the 
Northwest  from  consideration  so  far  as 
the  feasibility  study  authorized  in  this 
legislation  is  concerned.  However,  we  will 
know  this  only  after  the  reconnaissance 
studies  are  completed.  While  I  under¬ 
stand  the  concern  of  the  Northwest 
States,  I  believe  their  fears  are  un¬ 
justified  and  that  they  are  fully  pro¬ 
tected. 

Second.  H.R.  3300  gives  assurance  to 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  that,  at 
such  time  as  new  water  becomes  avail¬ 
able  in  the  basin,  they  will  not  have  to 
relinquish  water  which  they  apportioned 
among  themselves  by  compact  in  order 
to  meet  water  deliveries  to  Mexico  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  By 
making  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  bur¬ 
den  a  national  obligation,  this  provision 
will  correct  an  inequity  resulting  from 
the  serious  mistake  in  forecasting  the 
availability  of  water,  which  I  mentioned 
earlier,  and  from  other  factors  which 
caused  the  United  States  to  place  na¬ 


tional  interests  above  the  interests  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States.  It  should 
be  made  completely  clear  that  this  re¬ 
lief  to  the  Colorado  Basin  States  occurs 
only  at  such  time  as  the  river  has  been 
augmented,  and  that  augmentation 
works  cannot  be  built  until  they  have 
been  determined  to  be  feasible  and  have 
been  specifically  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Any  wild  guesses  which  you  may 
hear  as  to  the  cost  of  these  augmentation 
works  have  no  meaning  at  this  time.  That 
is  why  we  need  the  studies — to  determine 
the  most  economical  means  of  augmenta¬ 
tion.  I  can  assure  you  that  if  the  esti¬ 
mates  of  cost  given  in  the  dissenting 
views  in  the  committee  report — and  I 
consider  them  completely  unreason¬ 
able — turn  out  to  be  anywhere  near  cor¬ 
rect,  I  shall  never  appear  before  you  ask¬ 
ing  for  the  authorization  of  these  works. 

This  provision  relating  to  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  was  also  controversial  in 
the  committee’s  consideration  of  H.R. 
3300.  There  were  those  who  felt  that  this 
constituted  an  unjustified  shift  in  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  making  water  deliveries 
to  Mexico.  The  majority  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  however,  after  listening  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  and  studying  this  matter,  feel  that 
there  is  justification  for  relieving  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  of  any  ob¬ 
ligation  of  meeting  the  Mexican  Treaty 
water  burden  if  such  an  obligation  does, 
in  fact,  exist.  This  testimony  and  study 
clearly  show  that,  first,  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  was  based  on  a  “mistake  of 
fact”;  that  is,  that  delivery  to  Mexico 
of  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  would 
not  decrease  upper  and  lower  basin  ap¬ 
portionments  of  water;  second,  the 
treaty  was  based  on  the  mistaken  as¬ 
sumption  that  its  fulfillment  would  not 
require  the  use  of  Lake  Mead  storage, 
when,  in  fact,  treaty  deliveries  have  first 
call  on  such  storage ;  third,  consideration 
of  the  Rio  Grande  and  the  Colorado 
Rivers  together  in  the  treaty  negotiation 
worked  to  the  detriment  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States;  and,  fourth,  negotia¬ 
tions  during  wartime  and  just  prior  to 
the  conference  to  organize  the  United 
Nations  resulted  in  additional  conces¬ 
sions  by  the  United  States. 

Like  all  treaties,  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  is,  of  course,  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion.  The  principle  here  is  no  different 
from  other  treaties  where  the  Federal 
Government  has  made  huge  payments 
to  other  countries  in  the  interest  of  in¬ 
ternational  comity  or  for  benefits  to  U.S. 
citizens  in  specific  areas.  For  example, 
the  Columbia  River  Treaty  provides  for 
the  payment  by  the  United  States  to 
Canada  of  more  than  $64  million  as  com¬ 
pensation  to  Canada  for  benefits  which 
U.S.  citizens  in  the  Northwest  will  re¬ 
ceive  from  construction  on  headwaters 
of  the  Columbia  River  and  provides,  in 
addition,  for  turning  over  to  Canada 
huge  amounts  o  f  electric  power  and 
energy  generated  in  the  United  States 
and  paid  for  by  the  American  taxpayers. 
Numerous  other  treaties  along  this  line 
were  called  to  the  attention  of  this  com¬ 
mittee.  Clearly,  the  precedent  has  been 
established  that  the  costs  of  fulfilling  the 
Mexican  Treaty  are  to  be  borne  by  all  of 
the  American  taxpayers. 

Both  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  have  en¬ 


dorsed  this  provision  which  makes  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation,  and  the  committee  approved  it 
as  fair  and  equitable. 

THE  MEXICAN  WATER  TREATY 
INTRODUCTION 

During  the  hearings  on  H.R.  4671  of 
the  89th  Congress  in  1965-66  and  on 
H.R.  3300  in  1967-68,  the  proposed  sub¬ 
ject  legislation,  tin  committee  heard  de¬ 
tailed  testimony  related  to  the  effects  of 
fulfilling  the  U.S.  obligation  under  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty — Treaty  Series 
994  (59  Stat.  1219) — from  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  Colorado  River  system.  At  an 
early  stage  in  the  proceedings  it  became 
evident  to  the  committee  that  questions 
associated  with  the  delivery  of  Colorado 
River  water  to  Mexico  occupied  a  promi¬ 
nent  position  among  constraints  on  fu¬ 
ture  water  resources  development  in  both 
the  Upper  and  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basins.  There  appear  to  be  two  major 
interrelated  facets  to  the  overall  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  problem.  One  problem  is  the 
actually  deficient  water  supply  of  the 
river  in  comparison  with  the  supply 
thought  to  be  available  when  the  treaty 
was  negotiated.  The  other  problem  is  the 
unresolved  dispute  between  the  States 
of  the  upper  and  lower  basins  over  ac¬ 
counting  of  consumptive  uses  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River  in  Arizona  when 
computing  amounts  of  water  that  must 
be  supplied  by  the  basin  States  to  fill 
deficiencies  in  deliveries  of  water  to  Mex¬ 
ico  in  short  water  years.  This  issue  was 
not  resolved  by  the  Supreme  Court  as 
between  the  upper  basin  and  lower  basin 
in  Arizona  against  California.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  both  facets  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  problem  could  be 
solved  partially  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  assumption  and  implementation 
of  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  burden  as 
a  national  obligation  and  entirely  by  an 
adequate  augmentation  of  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  Colorado  River. 

HISTORICAL 

The  1944  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  one 
of  a  series  of  international  contracts  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  of  America  and 
Mexico.  The  primary  purpose  of  all  of 
these  treaties  was  to  resolve  problems 
related  to  a  common  border.  All  of  the 
preceding  treaties  constitute  integral 
parts  of  the  background  of  the  1944 
treaty.  The  earliest  treaty  with  Mexico 
is  now  over  120  years  old.  It  is  the  Treaty 
of  Guadalupe-Hidalgo,  February  2,  1848, 
which  fixed  the  United  States-Mexico 
boundary.  Under  this  agreement  U.S. 
citizens  were  granted  free  access  to  the 
Gulf  of  California  via  the  Colorado 
River.  Both  countries  were  given  rights 
of  navigation  in  the  Gila  River  and  Rio 
Grande  on  the  common  border.  Neither 
country  could  construct  any  works  that 
might  obstruct  the  rights  of  the  other 
country. 

The  Gadsen  Treaty,  December  30,  1853, 
created  a  new  boundary  below  the  Gila 
River.  Citizens  of  the  United  States  were 
given  free  access  to  the  Gulf  of  Califor¬ 
nia  via  the  Colorado  River  and  mutual 
navigation  rights  on  the  common  bound¬ 
ary  portion  of  the  Rio  Grande  were  re¬ 
affirmed. 

The  Boundary  Convention,  November 
12,  1884,  limited  the  common  navigation 
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rights  to  the  “actually  navigable  main 
channels,”  and  provided  that  the  shift¬ 
ing  river  channel  was  not  to  alter  the 
jurisdiction  over  the  physical  territory 
of  the  country  to  which  it  originally  be¬ 
longed. 

The  Convention  of  March  1,  1889, 
created  the  International  Boundary 
Commission  with  jurisdiction  over  mat¬ 
ters  affecting  the  common  water  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  two  countries. 

The  Convention  of  March  20,  1905  ex¬ 
tended  the  authority  of  the  Commission. 

The  Convention  of  1906 — Treaty  Series 
455  (34  Stat.  2493) — settled  claims  of 
Mexico  concerning  damages  due  to  in¬ 
creased  uses  of  water  from  the  Rio 
Grande.  This  convention  involved  only 
the  reach  of  the  river  upstream  from 
Port  Quitman,  Tex.  Under  it  Mexico  was 
given  the  right  to  60,000  acre-feet  of 
water  per  year  at  Mexican  headgates  as 
full  settlement  of  its  claims  against  the 
United  States. 

The  above  summary  of  activities  of 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  demon¬ 
strates  the  long  history  of  national  con¬ 
cern  by  both  governments  with  respect  to 
the  settlement  of  mutual  border  prob¬ 
lems — including  the  use  of  international 
waters.  In  all  instances  the  problems 
were  regarded  by  our  country  as  national 
in  character.  Their  resolution  or  fulfill¬ 
ment  were  not  left  to  the  individual 
States  concerned. 

The  Mexican  Water  Treaty  of  1944, 
by  itself,  has  a  rather  extended  and  com¬ 
plex  history.  Not  long  after  1900  pre¬ 
liminary  discussion  took  place  concern¬ 
ing  a  water  treaty  to  cover  the  Rio 
Grande  downstream  from  Port  Quit- 
man — hearings  on  treaty  with  Mexico 
relating  to  utilization  of  water  of  cer¬ 
tain  rivers,  Senate  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations,  79th  Congress,  first  ses¬ 
sion,  1945,  page  1201.  Subsequent  to  1900 
large  blocks  of  irrigated  land  had  been 
developed  in  the  lower  Rio  Grande  Valley 
within  the  United  States.  It  was  evident 
that  optimum  use  of  this  river  could  not 
be  attained  without  water  storage  and' 
regulation  in  the  lower  valley.  In  1924 
the  U.S.  Congress  enacted  Public  Law 
118  of  the  68th  Congress — 43  Stat.  118 — 
which  authorized  a  joint  study  of  the 
Rio  Grande.  Mexico  suggested  that  the 
Colorado  River  should  be  included  in  the 
joint  study — House  Document  No.  359, 
71st  Congress,  second  session.  On  March 
3,  1927,  Congress  passed  Public  Resolu¬ 
tion  No.  62,  69th  Congress,  authorizing 
the  U.S.  Commissioners  to  enter  into 
studies  with  regard  to  the  equitable  divi¬ 
sion  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  the  Colorado 
River.  Authority  was  extended  to  include 
the  Tijuana  River.  The  Commission  met, 
and  each  party  presented  its  proposal. 
The  American  section  submitted  a  re¬ 
port,  published  as  House  Document  No. 
359,  71st  Congress,  second  session. 

The  desire  on  the  part  of  Mexico  to 
consider  the  Rio  Grande  and  Colorado 
River  together  is  readily  understandable 
from  Mexico’s  point  of  view.  So  far  as 
the  Rio  Grande  was  concerned,  the 
United  States  needed  the  consent  of 
Mexico  in  order  to  regulate  this  river 
by  reservoirs  because  of  the  common 
boundary  and  past  agreements  with  re¬ 
spect  to  navigation.  The  United  States 
had  reached  its  practical  limits  of  water 


development  without  river  regulation. 
The  U.S.  development  was  subject  to 
the  risks  of  flood  damage  and  needed 
protection.  Mexican  streams  furnished 
most  of  the  water  for  the  Rio  Grande 
below  Port  Quitman,  Tex.  Mexico  could 
control  the  tributaries  in  Mexico  and 
put  their  water  to  use.  Increased  Mexi¬ 
can  uses  of  water  could  damage  the  U.S. 
water  users.  In  other  words,  Mexico  was 
in  the  control  position  so  far  as  the  Rio 
Grande  was  concerned. 

For  Mexico  in  1928  the  Colorado  River 
presented  a  different  picture.  The  wa¬ 
ter  supply  for  Mexico  came  entirely 
from  the  United  States.  Development 
in  Mexico  had  largely  resulted  from 
the  Imperial  Irrigation  District’s  use 
of  the  Alamo  Canal  as  a  means 
of  supply  for  its  land  in  the  United 
States.  In  order  to  secure  the  right- 
of-way  through  Mexico,  a  complex 
arrangement  was  secured  whereby  Mexi¬ 
can  lands  could  use  as  much  as  one -half 
of  the  water  carried  through  Mexico. 
Mexico  also  benefited  from  the  flood  pro¬ 
tection  provided  by  Imperial’s  system  of 
protective  works. 

For  many  years  there  had  been  dis¬ 
cussion  of  an  all-American  canal  to 
supply  Imperial  Valley  in  the  United 
States.  In  1918  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  had  appointed  a  board  of  three 
men  to  investigate  the  matter  of  the  all- 
American  canal  and  related  problems. 
This  Board  filed  a  report  entitled  “Report 
of  the  All-American  Canal  Board.”  Part 
of  the  recommendation  of  this  Board  was 
the  construction  of  an  all-American 
canal  to  deliver  water  to  American  lands 
and  a  storage  reservoir  as  a  flood  con¬ 
trol  measure.  In  1920,  Congress  enacted 
the  Kinkaid  Act — act  of  May  18,  1920, 
41  Stat.  600 — which  authorized  a  study 
of  the  “Problems  of  Imperial  Valley  and 
Vicinity.”  Prom  this  study  came  the  Fall- 
Davis  Report — Senate  Document  No.  142, 
67th  Congress,  2d  session.  This  report 
also  recommended  an  All-American 
Canal  and  a  storage  dam  on  the  Colorado 
to  control  the  floods  which  menaced  the 
lower  reaches  of  the  Colorado  River. 

In  1922  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
was  negotiated  by  the  seven  Colorado 
River  Basin  States.  Recognizing  that  a 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico  must  some  day  be  formulated, 
the  signatories  of  this  compact  included 
the  following  language  in  article  III(c) 
of  their  agreement: 

If,  as  a  matter  of  International  comity, 
the  United  States  of  America  shall  hereafter 
recognize  in  the  United  States  of  Mexico  any 
right  to  the  use  of  any  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  System,  such  waters  shall  be  supplied 
first  from  the  waters  which  are  surplus  over 
and  above  the  aggregate  of  the  quantities 
specified  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b) ;  and  if 
such  surplus  shall  prove  insufficient  for  this 
purpose,  then,  the  burden  of  such  deficiency 
shaU  be  equally  borne  by  the  Upper  Basin 
and  the  Lower  Basin,  and  whenever  necessary 
the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  shall  deliver 
at  Lee  Perry  water  to  supply  one-half  of  the 
deficiency  so  recognized  in  addition  to  that 
provided  in  paragraph  (d) . 

During  this  same  period  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  bills  were  before 
Congress.  This  legislation  included  the 
authorization  of  a  high  dam  on  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River.  In  1928  it  was  enacted  into 


law — Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  45 
Stat.  1057. 

Mexico  was  aware  of  activities  taking 
place  in  the  United  States  which  would 
make  possible  the  expansion  of  water 
uses  and  river  control.  The  United  States 
was  in  an  advantageous  bargaining  po¬ 
sition  so  far  as  the  Colorado  River  was 
concerned. 

The  International  Water  Commission 
accomplished  little  except  collect  data.  It 
was  abolished  by  the  Economy  Act  of 
1932  and  its  functions  transferred  to  the 
International  Boundary  Commission. 
This  Commission  continued  to  study  the 
common  border  water  problems — Senate 
Executive  Report  No.  2,  79th  Congress, 
1st  session,  page  2.  In  1935  Congress  au¬ 
thorized  further  study,  in  cooperation 
with  Mexico,  of  the  possibilities  of  a 
treaty. 

Subsequent  to  1935  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  continued  to  study  the  border  water 
problems.  Discussions  were  had  with 
water  interests  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  through  the  Committees  of  14  and 
16,  “semiofficial”  groups  composed  of  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  seven  basin  States — 
Senate  Executive  Report  No.  2,  supra. 

The  negotiators  on  the  Colorado  River 
were  confronted  with  a  different  type  of 
problem;  namely,  a  completed  Hoover 
Dam.  Releases  of  water  for  power  pro¬ 
duction  caused  a  well-regulated  flow 
below  Hoover  Dam.  In  the  1930’s  and 
1940’s  the  water  users  in  the  United 
States  could  not  absorb  the  water  released 
at  Hoover  Dam;  thus  a  large  quantity  of 
water  was  spilling  to  Mexico.  Mexico  was 
in  a  position  to  use  this  water.  It  appeared 
that  lower  basin  development  in  the 
United  States  would  not  be  in  a  position 
to  use  all  water  released  from  Lake  Mead 
for  some  time.  It  was  feared  that  Mexico 
would  create  rights  by  use  and  at  some 
future  date  could  claim  in  an  arbitration 
suit  that  these  water  uses  should  be 
protected. 

The  1944  Mexican  Water  Treaty  was 
the  culmination  of  the  preparation,  stud¬ 
ies,  and  negotiations  summarized  above. 
The  agreement  has  the  essence  of  an  in¬ 
ternational  contract.  All  activities  with 
reference  to  the  treaty  were  at  a  national 
level. 

THE  MEXICAN  TREATY  BURDEN  ON  THE 
COLORADO  RIVER 

The  first  mortgage  on  the  Colorado 
River  water  supply  is  the  burden  of  ful¬ 
filling  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty.  Basically,  the  Colorado 
River  part  of  the  treaty  guarantees  to 
Mexico  an  annual  delivery  of  1,500,000 
acre-feet  of  water  under  a  predetermined 
schedule.  This  guaranteed  water  has  to  be 
delivered  in  the  limitrophe  section  of  the 
Colorado  River  with  certain  exceptions, 
and  is  from  “waters  of  said  river,”  what¬ 
ever  their  origin.  There  is  provision  for 
an  increased  delivery  to  Mexico  if  suf¬ 
ficient  water  is  available. 

Students  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
have  marshaled  a  rather  convincing  array 
of  authority  in  the  form  of  excerpts  from 
diplomatic  correspondence,  recently  re¬ 
leased  by  the  State  Department,  which 
demonstrates  that  there  was  a  trade  of 
Colorado  River  water  to  Mexico  in  return 
for  an  increased  amount  of  water  from 
the  Rio  Grande  for  use  in  the  United 
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States.  In  the  light  of  evidence  now  avail¬ 
able  it  appears  that  there  was,  at  least 
from  the  point  of  view  of  Mexico,  a  trade; 
although  a  representative  of  the  U.S.  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  International  Boundary  Com¬ 
mission  testified  that  no  such  trade  was 
made.  Certainly  the  Colorado  River  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  was 
not  considered  as  an  independent  item  in 
the  relations  between  the  United  States 
and  Mexico.  It  is  clear  that  the  settlement 
of  the  water  issues  by  this  treaty  was  only 
one  part  of  a  package  plan  to  settle  inter¬ 
national  problems  which  existed  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  at  the  time. 

Under  the  present  water  supply  situa¬ 
tion  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  there 
could  be  an  agreement  to  grant  such  a 
quantity  of  water  as  1,500,000  acre-feet 
per  annum  to  Mexico.  The  facts  pertain¬ 
ing  to  water  availability  appeared  dif¬ 
ferent  in  1944.  The  hydrologic  studies  at 
that  time  demonstrated  a  greater  water 
supply  than  has  proved  to  be  existent — 
page  75,  hearings,  Senate  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  79th  Congress,  1st 
session,  “Treaty  With  Mexico  Relating  to 
the  Utilization  of  the  Waters  of  Certain 
Rivers,  Part  I.”  Also,  note  under  the  sec¬ 
tion  of  this  report  on  “Water  Supply” 
that  figures  1  and  2  clearly  picture  the 
persisting  decline  in  water  yield  of  the 
Colorado  River  during  the  past  34  years. 

According  to  the  discussions  that  are 
reported  in  House  Document  No.  359,  71st 
Congress,  2d  session,  Mexico  originally 
claimed  a  right  to  4.5  million  acre-feet 
of  water  per  year  from  the  Colorado 
River.  This  was  later  scaled  downward 
to  3.6  million  acre-feet  per  year.  The 
United  States  had  offered  750,000  acre- 
feet  plus  an  additional  amount  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  main  canal  losses.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  Mexico  would  receive  the  return 
flows  from  the  U.S.  border  projects,  as 
in  the  Yuma  area — pages  45  and  46  of 
House  Document  No.  359,  supra,  and  page 
82,  treaty  hearings,  supra.  It  was  argued 
that  actually  the  1.5  million  acre-feet 
from  any  and  all  sources  was  a  better 
deal  for  the  United  States  than  the  orig¬ 
inal  offer  of  750,000  acre-feet  plus  main 
canal  losses  and  return  flows  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  offer. 

The  committee  learned  from  testimony 
of  H.R.  4671  of  the  89th  Congress  that 
at  the  Mexican  Treaty  hearings  witnesses 
asserted  that  to  guarantee  1,500,000  acre- 
feet  per  year  in  perpetuity  to  Mexico 
would  create  bankruptcy  in  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River.  This  was 
denied  by  the  State  Department;  but 
memorandums  released  20  years  later 
confirm  the  fact  that  the  United  States 
stated  that  any  delivery  of  water  to 
Mexico  in  excess  of  about  1,100,000  acre- 
feet  would  automatically  create  a  short¬ 
age  in  the  United  States.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  this  admission,  the  U.S.  Senate  rati¬ 
fied  the  treaty  guaranteeing  1,500,000 
acre-feet  per  year  to  Mexico,  which,  in 
effect,  was  a  national  commitment  of 
water  to  Mexico,  the  use  of  which  had 
already  been  apportioned  by  interstate 
compact,  with  the  consent  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  to  the  upper  and  lower  division 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  It 
was  probably  for  overriding  foreign  policy 
reasons  in  a  critical  wartime  setting,  in 
the  context  of  both  a  Colorado  River  and 
Rio  Grande  dispute  with  Mexico,  and  on 


the  basis  of  an  overestimated  water  sup¬ 
ply  that  the  United  States  permitted  such 
a  large  amount  of  water  to  be  perpetually 
dedicated  for  delivery  to  Mexico. 

The  impact  of  the  Colorado  River  part 
of  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  is  acute, 
drastic,  and  seriously  adverse  to  the  water 
resource  development  of  seven  sovereign 
States.  It  is  a  rigid  constraint  upon  the 
economy  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyo¬ 
ming,  and  ultimately  upon  the  economy 
and  social  welfare  of  the  Nation.  There 
can  be  no  dispute  that  the  perpetual  pay¬ 
ments  on  this  “first  water  mortgage” 
between  two  respected  nations  must  be 
met.  The  water  deliveries  to  Mexico  re¬ 
sulted  from  an  international  agreement. 
The  terms  of  this  agreement  must  be 
filled  by  the  United  States.  The  seven 
basin  States,  as  well  as  the  other  43 
United  States,  would  have  it  no  other 
way.  Furthermore,  at  this  point  in  his¬ 
tory  there  is  nothing  to  gain  by  arguing 
that  the  quantities  of  water  granted  to 
Mexico  from  the  Colorado  River  were  ex¬ 
cessive.  Our  good  neighbor  to  the  south, 
too,  could  use  many  thousands  of  acre- 
feet  of  additional  water,  if  she  could  ob¬ 
tain  it  reasonably. 

The  hearings  in  the  U.S.  Senate  are 
replete  with  evidence  that  this  treaty  is 
of  national  and  international  status  as 
contrasted  with  a  regional,  or  individual 
State’s  problem.  At  the  time  the  treaty 
was  before  the  Senate  the  statement  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  recognized  clearly 
the  national  character  of  the  responsi¬ 
bility  involved.  For  instance,  at  page  20 
of  the  hearing,  supra,  he  stated: 

It  seemed  to  us  to  be  in  keeping  with  our 
democratic  institutions  and  procedures  that 
the  representatives  of  the  communities  most 
vitally  concerned  should  be  consulted  with 
respect  to  these  matters,  despite  the  fact  that 
these  questions  are  also  of  large  national  and 
international  significance.  (Emphasis  sup¬ 
plied.) 

From  its  historical  background,  from 
the  nature  of  pretreaty  negotiations, 
from  hearings  on  the  treaty  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  from  the  manner  in  which  it  is 
administered,  it  is  obvious  that  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  burden  is  a  national 
obligation — not  the  obligation  of  the  sev¬ 
en  basin  States.  The  treaty  was  entered 
into  by  the  United  States  on  behalf  of  all 
its  citizens.  The  benefits  of  the  treaty  are 
national  in  character,  made  possible  only 
by  the  sacrifices  of  water  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States.  These 
States  receive  no  tangible  benefits  from 
the  treaty  in  the  form  of  water  supply, 
power  generation,  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  so  forth.  On  the  contrary,  their 
sacrifices  of  water  caused  many  tangible 
benefits  to  accrue  to  the  States  of  the  Rio 
Grande  Basin,  as  well  as  to  Mexico. 

RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  WATER  BURDEN  OF 
MEXICAN  TREATY 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty,  like  all  other 
treaties  between  the  United  States  and 
another  country,  is  an  international 
agreement  for  which  the  citizens  of  all 
50  States  must  bear  the  national  respon¬ 
sibility.  This  premise  is  well  established 
both  by  direct  documentation  and  by 
precedent.  The  real  question  is  how  this 
national  responsibility  should  be  met. 
The  committee  believes  that  the  time  has 


come  for  this  water  delivery  burden  to 
Mexico  to  be  shifted  from  the  backs  of 
seven  children  to  the  entire  family — . 
from  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  to  the  United  States  as  a  nation. 
Sections  202  and  401  of  H.R.  3300  con¬ 
stitute  an  initiation  of  the  policy  of  mak¬ 
ing  the  deliveries  of  water  required  by  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national  re¬ 
sponsibility,  as  it  should  be. 

Section  202  of  the  pending  bill  says: 

The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River  con¬ 
stitutes  a  national  obligation  which  shall  be 
the  first  obligation  of  any  water  augmen¬ 
tation  project  planned  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  this  Act  and  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  Upper 
Division  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the  Lower  Divi¬ 
sion  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada)  shall 
be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which  may 
have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article  III 
(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so  long 
as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  that  means  are  available  and  in  oper¬ 
ation  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as 
to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses  of 
water  associated  with  the  performance  of 
that  treaty. 

The  above-quoted  language  clearly  ex¬ 
presses  the  intent  of  the  Congress  to  re¬ 
solve  the  problems  associated  with  the 
deliveries  to  Mexico  of  Colorado  River 
water  required  by  treaty.  This  is  done  by 
earmarking  the  first  increments  of  any 
water  developed  by  an  augmentation  pro¬ 
gram  for  relief  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden  now  plaguing  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States.  More  specifically : 

First.  Section  202  is  a  declaration  by 
the  Congress  that  the  obligation  to  de¬ 
liver  the  1944  Mexican  Treaty  water 
should  be  a  responsibility  of  all  50  States, 
and  not  a  burden  on  only  seven. 

Second.  It  supplements  article  12(b) 
of  the  treaty  which  provides : 

The  United  States,  within  a  period  of  five 
years  from  the  date  of  the  entry  into  force 
of  this  Treaty,  shall  construct  in  its  own  ter¬ 
ritory  and  at  its  expense,  and  thereafter  op¬ 
erate  and  maintain  at  its  expense,  the  Davis 
storage  dam  and  reservoir,  a  part  of  the  ca¬ 
pacity  of  which  shall  be  used  to  make  possi¬ 
ble  the  regulation  at  the  boundary  of  the 
waters  to  be  delivered  to  Mexico  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  15  of  this 
Treaty.  (Emphasis  supplied.) 

Third.  It  requires  that  water  to  serve 
the  treaty  deliveries  shall  be  “the  first 
obligation  of  any  water  augmentation 
project  authorized  by  the  Congress.” 

Fourth.  Under  certain  specified  con¬ 
ditions  it  relieves  the  Colorado  River  Ba¬ 
sin  States  “from  all  obligations  which 
may  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by 
article  ni(c)  of  the  Colorado  River 
compact.” 

Fifth.  Complete  relief  of  the  basin 
States  is  conditioned  upon  a  determina¬ 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that 
an  agumentation  program  would  be  in 
operation  adequate  to  supply  Mexico’s 
treaty  entitlement  to  Colorado  River 
water.  The  pertinent  language  of  section 
401  of  H.R.  3300  is: 

Costs  of  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  allocated  to  the  replenishment  of 
the  depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  avail¬ 
able  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned 
by  compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water 
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Treaty  (including  losses  in  transit,  evapora¬ 
tion  from  regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regula¬ 
tory  losses  at  the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred 
in  the  transportation,  storage,  and  delivery 
of  water  in  discharge  of  the  obligations  of 
that  treaty)  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

This  sentence  extends  the  intent  of  the 
Congress  to  include  the  costs  of  construc¬ 
tion,  operation  and  maintenance  of  fa¬ 
cilities  necessary  to  replace  Colorado 
River  water  that  is  delivered  to  Mexico 
as  a  charge  to  be  paid  by  taxpayers  in 
all  50  States.  This  procedure  would  be  in 
conformity  with  that  used  to  meet  com¬ 
mitments  under  other  portions  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  involving  both  the 
Rio  Grande  and  Colorado  River,  and 
with  other  international  treaties  con¬ 
cerned  with  international  water  prob¬ 
lems. 

The  principle  of  nonreimbursability  to 
provide  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  aug¬ 
mented  water  to  supply  the  Mexican 
Treaty  requirements  has  been  recognized 
officially  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
In  a  letter  dated  May  10,  1967  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  the  Deputy 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
commenting  on  S.  1019  and  similar  bills 
predecessor  to  H.R.  3300  stated: 

The  Bureau  does  recognize,  however,  that 
one  of  the  important  demands  on  the  river 
is  to  provide  water  necessary  to  meet  com¬ 
mitments  made  by  the  U.S.  Government  to 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  the  treaty  of  1944. 
Should  the  Congress  decide  that  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  unique,  we  believe  that  the  price 
guarantee  should  be  further  limited  to  not 
more  that  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water 
annually,  the  amount  required  to  meet  the 
U.S.  treaty  obligation.  With  this  proviso, 
the  chances  would  appear  minimal,  based  on 
Department  of  the  Interior  estimates,  that 
any  imported  water  would  have  to  carry  a 
price  higher  than  main  stream  water — at 
least  in  the  period  through  year  2030. 

The  effect  of  the  above-quoted  para¬ 
graph  was  the  approval  of  language  in 
the  bill  that  would  have  permitted  the 
supplying  of  water  to  Colorado  River 
water  users,  limited  to  1,500,000  acre-feet 
annually  to  meet  the  Mexican  Treaty 
commitments,  at  prices  to  Colorado  River 
water  users  that  would  not  include  the 
cost  of  importation — augmentation. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  in 
1965  recognized  and  approved  this  same 
principle  of  supplying  water  for  re¬ 
plenishment  of  the  depletions  caused  by 
the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  at  prices 
that  would  not  reflect  costs  of  importa¬ 
tion.  The  Deartment  in  its  comments 
approved,  as  an  alternative,  a  nonreim¬ 
bursable  allocation  to  replenishment  of 
deficiencies  in  water  supply  caused  by 
Mexican  Treaty  deliveries.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  in  a  letter  dated  May  17, 
1965,  to  the  Honorable  Wayne  N.  Aspin- 
all,  chairman  of  this  committee,  com¬ 
menting  on  H.R.  4671  and  similar  House 
bills  precedent  to  the  pending  legislation, 
stated : 

The  Bureau  (of  the  Budget)  recognizes 
that  the  Mexican  Treaty  imposes  an  im¬ 
portant  demand  on  the  Colorado  River  and  it 
suggests  that  if  the  Congress  decides  that  the 
situation  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
is  unique,  the  price  guarantee  in  the  pending 
legislation  should  be  limited  to  the  im¬ 
portation  of  not  more  than  1,500,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  per  annum,  with  the  costs  being 
met  from  the  development  fund.  A  cost 


guarantee  of  up  to  1,500,000  acre-feet  per 
annum  would,  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
points  out,  make  minimal  the  chances  that 
any  imported  water  would  carry  a  price 
higher  than  main  stream  water,  at  least 
through  the  year  2030. 

An  alternative  approach,  of  course,  to 
assure  the  maintenance  of  main  sfcleam  prices 
for  not  to  exceed  1,500,000  acre-feet  of  im¬ 
ported  water  per  annum  would  be  to  retain 
the  nonreimbursable  allocation,  now  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  section  402  (of  H.R.  4671)  to  re¬ 
plenishment  of  deficiencies  in  main  stream 
water  occasioned  by  Mexican  Treaty  de¬ 
liveries,  with  the  limitation  that  the  non¬ 
reimbursable  costs  be  limited  to  those  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  importation  of  not  to  exceed 
1,500,000  acre-feet  for  replenishment  pur¬ 
poses.  In  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  view  this 
alternative,  too,  would  be  applicable  if  the 
Congress  considered  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  situation  unique. 

The  effect  of  the  comments  by  the  De¬ 
partment  would  have  been  to  make  the 
commitment  to  deliver  water  to  Mexico 
under  the  1944  treaty  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion  with  the  costs  of  augmenting  the 
Colorado  River  water  supply  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  necessary  to  meet  the  treaty  re¬ 
quirements  nonreimbursable.  This  is  al¬ 
most  exactly  what  enactment  of  title  II 
and  section  401  of  H.R.  3300  would 
accomplish. 

It  should  be  observed  that  H.R.  3300 
does  not  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
any  moneys  for  the  purpose  of  relieving 
the  basin  States  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
water  delivery  requirement  through .  a 
water  supply  augmentation  program. 
This  legislation  does  authorize  studies  of 
methods  of  augmenting  the  river  and  ex¬ 
presses  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that 
the  first  increments  of  water  resulting 
from  any  form  of  augmentation  shall  be 
used  to  meet  the  treaty  commitment  to 
deliver  water  to  Mexico  as  a  national 
responsibility. 

PRECEDENT  TREATIES  INVOLVING  INTERNATIONAL 
WATERS 

The  concept  of  providing  that  the  costs 
of  meeting  treaty  requirements  should 
be  borne  by  the  Nation  as  a  whole  is  not 
new.  In  fact,  this  is  the  general  practice, 
even  where  international  waters  are  con¬ 
cerned,  with  the  water  delivery  from  the 
Colorado  River  to  Mexico  being  an  ex¬ 
ception,  an  exception  that  is  completely 
unwarranted  on  such  a  water  deficient 
river  system  and  that  can  and  should  be 
corrected  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  following  examples  are  cited  as 
precedents  involving  international  waters 
under  which  the  United  States  has  as¬ 
sumed  the  financial  responsibility  as  a 
national  obligation. 

First.  The  most  cogent  argument  for 
assuming  the  cost  of  augmenting  the 
Colorado  River  water  supply  to  replace 
water  that  must  be  delivered  to  Mexico 
can  be  found  in  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  itself.  So  far  as  the  Rio  Grande  is 
concerned,  the  obligations  assumed  by 
the  United  States  with  respect  to  the 
construction  of  the  necessary  control 
structures  were  national  obligations.  Ar¬ 
ticle  5  of  the  treaty  provides  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  cost  allocations  between 
the  two  National  Governments  of  the 
necessary  agreed-upon  dams.  Article  6 
provides  for  further  studies  of  other 
future  construction  that  may  be  agreed 
upon  by  the  two  Governments,  and  costs 
are  made  the  national  obligations  of  the 
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two  Governments.  Falcon  Dam  and 
Armistad  Dam  were  both  built  on  the  Rio 
Grande  under  terms  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty.  Also  note  that  Davis  Dam 
on  the  Colorado  River  is  used  for  meeting 
the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation.  ItsXcosts, 
so  far  as  regulation  of  the  river  for  de¬ 
livery  of  treaty  water  is  concerned,  was 
assumed  as  a  national  obligation. 

Second.  Painted  Rock  Dam  on  the  Gila 
River  was  completed  in  1959.  It  was  justi¬ 
fied  as  a  nonreimbursable  project  be¬ 
cause  its  construction  was  important  to 
the  operation  of  the  treaty. 

Third.  As  further  evidence  of  congres¬ 
sional  recognition  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  as  a  national  obligation,  Congress 
in  1965,  faced  by  Mexican  complaints 
over  the  quality  of  Colorado  River  water 
delivered  to  her  under  terms  of  the 
treaty,  authorized  the  construction  of 
works  to  preserve  the  quality  of  releases 
to  Mexico.  The  costs  of  constructing  and 
operating  these  works  were  made  non¬ 
reimbursable,  and  thus  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  all  taxpayers. 

Fourth.  In  1925  the  United  States  en¬ 
tered  into  a  convention  with  Canada  con¬ 
cerning  the  Lake  of  the  Woods — Treaty 
Series  721  (44  Stat.  2108) .  This  treaty 
and  its  protocol  became  effective  Feb¬ 
ruary  17,  1925.  In  this  treaty  Canada  was 
seeking  to  raise  the  Lake  of  the  Woods’ 
level  for  power  production.  Article  Vin 
of  the  treaty  provides  for  the  securing  of 
flowage  rights  to  a  specified  elevation. 
The  United  States  assumed  the  liability 
to  all  U.S.  owners  for  needed  land.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  United  States  was  to  provide 
the  necessary  protection  works  to  make 
effective  the  raising  of  the  level  of  the 
Lake  of  the  Woods. 

Article  X  provided  that  Canada  was  to 
pay  the  United  States  the  sum  of  $275,000 
to  cover  the  expenses  which  the  United 
States  would  incur  under  the  said  article 
VIII.  If  this  sum  proved  insufficient 
Canada  was  to  bear  only  one-half  any 
deficiency,  provided  the  additional  ex¬ 
penses  were  incurred  within  5  years.  It 
is  obvious  from  this  treaty  that  the 
United  States  assumed  as  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation  all  expenses  of  purchasing 
needed  U.S.  land  and  one-half  of  any 
expenses  for  protective  works  in  excess 
of  $275,000. 

Fifth.  In  the  Niagara  Water  Treaty  of 
1960 — 1  U.S.  Treaties  and  Other  Inter¬ 
national  Acts,  page  695 — dealing  with 
the  remedial  works  necessary  to  preserve 
the  Niagara  River,  article  II  provides: 

The  total  cost  of  the  works  shall  be  divided 
equally  between  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  and  Canada. 

Sixth.  Under  the  Rio  Grande  Conven¬ 
tion  of  1906 — Treaty  Series  455  (34  Stat. 
2953) — this  treaty  being  the  one  which 
granted  Mexico  60,000  acre-feet  of  water 
from  the  Elephant  Butte  Reservoir,  by 
the  act  of  March  4,  1907 — 34  Stat.  1295 — 
the  United  States  appropriated  $1  mil¬ 
lion  “toward  the  construction  of  a  dam 
for  storing  and  delivering  60,000  acre- 
feet  annually  in  the  bed  of  the  Rio 
Grande  at  points  where  the  headworks 
of  the  Acequia  Madre  now  exists  above 
the  City  of  Juarez,  Mexico.”  The  treaty 
also  provides : 

The  said  delivery  shall  be  made  without 
cost  to  Mexico,  and  the  United  States  agrees 
to  pay  the  whole  cost  of  storing  the  said 
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quantity  of  water  to  be  delivered  to  Mexico, 
of  conveying  the  same  to  the  international 
line,  of  measuring  the  said  water,  and  of 
delivering  it  in  the  river  bed  above  the  head 
of  the'  Mexican  Canal. 

Seventh.  In  1933  the  United  States 
entered  into  the  Rio  Grande  Conven¬ 
tion — Treaty  Series  864  (48  Stat.  1621) . 
The  purpose  of  this  convention  was  to 
provide  for  rectification  of  the  channel 
of  the  Rio  Grande  below  Elephant  Butte 
Reservoir.  In  this  convention,  article  III, 
the  cost  of  the  works  was  prorated  be¬ 
tween  the  two  governments  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  percentages:  United  States  88 
percent  and  Mexico  12  percent. 

Eighth.  Under  minute  No.  129  of  the 
International  Boundary  Commission — 43 
Stat.  1628 — the  cost  which  was  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  appropriated  to  the  United 
States  was  $4,340,424.  This  particular 
minute  also  recommended  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  Caballo  Dam  below  the  Elephant 
Butte  Dam  as  a  part  of  the  flood  control 
measures  necessary  in  this  rectification 
program.  The  United  States  constructed 
this  dam  with  an  enlarged  capacity,  part 
of  which  was  to  be  for  reclamation  pur¬ 
poses.  In  the  Reclamation  Repayments 
and  Payout  Schedules,  1902-1957,  there 
is  indication  that  at  least  $1,500,000  was 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  from  the  State  Department  as 
a  nonreimbursable  allotment  to  aid  in 
the  construction  of  Caballo  Dam. 

Ninth.  The  Columbia  River  Treaty — 
15  U.S.  Treaties  and  Other  International 
Agreements,  page  1555 — provides  in  arti¬ 
cle  VI  for  the  payment  by  the  United 
States  to  Canada  of  $64,400,000  as  com¬ 
pensation  to  Canada  for  flood  control 
benefits  which  the  United  States  would 
receive  from  the  construction  of  dams  in 
Canada  on  the  "headwaters  of  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River.  In  addition,  the  protocol 
attached  to  this  treaty,  paragraph  11, 
provides  for  an  increased  payment  to 
Canada  for  these  flood  control  works 
should  it  be  determined  that  benefits 
would  result  to  the  United  States  for  a 
longer  period  than  that  set  out  in  the 
treaty. 

CONCLUSIONS,  MEXICAN  TREATY  ISSUE 

After  hearing  the  testimony  of  both 
Federal  and  non-Federal  witnesses  on 
the  subject  and  considering  the  problems 
associated  with  the  delivery  of  water 
from  the  Colorado  River  to  Mexico  the 
committee  concluded  that : 

The  Mexican  Water  Treaty  was  rati¬ 
fied  by  the  U.S.  Senate  as  the  result  of 
testimony  by  Federal  experts  that  the 
water  granted  to  Mexico  would  be  sup¬ 
plied  from  surpluses  not  previously  ap¬ 
portioned  by  interstate  compact,  with 
the  consent  of  the  Congress,  among  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States.  Time  has 
shown  that  the  natural  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  is  much  less  than  Federal 
experts  predicted  in  the  early  1940’s.  The 
demands  of  the  treaty  cannot  be  filled 
from  the  natural  supply  of  the  river 
without  significantly  reducing  the  sup¬ 
plies  apportioned  to  the  seven  States. 

One  of  the  principal  reasons  for  initi¬ 
ating  a  study  of  methods  of  augmenta¬ 
tion  of  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  is  the  fact  that  the  Mexican  Treaty 
water  deliveries  are  a  drain  upon  the 
supply  and  have  resulted  in  shortages  in 
water  supplies  needed  by  basin  States. 


The  Colorado  River  Basin  States  are 
entitled  to  be  on  a  more  equal  basis  with 
States  on  the  Rio  Grande  where  contro¬ 
versy  was  also  settled  by  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty.  There  is  no  real  difference 
between  paying  for  the  construction,  op¬ 
eration,  and  maintenance  of  necessary 
water  control  structures  as  national  obli¬ 
gations  under  a  treaty  and  assuming  the 
costs  of  assuring  a  physical  water  supply 
under  the  same  treaty  through  a  water 
supply  augmentation  program  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  H.R.  3300.  In  the  case  of  Rio 
Grande,  the  construction  was  for  the 
purpose  of  assuring  a  more  adequate 
water  supply  and  protection  against 
floods  to  insure  future  development  of 
the  river  basin.  For  the  Colorado  River 
the  national  obligation , that  is  to  be  as¬ 
sumed  is  to  assure  the  anticipated  water 
and  related  resources  development  of  the 
seven  basin  States. 

If  the  problems  associated  with  the 
delivery  of  water  to  Mexico  can  be  re¬ 
solved  through  a  water  supply  augmen¬ 
tation  program  on  a  nonreimbursable 
basis  future  litigation  between  the  upper 
and  lower  basin  States  can  be  avoided. 

Unless  the  water  supply  is  augmented 
at  least  to  the  extent  of  filling  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  requirements  and  losses  inci¬ 
dent  thereto,  the  central  Arizona  project 
will  suffer  severe  water  shortages,  pos¬ 
sibly  as  early  as  1990,  due  to  the  priority 
for  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  lower  basin 
water  granted  to  California  by  H.R.  3300. 

The  United  States — not  the  basin 
States — in  1944  made  the  treaty  with 
Mexico.  The  United  States  agreed  to  con¬ 
struct  and  operate  the  necessary  facil¬ 
ities  on  the  Rio  Grande  and  Colorado 
River  “at  its  expense”  to  meet  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  burden.  If  in  the  future  the 
United  States  can  fulfill  its  treaty  com¬ 
mitment  only  by  curtailing  deliveries  of 
Colorado  River  water  already  allocated 
by  compacts  or  court  decisions  to  the 
States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyo¬ 
ming — then  the  United  States,  as  a  na¬ 
tional  policy,  should  be  responsible  for 
augmenting  the  water  supply  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  deliveries. 
Equity  requires  such  action  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

The  time  has  arrived  for  the  Nation  to 
assume  the  responsibility  for  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  water  burden  on  the  Colorado 
River.  A  first  step  in  this  direction  is  the 
enactment  of  sections  202  and  401  of  H.R. 
3300  which  express  the  intent  of  the 
Congress  to  make  the  responsibility  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  with  the  cost  thereof 
to  be  paid  by  the  United  States.  This 
policy  has  ample  precedent  and  is  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  Nation,  the  region, 
and  the  States. 

H.R.  3300  authorizes  additional  de¬ 
velopment  in  both  the  Lower  and  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basins.  In  the  lower 
basin,  it  authorizes  the  central  Arizona 
project,  which  will  be  discussed  in  detail 
by  others.  The  controversial  Colorado 
River  dams  have  been  eliminated  from 
the  plan  at  this  time  and  the  stretch  of 
the  river  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen 
Canyon  Dam  has  been  removed  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  thus  reserving  any  decision  with 
respect  to  possible  further  water  develop¬ 
ment  for  later  action  of  the  Congress. 


These  dams  were  originally  proposed  by 
the  administration,  and  when  the  ad¬ 
ministration  reversed  its  position,  the 
committee  removed  them  from  further 
consideration. 

The  Hooker  Dam  project  is  included 
in  this  legislation  to  provide  the  storage 
necessary  for  downstream  flood  protec¬ 
tion  on  the  Gila  River,  and  to  permit 
New  Mexico  to  use  at  least  18,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  pursuant  to  its  agreement 
with  Arizona.  The  present  Hooker  Dam 
plan  is  based  on  reconnaissance  studies 
many  years  old.  The  studies  need  to  be 
updated,  giving  consideration  to  all  new 
and  pertinent  information.  The  flexibil¬ 
ity  needed  for  modifying  the  plan  on 
the  basis  of  the  further  studies  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  inclusion  in  the  legislation 
of  the  words  “or  suitable  alternative” 
following  the  language  which  authorizes 
Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir.  In  restudy¬ 
ing  this  feature,  the  Secretary  should  give 
consideration  to  all  the  usual  factors  that 
go  into  determining  the  most  feasible 
development. 

H.R.  3300  provides  a  statutory  formula 
to  cope  with  the  years  of  water  shortages 
on  the  Colorado  River.  Under  this 
formula,  California  water  users  will  be 
given  a  priority  to  4.4  million  acre-feet 
of  water  ahead  of  deliveries  of  main 
stream  water  to  the  central  Arizona 
project.  It  should  be  pointed  out,  how¬ 
ever,  that  California  is  presently  using 
about  5.1  million  acre-feet  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  will  have  to  bear  the  first  cut¬ 
back  in  water  use.  This  limitation  on 
diversions  by  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  would  be  inoperative  in  any  year  in 
which  the  lower  Colorado  River  has 
sufficient  water  to  supply  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  entitlement  plus  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre- feet  annually  for  consump¬ 
tive  use  from  the  mainstream  in  Arizona, 
California,  and  Nevada. 

The  matter  of  water  deliveries  in  the 
lower  basin  in  water-short  years  is  a 
problem  which  the  Supreme  Court 
turned  over  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.  The  formula  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  developed  and  written  into 
this  legislation  resolves  this  troublesome 
problem.  This  matter,  of  course,  was 
very  controversial  between  Arizona  and 
California.  However,  the  formula  which 
has  been  developed  has  been  agreed  to 
by  representatives  of  both  States. 

To  help  finance  the  central  Arizona 
project,  the  previously  authorized  Dixie 
project,  and  future  augmentation  works, 
H.R.  3300  provides  for  establishing  a 
development  fund.  The  revenue  sources 
for  this  fund,  in  addition  to  the  central 
Arizona  project  and  the  Dixie  project, 
are  the  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis  proj¬ 
ects  and  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific 
Southwest  power  intertie. 

The  upper  basin  projects  included  in 
H.R.  3300  for  authorization  are  the 
Animas-La  Plata  project  in  Colorado 
and  New  Mexico  and  the  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  proj¬ 
ects,  in  Colorado.  These  five  projects, 
taken  together,  are  estimated  to  cost 
$392  million.  They  are  all  multiple- 
purpose  projects  for  irrigation,  munic- 
-ipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  flood 
control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement.  They  have  all  been  de¬ 
termined  to  be  economically  and  phys¬ 
ically  feasible  and  much-needed  in  the 
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areas  which  they  will  serve.  All  five  proj¬ 
ects  have  favorable  benefit-cost  ratios 
with  the  composite  benefit-cost  ratio 
for  the  five  projects  combined  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  1.68  to  1.  These  upper  basin 
projects  will  be  financed  through  Colo¬ 
rado’s  entitlement  fix>m  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  fund  established 
in  1956  by  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act. 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT 

A  dependable  water  supply  is  the  most 
urgent  need  of  the  Animas-LaPlata  proj¬ 
ect  area.  It  is  essential  to  expansion  of 
the  irrigated  area,  to  stabilization  of  agri¬ 
culture  on  the  presently  irrigated  area, 
and  to  the  continuing  development  of 
other  resources.  Because  of  the  great  sea¬ 
sonal  and  yearly  fluctuations  in  river- 
flow,  the  additional  water  needed  can  be 
obtained  only  through  construction  of 
regulatory  reservoirs. 

Practically  all  the  land  now  irrigated 
Is  in  need  of  supplemental  water  in  the 
late  growing  season.  Good  quality  lands 
without  irrigation  are  idle  or,  under  dry 
farming,  are  producing  only  a  small  part 
of  their  potential.  Dry  farming  is  a  spe¬ 
culative  venture  and  many  man-years  of 
low  rainfall  investments  in  dry  farming 
are  almost  totally  lost.  Because  of  short¬ 
ages  of  feed,  the  livestock  industry  on 
which  much  of  the  area  is  economically 
dependent  is  at  a  standstill.  With  the 
limited  crop  production  winter  feeds  are 
in  short  supply  and  national  forest  and 
Taylor  grazing  lands  are  used  to  capa¬ 
city.  High  transportation  costs  make  it 
impractical  to  import  additional  feed 
into  the  area.  Many  farmers  work  off  the 
farm  part  time  to  supplement  their  in¬ 
come.  As  a  result,  a  growing  number  of 
small  farms  are  inefficiently  operated. 

When  the  Animas-La  Plata  plan  was 
developed  in  1962,  the  project  was  de¬ 
signed  to  serve  primarily  irrigation  needs. 
However,  in  the  period  since  the  1962 
plan  was  formulated,  a  need  for  larger 
quantities  of  municipal  and  industrial 
water  in  an  area  serviceable  by  the  proj  - 
ect  has  become  evident.  Interest  in  ob¬ 
taining  water  has  been  expressed  by  a 
number  of  New  Mexico  communities  ex¬ 
tending  from  Aztec  on  the  Animas  River 
through  Farmington  at  the  junction  of 
the  Animas  and  San  Juan  Rivers  and 
downstream  along  the  San  Juan  River 
through  Kirtland,  Fruitland,  Waterflow, 
and  Shiprock.  Farmington  plans  to  ex¬ 
tend  its  municipal  water  system  to  in¬ 
clude  these  downstream  communities. 
Active  interest  has  also  been  shown  in 
obtaining  water  for  uses  associated  with 
development  of  the  extensive  bituminous 
coal  deposits  underlying  large  areas  of 
the  La  Plata  River  Basin  and  the  ad¬ 
jacent  Mancos  River  Basin  to  the  west. 
The  Peabody  Coal  Co.  and  the  Pittsburgh 
and  Midway  Coal  Mining  Co.  are  sep¬ 
arately  exploring  the  feasibility  of  a 
large  coal-fueled  powerplant  that  would 
utilize  coal  from  the  La  Plata  coalfield 
near  the  Colorado-New  Mexico  State  line. 
The  Peabody  Coal  Co.,  has  expressed  an 
interest  in  obtaining  30,000  acre-feet  of 
water  annually  for  cooling  purposes  at 
that  location.  Any  development  there 
would  involve  lands  owned  by  the  South¬ 
ern  Ute  Indian  Tribe.  The  Ute  Mountain 
Indian  Tribe  has  coal  deposits  on  its 


lands  in  Colorado  in  the  service  area  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata  project.  Other  po¬ 
tential  needs  for  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  water  in  the  project  area  are  as¬ 
sociated  with  natural  gas,  oil,  and  other 
mineral  resources  recreational  attrac¬ 
tions,  and  the  trend  toward  more  in¬ 
tensive  farming  in  the  raising  of  vege¬ 
tables  and  fruit  in  the  New  Mexico  por¬ 
tion  of  the  area  and  dairying  in  the  Col¬ 
orado  portion. 

The  1962  project  plan  for  the  Animas- 
LaPlata  project  has  been  modified  to 
meet  the  growing  requirements  for  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  project  is 
$115,880,000.  It  is  economically  and  phys¬ 
ically  feasible  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio 
of  1.64  to  1. 

THE  DOLORES  PROJECT 

A  dependable  water  supply  through 
development  of  additional  storage  regu¬ 
lation  is  the  most  urgent  need  for  con¬ 
tinued  growth  of  the  Dolores  project 
area.  The  water  demands  cannot  be  met 
by  direct  flows  and  the  limited  storage 
supplies  presently  available. 

Additional  irrigation  water  supplies 
are  needed  to  stabilize  and  expand  agri¬ 
cultural  development.  Lands  in  the  Dove 
Creek  area,  which  are  now  dry -farmed, 
produce  only  a  part  of  their  full  potential 
because  of  the  farmers’  dependence  on 
rainfall  for  moisture.  In  years  of  ade¬ 
quate  rainfall,  yields  are  good  and  the 
fanners  prosper,  yet  in  years  of  drought, 
which  frequently  occur,  the  lands  pro¬ 
duce  barely  enough  to  offset  farming 
expenses.  Although  much  of  the  Monte¬ 
zuma  Valley  area  is  irrigated,  the  irriga- 
tion  supply  fails  to  meet  requirements 
and  sufficient  feeds  are  not  available 
for  the  livestock  industry.  In  the  Towaoc 
area,  a  part  of  the  Ute  Mountain  In¬ 
dian  Reservation,  the  sage-covered  lands 
are  usable  only  for  sparse  grazing.  In¬ 
dians  on  the  reservation  are  forced  to 
hire  non-Indian  operators  in  adjacent 
areas  to  raise  much  of  their  livestock  feed 
supply. 

Communities  in  the  project  area,  par¬ 
ticularly  Dove  Creek  and  Cortez,  antici¬ 
pate  a  need  for  additional  water  for 
future  growth.  Dove  Creek’s  present  sup¬ 
ply  is  excessively  costly  because  of  high- 
head  pumping  involved  in  securing 
water  from  the  Dolores  River,  and  any 
development  of  additional  supplies  with¬ 
out  project  development  would  be  equally 
as  expensive.  Without  the  Dolores  proj¬ 
ect,  it  will  be  necessary  for  Cortez  to 
acquire  water  which  is  currently  used 
for  irrigation  and  to  construct  storage 
facilities.  Not  only  would  such  action  be 
costly  to  the  city  but  it  would  take  valu¬ 
able  agricultural  land  out  of  production. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  Dolores  proj  - 
ect  is  $53,850,000.  It  is  economically  and 
physically  feasible  with  a  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  1.72  to  1. 

THE  DALLAS  CREEK  PROJECT 

In  the  Dallas  Creek  project  irrigation 
service  area  there  is  an  urgent  need  for 
additional  and  dependable  irrigation  sup¬ 
plies  to  improve  and  stabilize  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  farmers  and  of  related  service 
industries.  At  the  present  time  the  late- 
season  water  shortages  on  irrigated  lands 
commonly  result  in  crop  failures.  Dry¬ 
land  farming  is  practiced  to  a  limited 
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extent  but  results  are  uncertain.  Large 
acreages  of  land  once  cleared  for  dry 
farming  at  considerable  expense  are  no 
longer  farmed  because  of  frequent  crop 
failures  due  primarily  to  insufficient 
rainfall.  Decreases  in  grazing  privileges 
on  public  lands  in  recent  years  have  ad¬ 
versely  affected  some  livestock  opera¬ 
tions  and  increased  the  need  for  more 
farm-grown  feed.  Many  of  the  farmers 
have  depressed  living  standards  because 
of  limited  agricultural  production. 

Additional  municipal  and  industrial 
water  is  needed  to  meet  existing  and 
anticipated  needs  of  local  communities 
and  to  provide  a  safe  and  convenient 
supply  for  surrounding  rural  areas.  The 
need  for  additional  water  in  the  com¬ 
munities  is  accentuated  by  the  popula¬ 
tion  growth  anticipated  for  them  in  the 
years  ahead.  The  already  important  rec¬ 
reational  attractions  of  the  area  will 
soon  be  greatly  increased  with  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  Curecanti  unit  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  storage  project.  Local  indus¬ 
trial  development  also  is  expected  to  be 
stimulated  by  electric  power  from  the 
Curecanti  unit  and  other  emits  of  the 
storage  project.  Growth  in  the  area  will 
almost  certainly  result  from  the  new 
power  operations  center  at  Montrose, 
Colo.  Development  of  the  authorized 
Fruitland  Mesa  and  Bostwick  Park  proj¬ 
ects  and  of  the  Dallas  Creek  project  it¬ 
self,  if  authorized,  would  increase  agri¬ 
culture  and  would  improve  recreational 
and  fish  and  wildlife  attractions,  further 
stimulating  growth  of  the  general  area. 

Control  of  floodlands  of  the  Uncom- 
pahgre  River  is  needed  to  prevent  the 
inundation  of  farmlands  and  frequent 
channel  changes  that  now  occur  during 
the  spring  snowmelt  period  and  during 
heavy  rainstorms  which  usually  occur  in 
the  late  summer. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  Dallas  Creek 
project  is  $42,310,000.  It  is  economically 
and  physically  feasible  with  a  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  1.70  to  1. 

THE  WEST  DIVIDE  PROJECT 

Additional  water  is  the  most  urgent 
need  of  the  project  area,  both  for  agri¬ 
culture  and  as  a  reserve  for  municipal 
and  industrial  use. 

Because  of  inadequate  irrigation  sup¬ 
plies,  agriculture  incomes  in  the  project 
irrigation  service  area  on  the  south  side 
of  the  Colorado  River  are  unstable  and 
many  farm  operations  are  marginal.  Less 
than  half  of  the  arable  lands  are  irri¬ 
gated.  Even  lands  with  high-priority 
water  rights  often  have  late-season 
water  shortages  and  lands  with  low-pri¬ 
ority  water  rights  receive  almost  no  irri¬ 
gation  water  in  drought  years.  Recent 
decreases  in  grazing  permits  on  public 
lands  have  aggravated  the  agricultural 
problems  and  forced  a  number  of  farm¬ 
ers  to  reduce  their  livestock  herds  and 
sell  or  abandon  their  farms.  An  increased 
supply  of  irrigation  water  made  depend¬ 
able  by  reservoir  storage,  such  as  would 
be  provided  by  the  West  Divide  project, 
would  alleviate  the  farm  problems  and 
provide  a  base  for  an  expanded  and  more 
prosperous  agriculture. 

Important  as  is  the  need  for  irrigation 
water,  an  even  greater  need  appears  to 
exist  for  municipal  and  industrial  water 
in  connection  with  the  oil  shale  poten- 
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tialities.  Large  water  reserves  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  processing  of  the  shale  oil  on 
a  commercial  basis  and  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  urban  complexes  to  support  the 
large  influx  of  industrial  workers  and 
their  families  that  would  necessarily  ac¬ 
company  the  industrial  development. 
Municipal  water  also  is  urgently  needed 
to  support  suburban  and  recreational 
areas  rapidly  expanding  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  project  area  southward 
from  Glenwood  Springs  and  in  the  vi¬ 
cinity  of  Redstone,  Colo. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  project  is 
$106,580,000.  It  is  economically  and 
physically  feasible  with  a  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  1.86  to  1. 

THE  SAN  MIGUEL  PROJECT 

An  expansion  of  the  agricultural  base 
is  urgently  needed  to  offset  the  fluctuat¬ 
ing  and  currently  depressing  effects  of 
the  mining  industry  on  the  general  eco¬ 
nomy  of  the  San  Miguel  Project  area. 
New  agricultural  development  would 
create  new  settlement  opportunities, 
more  work  on  existing  farms,  and  em¬ 
ployment  in  related  service  industries. 
Such  development  would  be  a  boon  to  the 
area’s  younger  generation  seeking  job 
opportunities  and  to  many  now  in  the 
labor  force  with  uncertain  futures  in  the 
mining  industry. 

Improved  control  of  San  Miguel  River 
flows  is  desirable  to  firm  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  for  industrial  expansion  and  associat¬ 
ed  municipal  water  needs.  Interest  has 
been  shown  in  obtaining  regulated  water 
supplies  near  the  Nucla  coal  reserves  to 
stabilize  and  Expand  present  operations 
to  meet  continuously  increasing  power 
requirements.  Interest  has  also  been  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  establishment  of  a  wood 
pulp  or  pulp  and  paper  mill  to  utilize  the 
products  of  nearby  forests.  Development 
of  the  area’s  potash  reserves  and  the  use 
of  water  in  secondary  oil  and  gas  recov¬ 
ery  operations  represent  other  potential 
water  needs. 

The  growing  number  of  tourists  in  the 
project  area  is  creating  a  need  for  water 
recreation  areas  such  as  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  San  Miguel  project.  Re¬ 
servoir  areas  would  help  fill  the  demand 
for  fishing,  picnicking,  and  other  outdoor 
recreational  opportunities. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  project  is 
$73,140,000.  It  is  economically  and  phy¬ 
sically  feasible  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio 
of  1.42  to  1. 

One  final  matter  with  which  H.R.  3300 
deals  relates  to  operation  of  Federal 
works  on  the  river — particularly  at  Glen 
Canyon  Dam  and  Hoover  Dam.  Operat¬ 
ing  criteria  are  to  be  established  which 
assure  equitable  treatment  of  all  seven 
States  of  the  basin  now  and  in  the  fu¬ 
ture.  In  the  preparation  of  the  reservoir 
operating  criteria,  and  in  their  execu¬ 
tion,  certain  priorities  shall  govern  the 
storage  of  water  in  reservoirs  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  and  re¬ 
leases  of  water  to  the  lower  basin  at  Glen 
Canyon  Dam. 

The  language  expressed  in  title  VI 
constitutes  a  fair  and  reasonable  solution 
to  the  problem  of  protecting  the  future 
water  resources  development  of  the  four 
upper  division  States,  and  also  providing 
for  the  use  of  the  water  in  the  lower  di¬ 
vision  States  until  the  water  is  required 


upstream.  This  should  result  in  the 
greatest  beneficial  use  of  the  available 
water. 

This  language  clearly  protects  the 
rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  apportioned  to  it 
from  the  Colorado  River  system  by  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  against  any 
claims  to  the  use  of  that  water  over 
either  a  short  term  or  long  term  by 
water  users  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  the  $1,286  billion, 
which  is  the  estimated  cost  of  all  the 
projects  in,  H.R.  3300,  is  a  high  price  tag. 
I  want  to  point  out  that  $1,156  billion, 
or  90  percent,  will  be  repaid.  I  also  want 
to  point  out  that  this  is  a  long-range 
program — 10  to  15  years  or  more — and 
that  the  fund  needs  in  the  first  few  years 
will  be  relatively  small. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize  full  well  the 
fiscal  crisis  which  this  Nation  is  experi¬ 
encing  at  the  present  time.  However,  I 
don’t  believe  this  should  be  considered 
a  serious  obstacle  to  the  authorization 
we  are  requesting.  Only  relative  small 
amounts,  sarting  with  around  half  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  will  be  needed  for  the  studies, 
costing  in  total  only  about  $10  million, 
and,  as  already  indicated,  the  early 
funding  needs  for  the  projects,  if  it  is 
possible  to  start  them,  will  be  small.  In 
addition,,  even  if  delays  in  construction 
are  necessary,  the  existence  of  author¬ 
izations  such  as  this  is  the  best  means  of 
picking  up  the  slack  in  the  economy 
when  there  is  a  cessation  of  hostilities 
and  the  economy  begins  to  sag.  The  un¬ 
derstandings  that  are  embodied  in  this 
legislation  and  the  procedures  that  will 
be  set  in  motion  by  its  enactment  are  so 
very  important  that  this  legislation  must 
not  be  held  up  for  economic  reasons. 

In  closing  my  statement,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  let  me  quote  the  late  Senator  Bob 
Kerr: 

Prosperity  does  not  really  come  from  our 
automobile  factories,  steel  plants,  railroads, 
and  other  elements  of  our  industrial  proc¬ 
esses.  Prosperity  comes  instead  from  the  land, 
the  woods,  and  the  waters  of  this  land. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  to  suport  this  im¬ 
portant  and  far-reaching  legislation. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
H.R.  3300,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  project,  as 
amended  and  reported  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

I  am  opposed  to  the  bill  because  the 
approach  of  this  legislation  goes  far  be¬ 
yond  what  is  justifiable,  necessary,  and 
reasonable  at  this  point  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River.  The  approach  of  H.R.  3300 
in  attempting  to  resolve  the  multitude  of 
water  problems  of  the  Southwestern 
United  States  results  in  its  highly  con¬ 
troversial  provisions  which  affect  the 
people  of  the  other  several  States  of  this 
Nation. 

I  do,  however,  support  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  central  Arizona  project  in 
Arizona  and  New  Mexico,  which  is  the 
original  and  underlying  purpose  of  H.R. 
3300.  I  support  the  authorization  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  because  the  peo¬ 


ple  of  the  State  of  Arizona  are  entitled 
to  the  use  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  Col¬ 
orado  River  water  as  adjudicated  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Arizona  v.  California,  et  al.  373  U.S.  546 
(1963), 

In  support  of  this  position  I  shall  offer 
at  the  appropriate  time  an  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  H.R. 
3300,  which  authorizes  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  without  the  extorted  pro¬ 
visions  contained  in  H.R.  3300.  The  sub¬ 
stitute  which  I  shall  offer  is  similar  to 
legislation  which  has  passed  the  other 
body. 

The  central  Arizona  project  has  had  a 
long  and  troubled  history.  Bills  to  au¬ 
thorize  construction  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  were  first  introduced  in  the 
Congress  in  1947-48. 

Hearings  on  this  legislation  have  al¬ 
ways  centered  on  the  legal  rights  and 
availability  of  water.  In  1951,  I  offered 
the  motion  which  resulted  in  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  action  that  sent  the  States  of 
Arizona  and  California  into  the  Supreme 
Court  to  decide  these  questions. 

Arizona  won  the  lawsuit.  Arizona  won 
it  fairly  and  handsomely.  Arizona  is  en¬ 
titled  to  the  fruits  of  that  victory  without 
the  extorted  provisions  and  conditions 
imposed  upon  Arizona  by  California,  Col¬ 
orado,  and  the  other  basin  States  as 
contained  in  H.R.  3300. 

H.R.  3300,  with  its  many  direct  au¬ 
thorizations,  its  open-ended  authoriza¬ 
tion,  its  limitations,  protections,  condi¬ 
tions,  exceptions,  and  consent  for  suit 
against  the  United  States,  seriously 
opens  to  question  the  basic  purpose  and 
merits  of  this  legislation. 

H.R.  3300,  as  amended  and  reported  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  constitutes  an  unreason¬ 
able  demand  upon  the  people  of  the  State 
of  Arizona,  as  the  price  they  must  pay  to 
the  other  basin  States  for  their  support 
of  the  central  Arizona  project.  Arizona 
should  not  be  required  to  pay  a  price  as 
the  result  of  her  victory  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States. 

Nor  should  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  require  Arizona  to  pay  this  ran¬ 
som  by  authorizing  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  Project  Act.  The  Congress  should 
not  be  placed  in  this  position  because  in 
the  gathering  storm  underlying  this  leg¬ 
islation  hangs  the  future  of  the  Federal 
reclamation  program.  The  importance  of 
this  Federal  program  to  the  future  of  this 
Nation  and  its  people  cannot  be  over¬ 
stated.  Its  curtailment  or  nonexistence  is 
obvious. 

Notwithstanding  these  matters  of  na¬ 
tional  interest  and  concern,  the  other 
basin  States  insist  upon  eviscerating  Ari¬ 
zona’s  Supreme  Court  victory  as  their 
price  for  supporting  the  authorization  of 
the  central  Arizona  project.  Faced  with 
such  opposition,  Arizona  has  unwillingly 
and  reluctantly  accepted  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  3300,  which  provides: 

First,  a  guaranteed  priority  to  the  State 
of  California  in  perpetuity  of  4.4  million 
acre-feet  of  water  each  year — an  amount 
to  which  California  is  entitled  only  if 
there  is  7,500,000  acre-feet  available  in 
the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River 
below  Lee  Ferry,  but  not  otherwise; 

Second,  that  satisfaction  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
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constitute  a  national  obligation  and  the 
first  obligation  of  any  water  augmenta¬ 
tion  project; 

Third,  provisions  providing  for  the 
augmentation  of  the  water  supplies  of 
the  Colorado  River  based  upon  studies 
the  expenses  of  which  shall  be  borne  by 
all  the  States;  and 

Fourth,  provisions  which  authorize  new 
projects  in  the  upper  basin  and  guaran¬ 
tee  that  their  future  water  needs  are  not 
endangered  in  any  way. 

H.R.  3300  is  similar  to  H.R.  4671,  a 
bill  also  cited  as  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act,  which  was  reported  by  the 
committee  during  the  89th  Congress. 
H.R.  4671  was  not  acted  upon  in  the  89th 
Congress  for  at  least  two  reasons:  First, 
the  highly  controversial  provisions  which 
included  the  authorization  of  dams  in 
the  Grand  Canyon;  and,  second,  a  with¬ 
drawal  and  breach  by  the  other  basin 
States  of  their  agreement  with  Arizona. 

Immediately  after  the  90th  Congress 
convened,  bills  were  again  introduced  in 
both  Houses  to  authorize  the  central 
Arizona  project  and  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  project.  In  the  hearings  before  the 
committee  on  H.R.  3300,  Arizona  testi¬ 
fied  that  she  could  not  wait  to  solve  all 
the  water  problems  of  the  Southwest. 
And,  in  reference  to  H.R.  4671  of  the 
89th  Congress,  Arizona  testified: 

It  was  large,  it  was  expensive,  and  it  was 
ambitious.  And,  we  regret  to  say,  it  was  high¬ 
ly  controversial.  It  included  some  elements 
which  continue  to  be  controversial — elements 
flatly  unacceptable  to  some  segments  of  the 
public. 

In  response  to  a  California  compari¬ 
son  of  H.R.  3300  and  H.R.  4671,  Arizona 
responded  in  part: 

We  think  realistically,  if  we  are  to  get  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  and  go  forward  on 
the  water  needs  of  the  region,  that  we  have 
to  have  something  that  is  reduced  in  scope. 

The  pleas  of  Arizona  were  for  naught 
as  the  other  States  of  the  basin  insisted 
on  dictating  a  bill  which  would  attempt 
to  solve  many  of  the  present  and  future 
water  problems  of  the  entire  Southwest. 
In  doing  so,  the  other  States  of  the  basin 
have  assumed  a  congressional  responsi¬ 
bility  to  allocate  shortages  of  water  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  a  self-serv¬ 
ing  way. 

A  comparison  of  H.R.  3300,  as  reported, 
and  H.R.  4671,  as  reported  in  the  89th 
Congress  is  most  interesting. 

H.R.  4671  was  regional  in  scope  and 
raised  a  number  of  issues  of  national 
concern.  This  bill  included  authorization 
of  the  central  Arizona  project;  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  National  Water  Commission; 
provisions  for  augmentation  studies,  in¬ 
cluding  studies  of  transbasin  diversions 
of  water;  provisions  making  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  a  national  obligation  and 
satisfaction  of  the  treaty  requirements 
from  water  to  be  imported  from  other 
river  basins;  authorization  of  Hualapai 
and  Marble  Canyon  Dams ;  establishment 
of  a  basin  development  fund;  provision 
for  a  4.4  million  acre-feet  guarantee  to 
California;  authorization  of  participat¬ 
ing  projects  in  the  upper  basin;  and 
various  other  provisions  reflecting  the 
results  of  interstate  negotiations. 

H.R.  3300,  as  amended  and  reported,  Is 
by  comparison  a  bill  which  is  regional  in 
scope  and  raises  a  number  of  issues  of 


national  concern.  The  bill  includes  the 
authorization  of  the  central  Arizona  pro¬ 
ject;  provisions  for  augmentation 
studies,  including  studies  of  transbasin 
diversions  of  water;  provisions  making 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation  with  satisfaction  of  the  treaty  re¬ 
quirements  the  first  obligation  of  water 
to  be  imported  from  other  river  basins; 
establishment  of  a  basin  development 
fund;  provisions  for  a  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  guarantee  to  the  State  of  California 
in  perpetuity;  authorization  of  numerous 
projects  in  the  Upper  Basin;  and  various 
provisions  reflecting  the  results  of  inter¬ 
state  negotiations. 

H.R.  4671,  as  reported  in  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  involved  Federal  expenditures  of 
$1,756,438,000.  This  figure  did  not  in¬ 
clude  the  costs  of  studies  and  importa¬ 
tion  works  factually  estimated  to  cost  an 
additional  $8,000,000,000. 

H.R.  3300,  as  reported  in  this  90th 
Congress,  involves  Federal  expenditures 
conservatively  of  approximately  $1,286,- 
000,000.  This  amount  does  not  include 
the  costs  of  the  studies  for  importing  2  % 
million  acre-feet  of  water  for  satisfying 
the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  or  the  costs  of  the  associated 
studies,  plans,  and  reports. 

This  comparison  reveals  very  little  dif¬ 
ference  between  H.R.  4671  of  the  89th 
Congress  and  H.R.  3300  of  the  90th  Con¬ 
gress.  Despite  her  plea,  Arizona  is  again 
being  required  to  bear  the  burden  of  an 
expensive,  ambitious,  and  controversial 
regional  water  plan  under  the  guise  of 
basinwide  support  for  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project.  Moreover  H.R.  300  as 
amended  and  reported  by  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  goes  far 
beyond  the  recommendations  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  in  support  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion. 

The  issue  of  water  availability  for  the 
central  Arizona  project  was  again  the 
major  consideration  during  the  commit¬ 
tee  hearings  on  this  legislation.  The 
other  basin  States  have  consistently 
maintained  there  is  not  sufficient  water 
available  to  authorize  an  economic  and 
financially  feasible  central  Arizona 
project. 

The  committee  concluded  in  report¬ 
ing  similar  legislation  during  the  89th 
Congress  that  a  full  water  supply  from 
the  Colorado  River  will  be  available  for 
the  central  Arizona  project  until  some 
time  during  the  decade  1990-2000. 

In  reporting  H.R.  3300,  the  committee 
arrives,  on  page  40  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  at  a  somewhat  different  conclusion, 
which  is  a  follows : 

4.  Based  upon  the  studies  that  have  been 
examined  by  the  Committee  and  its  staff,  the 
Committee  believes  that  1,200,000  acre-feet 
can  reasonably  be  expected  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  until  sometime  during  the 
decade  1985-1995. 

The  committee  report  on  H.R.  3300 
gives  no  explanation  or  reason  for  the 
different  conclusion  on  this  point  in  re¬ 
porting  this  legislation  to  the  90th  Con¬ 
gress.  However,  testimony  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  water  available  for  the  central 
Arizona  project  clearly  established,  first, 
that  the  testimony  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  pertaining  to  Colorado  River 
water  supplies  was  based  upon  detailed 
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and  complete  studies;  and  second,  that 
those  studies  clearly  show  a  full  water 
supply  available  for  a  feasible  central 
Arizona  project  until  the  period  1990- 
2010. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  other 
basin  States  consistently  attempted  to 
impeach  the  validity  of  the  studies  per¬ 
formed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
on  the  basis  of  different  conclusions  by 
other  independent  studies.  This  is  most 
interesting  because  the  same  basin  States 
insist  on  the  inclusion  of  the  contro¬ 
versial  provisions  of  title  II  of  H.R. 
3300  which  require  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  to  prepare  reconnaissance 
and  feasibility  studies  and  investigations 
providing  for  augmentation  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Title  II  of  H.R.  3300,  in  my  opinion, 
duplicates  already  existing  authority  for 
comprehensive  regional  and  river  basin 
planning,  including  transbasin  diver¬ 
sions  of  water.  Such  authority  already 
exists  in  the  Water  Resources  Planning 
Act — Public  Law  89-90,  79  Stat.  244. 
And,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  I  am 
a  member  of  the  loyal  opposition,  I  must 
agree  with  the  testimony  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  on  this  point,  that  the  National 
Water  Commission,  established  pursuant 
to  bills  which  have  passed  both  Houses 
of  this  Congress,  is  the  appropriate 
entity  to  undertake  an  evaluation  of 
basic  issues  relative  to  Colorado  River 
water  supply  problems.” 

The  provisions  of  title  II  of  H.R.  3300 
are  so  controversial  that  they  should 
be  stricken  from  the  bill.  The  reasons 
for  striking  these  highly  controversial 
provisions  are  simply:  First,  the  au¬ 
thority  to  conduct  the  type  of  studies 
authorized  by  H.R.  3300  already  exists 
as  has  been  previously  pointed  out;  sec¬ 
ond,  the  committee  did  not  have  availa¬ 
ble  the  preliminary  information  or  cost 
analysis  to  justify  authorization  of  the 
study  provisions  of  title  II;  and  third, 
the  Congress  does  not  have  available  the 
necessary  information  as  to  costs  to  the 
studies  authorized  in  title  H  to  justify 
their  authorization. 

One  other  important  point  should  be 
carefully  observed  concerning  title  n  of 
H.R.  3300,  and  that  is  that  the  study 
provisions  therein  make  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  augmenting  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  and  the  costs  as¬ 
sociated  therewith  a  Federal  responsi¬ 
bility  to  be  paid  for  by  all  the  taxpayers 
of  the  United  States  and  not  a  responsi¬ 
bility,  fiscal  or  otherwise,  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States. 

This  Federal  responsibility  to  augment 
the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
was  most  cleverly  created  and  designed 
by  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  to 
arise  from  the  requirements  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty. 

The  provisions  of  section  202  of  H.R. 
3300,  which  declare  that  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  burdens  of  the  Mexican  Wa¬ 
ter  Treaty  constitute  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion  raises  an  issue  of  national  concern 
to  the  States  of  this  Nation  lying  out¬ 
side  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

This  provision  of  H.R.  3300  will  shift 
the  burden  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
from  the  Colorado  River  where  it  belongs 
to  the  other  States  of  this  Nation,  where 
it  does  not  belong,  and  at  the  expense 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


H3785 


May  15,  1968 

of  the  people  of  the  United  States  who 
should  not  bear  it. 

The  position  of  the  seven  Colorado 
River  Basin  States  on  this  issue  is  quite 
clear  and  has  been  proudly  stated  in  this 
matter: 

In  our  bill  last  year  we  had  a  little  fea¬ 
ture  that  went  almost  completely  unnoticed, 
and  there  was  little  controversy  about  it. 
That  feature  provided  that  the  federal  gov¬ 
ernment  would  assume  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden,  picking  up  the  tab  for  the  first 
2.5  million  acre-feet  of  augmentation  of  the 
river.  That  little  item,  all  by  itself,  could 
;mean  perhaps  about  $2.5  billion  to  the 
states  of  Colorado  River  Basin,  the  equiv¬ 
alent  of  about  two  Hualapai  Dams.  I  think 
such  a  transfer  of  that  burden  is  still  pos¬ 
sible  and  ought  to  be  getting  our  maximum 
attention  and  effort.  I  think  that  what  we 
can  do  for  ourselves  in  this,  area  is  a  lot 
more  important  than  grousing  about  the  loss 
of  those  two  dams. 

The  logic  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  in  attempting  to  shift  the  burden 
of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  most  in¬ 
teresting.  The  basin  States  have  started 
from  the  premise  that  the  Colorado 
River  is  a  river  short  of  water.  They 
then  concluded  that  the  reason  the  river 
is  short  of  water  is  because  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  burdens  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  is  a  requirement  of  the 
river.  The  basin  States  then  concluded 
that  this  burden  is  a  Federal  require¬ 
ment  placed  there  by  Federal  authority 
and  therefore  not  the  responsibility  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States. 

It  was  then  concluded  that  if  the  river 
is  to  meet  the  future  consumptive  uses  of 
an  economically  expanding  area,  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  is  mandatory.  The  ques¬ 
tion  then  followed  as  to  how  augmenta¬ 
tion  could  be  accomplished  and  at  whose 
expense. 

Title  II,  section  202,  is  the  result  of 
that  logic  and  concludes  that  since  the 
Federal  Government  burdened  the  river 
with  the  requirement  to  deliver  1.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  annually,  plus 
losses,  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  the 
Federal  Government  should  therefore 
assume  this  obligation  and  be  respon¬ 
sible  for  augmenting  the  water  resources 
of  the  Colorado  River  and  the  costs  asso¬ 
ciated  therewith. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  States,  all 
of  them,  knew  as  early  at  1922,  at  the 
time  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact, 
that  the  Republic  of  Mexico  had  been 
using  and  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  the 
water  in  the  Colorado  River.  They  have 
all  known  since  1944,  when  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  was  ratified,  precisely  what 
amount  of  water  that  would  be. 

The  discussions  of  water  for  Mexico 
occupied  a  prominent  part  in  the  nego¬ 
tiations  for  the  compact  between  the 
basin  States.  Now,  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  have  concluded  that  the 
apportionment  of  Colorado  River  water 
to  Mexico  under  the  treaty  was  done  on 
the  basis  of  a  mistake  in  judgment  as  to 
the  amount  of  water  in  the  Colorado 
River. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  States  have 
thus  stated,  a  fortiori,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  a  responsibility  to  correct 
this  mistake  in  judgment  and  should  do 
so  by  assuming  the  obligations  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty. 


With  this  logic  I  cannot  agree.  This 
shallow  reasoning  covertly  attempts  to 
saddle  the  other  States  of  the  Nation 
with  the  costs  of  studying,  planning  and 
augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  as  a  Federal  responsibility 
and  not  a  responsibility  of  the  seven 
basin  States. 

Assuming  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
may  have  been  negotiated  on  the  basis  of 
a  mistake  in  judgment  as  to  the  amount 
of  water  available  for  delivery  to  Mexico, 
such  mistake  appeal's  to  be  a  unilateral 
mistake  to  which  the  seven  States  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  long  ago  assented. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  a  mutual  mis¬ 
take  of  fact  in  the  negotiation  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  which  in  equity 
might  call  for  the  rescission  or  renegotia¬ 
tion  of  this  agreement.  The  burdens  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  should  not 
now  be  the  subject  of  internal  unilateral 
negotiation. 

The  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  as  much 
a  fact  of  life  for  the  States  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  as  it  is  for  the  Federal 
Government.  The  treaty  is  as  much  a 
part  of  the  “law  of  the  river”  to  which 
the  basin  States  pledge  their  allegiance 
day  in  and  day  out,  when  it  suits  them 
to  do  so — as  is  the  geology  of  the  area 
or  the  paucity  of  precipitation  that  is 
one  of  its  characteristics.  And,  the  basin 
States  ought  to  have  planned  accord¬ 
ingly. 

If  there  were  no  Mexican  Treaty  and 
these  States  were  planning  a  project  to 
import  2,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  into 
their  basin  to  bolster  their  water-short 
economy,  there  is  no  question  but  that 
they  would  be  obligated  to  pay  for  it.  The 
case  is  no  different  here.  For  what  ab¬ 
solving  them  from  the  burden  of  the 
Mexican  Treaty  means  is  that  they  will 
have  2,500,000  acre-feet  of  water  more 
than  they  now  have  to  bolster  that  same 
economy.  They  should  be  required  to  pay 
for  it  either  out  of  power  revenues  or 
from  taxes  on  themselves  or  by  some 
other  means,  and  project  planning  should 
be  required  to  proceed  on  the  assumption 
that  they  will  have  to  do  so. 

The  bill,  as  amended,  goes  further  than 
this.  It  is  abundantly  clear  that  all  costs 
associated  with  bringing  these  2,500,000 
acre-feet  of  water  into  the  Colorado 
Basin  will  be  nonreimbursable,  but  the 
bill  is  seductively  vague  on  how  the  costs 
of  the  other  investigations  and  studies 
will  be  allocated.  Absent  anything  in  the 
bill  to  the  contrary,  I  read  this  as  an  in¬ 
vitation  to  assign  all  the  basic  costs  of 
the  works  to  satisfying  the  Mexican 
Treaty  requirement.  I  read  it,  in  other 
words,  as  an  invitation  to  load  on  the 
American  taxpayer  not  only  the  Mexican 
Treaty’s  proportionate  share  of  the  cost 
of  the  importation  works  but  a  good  deal 
more  than  this  in  addition.  This  is  un¬ 
justified. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  3300,  which  authorizes 
participating  projects  in  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  is  another  feature  of 
this  bill  which  I  oppose. 

The  authorization  of  these  upper 
basin  participating  projects  and  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  a  number  of  provisions  affect¬ 
ing  the  Upper  and  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  relationships  constitute  the  ran¬ 
som  extorted  by  the  States  of  the  Upper 


Colorado  River  Basin  as  their  price  for 
supporting  the  authorization  of  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project. 

Considerable  testimony  before  the 
committee  concerned  the  availability  of 
water  and  the  rate  of  upper  basin  de¬ 
pletions  which  would  occur  by  the  au¬ 
thorization  and  construction  of  the 
upper  basin  projects.  As  a  result  of  the 
time  consumed  on  the  rate  of  upper 
basin  depletions,  the  committee  received 
little  or  no  testimony  concerning  the 
economic  or  financial  feasibility  of  the 
upper  basin  projects. 

In  authorizing  these  upper  basin  proj¬ 
ects,  H.R.  3300,  again  goes  far  beyond  the 
position  of  the  administration  in  support 
of  this  legislation.  In  transmitting  the 
planning  reports  on  these  projects  to  the 
Congress,  only  two  projects  were  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  administration  for  au¬ 
thorization.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  recommended  deferral  of  three  other 
projects  pending  the  establishment  of  a 
National  Water  Commission  and  com¬ 
pletion  of  its  review  of  water  problems. 

In  view  of  the  position  of  the  admin¬ 
istration,  and  the  lack  of  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  on  the  economic  and 
financial  justification  of  these  upper  ba¬ 
sin  projects,  these  projects  should  not 
be  authorized  by  H.R.  3300.  Authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  upper  basin  projects  without 
detailed  testimony  on  their  economic 
and  financial  feasibility  is,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  an  outstanding  example  of  improper 
water  resource  development  planning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  proper  water  resource 
development  and  planning  has  long 
called  for  the  authorization  of  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  in  Arizona  and  New 
Mexico.  The  need  for  the  authorization 
of  the  central  Arizona  project  has  long 
been  known.  It  is  needed  to  maintain  the 
existing  economy  of  Arizona  and  to  sup¬ 
ply  the  needs  of  growing  municipal  and 
industrial  uses. 

It  follows,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
next  logical  step  in  the  water  resource 
development  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
is  the  authorization,  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  the  central 
Arizona  project. 

H.R.  3300  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
present  a  long-range  regional  water  de¬ 
velopment  plan  based  upon  completed 
studies  and  reports  so  important  for  in¬ 
telligent  water  resource  planning.  If  this 
Nation  is  to  have  a  viable  Federal 
reclamation  program  in  the  future,  if  we 
are  to  encourage  progress  in  the  economic 
development  of  the  Southwestern  United 
States,  we  must  proceed  at  a  pace  in 
which  this  Nation  and  its  people  have 
the  capacity  to  perfonn.  I  suggest,  there¬ 
fore,  that  in  the  absence  of  the  detailed 
studies  and  reports  authorized  in  H.R. 
3300,  that  we  proceed  one  step  at  a  time 
and  authorize  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  CMr.  Johnson]. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  yield  to 
my  chairman. 
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Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
bill  that  was  passed  over  from  the  other 
body  last  year  is  a  much  more  expensive 
bill  than  this  particular  legislation  now 
before  the  House? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Yes,  It 

was. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  it  not  also  true  that 
that  which  is  proposed  in  the  House  bill 
is  at  least  $50  million  less  than  which 
was  proposed  in  the  other  body,  just  for 
the  central  Arizona  project,  last  year  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  we  have  reduced 
the  aqueduct  from  a  3,000-cubic-feet- 
per-second  time  to  2,500-cubic-feet-per- 
second  time? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  May  I  ask,  also,  is  it 
not  true  that  we  have  never  stated  that 
the  central  Arizona  project  itself  is  not 
a  financially  feasible  project?  In  fact,  in 
the  report  on  page  40,  paragraph  9,  we 
show  it  is  a  financially  feasible  one  but 
also  go  further  and  state  that  there  will 
not  be  any  water  for  this  project  a  few 
years  after  the  cost  of  the  project  has 
been  repaid?  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  it  not  also  true, 
Mr.  Johnson,  the  conferees  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact  sitting  in  Santa  Fe, 
N.  Mex.,  and  other  places,  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  was  a  minimum  of 
16.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  in  the 
river  annually? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  That  is 
the  figure  that  was  considered  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  And  they  also  went 
further  and  made  provision  in  the  com¬ 
pact  to  divide  the  surpluses  which  would 
be  in  excess  of  that. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  That  is 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  has  been  my  privi¬ 
lege,  as  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  to  con¬ 
duct  the  hearings  and  preside  over  the 
committee’s  consideration  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion  we  bring  before  the  House  today. 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  has  given  more  time  and  more 
study  to  this  legislation  than  to  any 
other  legislative  matter  we  have  con¬ 
sidered  in  recent  years. 

During  the  time  the  committee  has 
had  this  legislation  under  active  con¬ 
sideration,  the  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  have  been  negotiating  with 
respect  to  its  provisions,  and  these  nego¬ 
tiations,  of  course,  had  an  important 
bearing  on  the  language  finally  approved. 

Each  of  the  States  has  made  impor¬ 
tant  concessions  in  order  to  obtain  a  bill 
that  is  acceptable  to  the  States  and  the 
Nation. 

H.R.  3300  has  the  endorsement  of  all 
of  the  Colorado  Basin  States  with  the 
exception  of  Wyoming. 

However,  we  believe  that  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  adequate  protection  for  Wyoming 
as  well  as  the  other  basin  States. 

The  committee-approved  legislation 
also  has  the  endorsement  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  support  of 
the  administration. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  that  handled  this  legislation, 
I  would  like  to  briefly  review  some  of  the 
more  important  provisions  of  the  bill. 
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It  is  significant,  I  believe  that  title  I 
states  that  the  oojective  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  is  to  provide  for  the  comprehensive 
development  of  the  water  resources  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin,  including  pro¬ 
vision  for  additional  and  adequate  water 
supplies  throughout  the  basin 

This  statement  of  purpose  establishes 
this  legislation  as  the  key  to  future  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  water  resources 
throughout  the  western  part  of  the 
United  States. 

Title  n  covers  the  investigations  and 
planning  required  to  carry  out  the  ob¬ 
jective  just  stated. 

The  studies  in  section  201  are  to  be 
conducted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  under  general  criteria  established 
by  the  Water  Resources  Council  and  in 
consultation  with  the  affected  States. 

A  reconnaissance  report  considering 
future  water  requirements  and  all  al¬ 
ternative  ways  of  meeting  these  re¬ 
quirements,  including  weather  modifica¬ 
tion,  desalination,  and  importation,  is 
due  in  1973. 

A  limited  feasibility  study  for  2.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year  would  be  com¬ 
pleted  in  1975. 

These  dates  will  allow  for  congres¬ 
sional  consideration  of  the  results  of 
the  Federal-State  studies  now  under  way 
throughout  the  West,  State  water  plans, 
and  the  policy  recommendations  of  the 
proposed  National  Water  Commission. 

H.R.  3300  recognizes  that  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  is  a  national  obligation 
and  not  that  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States. 

The  Colorado  River  portion  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  did  not  provide 
any  benefit  to  these  States. 

The  history  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  shows  that  the  overriding  issue 
during  negotiation  was  to  have  the 
treaty  ratified  prior  to  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  organizational  conference  of  1945. 

National  interest  required  passage  of 
this  treaty  so  that  the  United  States  could 
successfully  pursue  other  international 
issues  of  importance  to  the  Nation. 

Thus,  the  treaty  was  entered  into  by 
the  United  States  in  the  interests  of  in¬ 
ternational  comity  and  to  enhance  the 
Nation’s  position  of  world  leadership. 

If,  on  the  basis  of  the  studies  provided 
in  this  legislation,  augmentation  works 
are  found  to  be  feasible  and  are  later  au¬ 
thorized  by  Congress,  the  cost  assigned  to 
delivering  water  necessaiy  to  meet  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  will  be  made 
nonreimbursable. 

Section  203  is  included  to  provide  pro¬ 
tection  for  States  or  areas  of  origin  in  the 
event  a  plan  is  prepared  for  interbasin 
diversions  into  the  Colorado  River 
system. 

This  protection  is  provided  in  the 
strongest  language  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  could  develop. 

States  that  are  potential  areas  of  ex¬ 
port  are  fully  protected  in  the  following 
four  ways: 

First.  Providing  for  a  determination 
of  the  ultimate  water  requirements  of 
areas  of  origin,  including  not  only  con¬ 
sumptive  use  requirements  but  all  re¬ 
quirements  such  as  navigation,  power, 
and  pollution  control; 

.  Second.  Giving  the  States  of  origin 
priority  of  right  in  perpetuity; 

Third.  Requiring  the  Secretary  to 


make  sure  that  water  supplies  shall  be 
available  for  use  in  the  States  of  origin 
to  satisfy  their  ultimate  requirements  at 
prices  to  users  not  adversely  affected  by 
exportation  of  water  to  the  Colorado 
River  system;  and 

Fourth.  Stipulating  that  no  recom¬ 
mendation  for  import  can  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  unless  approved 
by  the  States  affected  by  the  exportation 
from  their  areas. 

Title  III  of  H.R.  3300  provides  for  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
and  includes  language  for  protection  of 
existing  uses. 

The  central  Arizona  project  will  be 
fully  described  by  others  and  I  shall  not 
discuss  it  further  except  to  say  that  the 
committee  concluded  that  the  central 
Arizona  project  is  urgently  needed,  is,  in 
effect,  a  rescue  operation,  and  should  be 
constructed  at  the  earliest  possible  date 
provided  this  is  accomplished  by  the  im¬ 
mediate  initiation  of  meaningful  studies 
to  find  new  sources  of  water. 

Power  for  pumping  will  be  furnished 
from  thermal  power  sources,  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  acquiring  the 
right  to  capacity  in  a  new  large  thermal 
plant  by  prepayment  of  the  costs  of  a 
portion  of  such  plant. 

The  central  Arizona  project  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  cost  $779  million. 

Section  301  has  the  effect  of  imple¬ 
menting  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in 
Arizona  against  California  by  providing 
a  statutory  formula  to  cope  with  years 
of  water  shortage  in  the  Colorado  River. 

That  decree  directs  the  Secretary  to 
first  satisfy  pre-1929  rights  and  to  allo¬ 
cate  the  remaining  available  water  in 
accordance  with  applicable  law. 

This  section  writes  the  applicable  law 
which  the  Secretary  would  have  to 
follow. 

The  bill  provides  that  when  there  is 
insufficient  water,  existing  rights  in  the 
three  States  must  be  honored,  and  diver¬ 
sions  for  the  central  Arizona  project  be. 
curtailed  if  necessary  to  accomplish  this, 
but  protection  to  California  users  is  lim¬ 
ited  to  4.4  million  acre-feet  per  year. 

California  has  used  5.1  million  acre- 
feet  per  year  and  has  built  works  to 
divert  the  5.4  million  acre-feet  per  year 
included  in  its  contracts  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior. 

Thus  the  first  impact  of  shortage  will 
require  California  to  reduce  its  use  by 
up  to  700,000  acre-feet  per  year. 

The  next  impact  of  shortage  will  fall 
on  Arizona. 

Title  HI  also  includes  special  provi¬ 
sions  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition  of  Indian 
lands  for  project  uses. 

Section  304  relates  to  water  contracts 
and  places  strict  limitation  on  water  use 
in  connection  with  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

The  committee  feels  very  strongly — 
and  the  legislation  provides — that  no 
water  shall  be  used  to  bring  any  new 
agriculture  lands  into  production. 

This  section  also  provides  for  con¬ 
struction  of  Hooker  Dam  or  a  suitable 
alternative  and  for  additional  uses  in 
New  Mexico. 

Section  305  provides  that  water  made 
available  to  the  States  of  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada  by  augmentation, 
within  the  limits  of  2.8  million  acre-feet. 
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4.4  million  acre-feet,  and  300,000  acre- 
feet  respectively,  will  be  furnished  to 
users  at  the  same  cost  and  on  the  same 
terms  that  would  have  applied  if  main¬ 
stream  water  had  been  available. 

This  provision,  of  course,  is  limited  by 
the  financial  assistance  available  from 
the  development  fund  and  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

The  Secretary,  by  section  306,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  undertake  a  program  for 
water  salvage  and  groundwater  recovery 
adjacent  to  the  Colorado  River,  which 
will  result  in  conserving  an  appreciable 
amount  of  water  that  is  presently  wasted. 

Section  307  provides  for  reauthoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  presently  authorized  Dixie 
project  in  Utah  in  order  that  it  may  re¬ 
ceive  financial  assistance  from  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  established  by  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

Because  of  changes  in  plan  and  in¬ 
creased  cost,  the  Dixie  project  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  increased  from  $42,700,000  to 
$58,000,000. 

Title  IV  includes  provisions  for  allocat¬ 
ing  cost  and  for  repayment. 

It  also  establishes  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  fund  to  help  finance  the 
central  Arizona  project,  the  previously 
authorized  Dixie  project,  and  future 
augmentation  works  if  they  are  found  to 
be  feasible. 

The  revenue  sources  for  this  fund,  in 
addition  to  the  central  Arizona  project 
and  the  Dixie  project,  are  the  Hoover 
and  Parker-Davis  projects  and  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest 
power  intertie. 

A  financially  sound  development  fund 
is  critical  to  the  success  of  any  augmen- 
■  tation  program  and  to  resolution  of  the 
controversy  over  the  sharing  of  the  water 
shortages  in  the  lower  basin.  Augmenta¬ 
tion  works  will  be  expensive  and  beyond 
the  ability  of  the  water  users  in  the  basin 
to  finance. 

In  recognition  of  the  fact  that  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  should  be  dedicated  pri¬ 
marily  to  future  augmentation  works, 
the  committee  provided  that  financial 
assistance  to  the  central  Arizona  project 
from  surplus  revenues  of  the  Hoover  and 
Parker-Davis  projects  would  be  limited 
to  that  portion  of  such  revenues  derived 
from  sale  of  such  power  and  energy  to 
Arizona. 

H.R.  3300  also  authorizes  additional 
water  resources  development  in  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  Basin  by  authorizing 
as  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado 
River  storage  project  the  Animas-La 
Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek  West  Divide, 
and  San  Miguel  projects  which  together 
are  estimated  to  cost  $392  million. 

•The  Uintah  unit  of  the  central  Utah 
project  is  conditionally  authorized, 

Title  V  also  deals  with  the  financial 
problems  created  by  the  filling  of  Lake 
Powell  and  the  resulting  firm  power  defi¬ 
ciencies  at  Hoover  Dam. 

These  provisions  called  for  repayment 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund 
of  the  actual  money  expended  out  of  the 
fund  pursuant  to  the  Glen  Canyon  fill¬ 
ing  criteria.  , 

Title  VI,  while  including  certain  ad¬ 
ministrative  provisions,  relates  primarily 
to  the  establishment  of  guidelines  for 
operation  of  the  Federal  reservoirs  on 


the  Colorado  River  in  order  to  assure 
equitable  treatment  of  all  seven  States 
of  the  basin. 

All  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
agreed  to  these  provisions  after  long  and 
arduous  negotiations. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  lan¬ 
guage  in  title  VI  constitutes  a  just  equi¬ 
table  solution  to  the  problem  of  protect¬ 
ing  future  water  development  in  the  four 
upper  division  States  and  at  the  same 
time  providing  for  the  use  of  water  in  the 
lower  basin  States  until  it  is  required  up¬ 
stream. 

It  will  establish  a  commonsense  bal¬ 
ance  between  the  right  of  the  upper  divi¬ 
sion  States  to  store  water  to  meet  future 
delivery  requirements  under  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  and  the  lower  basin’s 
right  to  demand  the  release  of  water 
stored  in  the  upper  basin  to  meet  lower 
basin  consumptive  uses. 

Section  605  removes  that  stretch  of  the 
Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and 
Glen  Canyon  Dam  from  the  licensing  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 
reserving  decision  with  respect  to  any  de¬ 
velopment  on  this  stretch  of  the  river  for 
later  action  of  the  Congress. 

This  is  the  stretch  of  the  river  which 
included  the  controversial  dams  which 
have  now  been  eliminated  from  the  plan 
authorized  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
House,  the  Colorado  River  Basin  is  liv¬ 
ing  on  borrowed  time. 

Its  best  chance  for  continued  economic 
growth  is  through  the  enactment  of  H.R. 
3300. 

This  legislation  is  so  important  and  so 
urgent  that  it  warrants  your  support 
even  during  this  period  of  fiscal  crisis. 

The  initial  funding  requirements  are 
relatively  small  but  the  actions  and  pro¬ 
cedures  set  in  motion  will  mean  much  in 
terms  of  this  Nation’s  future  economic 
well-being. 

I  urge  the  approval  of  H.R.  3300  as 
amended  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  HosmerI. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  as  the  senior  member  of  the  Ari¬ 
zona  delegation  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  I  would  like  to  speak  in  sup¬ 
port  of  H.R.  3300,  as  recommended  by 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs.  As  is  the  case  with  every  piece 
of  major  legislation  before  the  Con¬ 
gress — it  is  not  a  “perfect”  bill,  but  hav¬ 
ing  survived  the  give-and-take  process 
of  negotiation  and  compromise,  it  is  a 
good  bill.  It  is  a  bill  which  will  go  far 
toward  bringing  peace  to  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States — and  will  cause  these 
States  to  join  together  to  solve  the  long¬ 
time  future  water  needs  of  the  great 
Pacific  Southwest  area  of  our  country. 

I  need  not  tell  you  the  long  and  tortu¬ 
ous  path  which  this  legislation  has  tra¬ 
veled  to  finally  reach  the  floor  of  this 
House  for  debate.  Others  have — or  will — 
tell  you  of  the  geography,  the  history, 


and  other  pertinent  matters  relating  to 
the  Colorado  River  and  its  242,000  square 
miles  of  drainage  area.  I  need  not  even 
tell  you  the  great  need  which  my  State 
has-  for  what  many  have  referred  to  as 
a  “rescue”  project.  Even  the  bill’s  sev¬ 
erest  critics  preface  their  remarks  and 
criticism  with  the  phrase:  “I’m  all  for 
the  central  Arizona  project  itself,  but — .” 
On  this  subject  even  the  minority  views 
conclude  with  this  comment: 

We  agree  that  Arizona’s  needs  for  supple¬ 
mental  water  from  the  Colorado  River  are 
most  critical  and  will  become  more  so  as  time 
goes  on.  We  agree  too,  that  to  maintain  the 
existing  economy  of  Arizona  and  to  supply 
the  needs  of  growing  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  use,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  should 
be  authorized  without  further  delay. 

We  also  believe  the  next  logical  step  in  the 
water  resources  development  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  is  the  authorization,  con¬ 
struction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project. 

Others  will  tell  you  of  problems  of 
Utah,  Colorado,  and  New  Mexico  which 
this  bill  seeks  to  resolve — and  yet  others 
will  explain  the  important  compromises 
laboriously  negotiated  between  all  basin 
States  and  representatives  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  on  the  tech¬ 
nical  matters  embodied  in  title  VI  of  the 
bill.  But  I  want  to  discuss  with  you  two 
important  matters — one,  a  matter  of 
particular  concern  to  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  the  other,  a  budgetary  mat¬ 
ter — of  concern  to  the  entire  Nation. 

First,  let  me  review  briefly  the  bitter 
fight  between  Arizona  and  California 
which  has  kept  our  two  States  at  each 
other’s  throats  over  the  Colorado  River 
for  almost  50  years.  Even  when  Arizona 
finally  ratified  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  between  the  States  of  the  upper 
basin  and  the  lower  basin  and  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  for  2,800,000  acre-feet  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water,  California  was  suc¬ 
cessful  in  blocking  passage  of  legislation 
here  in  the  House  which  would  have  au¬ 
thorized  construction  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project.  On  April  18,  1951 — on  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Saylor] — the  House  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee,  during  deliberations  on  central 
Arizona  project  legislation  which  had  al¬ 
ready  passed  the  Senate,  adopted  a  res¬ 
olution  providing  that  consideration  of 
further  bills  relating  to  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  “be  postponed  until  such 
time  as  use  of  the  water  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  is  either  adjudi¬ 
cated  or  binding  or  mutual  agreement 
as  to  the  use  of  the  waters  is  reached 
by  the  States  of  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin.” 

The  history  of  our  effort  is  discussed 
in  the  committee  report  as  follows: 

Shortly  after  this  resolution  was  adopted, 
an  action  was  instituted  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  by  the  State  of 
Arizona  against  the  State  of  California  to 
obtain  such  an  adjudication.  The  principal 
issue  in  this  litigation  concerned  the  relative 
entitlement  of  California  and  Arizona  to  the 
use  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River,  Ari¬ 
zona  alleging  that,  pursuant  to  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Act,  Arizona  was  entitled  to  the  benefi¬ 
cial  consumptive  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  of 
water  each  year  from  the  Colorado  River  and 
that  California’s  corresponding  entitlement 
was  limited  to  4.4  million  acre-feet. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


H  3788 

The  United  States  and  Nevada  intervened 
and,  on  the  motion  of  California,  New  Mexico 
and  Utah  were  added  as  parties  in  the  case. 
The  litigation  was  referred  to  a  special  mas¬ 
ter  whose  report  was  issued  in  December  1960. 
The  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  ren¬ 
dered  on  June  3,  1963  (373  U.S.  546),  and, 
12  years  after  it  began,  the  Court,  on  March 
9,  1964,  issued  its  decree  (376  U.S.  340). 

The  Supreme  Court  findings  are  summa¬ 
rized  as  follows : 

“The  Colorado  River  Compact  essentially 
divided  the  water  between  the  Upper  and 
Lower  Basins,  but  it  did  not  attempt  to  allo¬ 
cate  water  to  individual  States  within  either 
Basin.  The  Court  held  that  neither  the  Com¬ 
pact,  nor  the  law  of  prior  appropriation,  nor 
the  doctrine  of  equitable  apportionment  con¬ 
trolled  the  division  of  Lower  Basin  water  be¬ 
tween  the  states  of  the  Lower  Basin,  but 
that  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  author¬ 
ized  an  apportionment  of  the  lower  Colorado 
River  and  hence  must  be  used  as  a  guide. 

“In  ratifying  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  California  covenanted — by  the  Act  of  its 
Legislature— to  limit  its  annual  consumption 
of  Colorado  River  water  to  4,400,000  acre-feet 
plus  one-half  of  any  surplus.  Under  terms  of 
the  Act,  Arizona  and  Nevada  were  allocated 
2,800,000  and  300,000  acre-feet  respectively, 
with  Arizona  to  share  any  surplus  equally 
with  California  with  provision  that  should 
Nevada  contract  for  4  percent  of  the  surplus, 
Arizona’s  share  of  such  surplus  would  be  re¬ 
duced  to  46  percent. 

“The  apportionment  of  Lower  Basin  water 
was  restricted  to  the  main  stream  of  the 
Colorado  downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within 
the  United  States.  Each  State  retained  ex¬ 
clusive  use  of  its  tributaries  without  charge 
to  its  apportioned  water;  consequently,  the 
all-important  use  of  the  Gila  River  in  Arizona 
was  awarded  to  that  State  without  charge 
against  its  main-stream  entitlement— a  key 
issue  in  the  dispute. 

“The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  within  the 
confines  of  the  Act,  has  authority  to  allocate 
and  distribute  the  waters  of  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  in  water-short  years,  subject 
to  power  of  Congress  to  enlarge  or  diminish 
his  authority. 

“Indian  reservations  are  given  priority  for 
water,  dating  from  the  time  the  lands  in 
question  became  a  part  of  the  reservation.” 

Almost  immediately  following  the  is¬ 
suance  of  the  opinion  in  Arizona  against 
California,  legislation  was  again  intro¬ 
duced  in  both  Houses  of  the  Congress  to 
authorize  the  construction  of  the  central 
Arizona  project.  But  to  our  chagrin  and 
great  disappointment,  California  insisted 
that  any  acceptable  central  Arizona 
project  legislation  must  contain  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  give  California  a 
priority  of  right  in  times  of  river  short¬ 
ages — limited,  however,  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet — which  is  about  700,000  acre- 
feet  less  than  California  is  now  using 
and  is  capable  of  diverting  through  ex¬ 
isting  facilities.  Arizona  took  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  this  decision  should  wait  until 
some  time  in  the  future  when  the  short¬ 
age  was  imminent — and  then  be  decided, 
as  the  Supreme  Court  had  left  it,  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  “under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  then  existing.” 

With  the  legislation  stalemated  in  the 
House,  the  Senate  in  1967  (S.  1004)  rec¬ 
ognized  the  equities  on  both  sides  of  this 
issue  and  attempted  to  resolve  it  by  giv¬ 
ing  California  a  priority  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet  for  a  period  of  27  years  from 
the  date  of  the  act.  This  Senate  short¬ 
age  formula  was  designed  to  assure  re¬ 
payment  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  Dis¬ 
trict  bonds — issued  to  construct  their 


great  aqueduct  from  the  Colorado  River 
to  the  coastal  plain  of  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia — and  would  have  provided  a 
substantial  period  of  time  in  which  Ari¬ 
zona,  California,  the  United  States,  and 
other  Basin  States  could  make  and  place 
in  effect  plans  to  provide  supplemental 
water  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
However,  this  was  completely  unaccepta¬ 
ble  to  California  and  her  various  inter¬ 
ested  water  agencies.  When  the  second 
session  of  this  90th  Congress  convened 
we  appeared  to  be  as  far  apart  as  ever 
in  resolving  this  bitter  issue. 

On  February  27  of  this  year,  during 
the  executive  sessions  held  to  mark  up 
H.R.  3300  in  the  Subcommittee  on  Irri¬ 
gation  and  Reclamation,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Colorado,  proposed  a  series  of 
amendments  in  an  effort  to  resolve  this 
longstanding  difference  between  Arizona 
and  California.  Arizona’s  two  members 
of  the  subcommittee  did  not  support  that 
portion  of  the  chairman’s  compromise 
which  dealt  with  the  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  priority  to  California — and  voted 
against  the  amendment.  The  Arizona 
representatives  were  the  only  members 
of  the  subcommittee  to  so  vote  and,  as  a 
consequence,  the  amendment  to  grant 
California  a  4.4  million  acre-foot  priority 
was  carried. 

While  this  particular  amendment  did 
not  meet  with  our  approval,  when  con¬ 
sidered  along  with  the  chairman’s  other 
amendments,  it  clearly  does  present  a 
substantial  improvement  in  the  language 
previously  contained  in  the  California 
and  Colorado  bills.  Thus  once  the  amend¬ 
ment  had  been  adopted,  Arizona  then 
considered  the  bill  in  its  entirety,  with¬ 
out  undue  emphasis  on  any  one  provi¬ 
sion.  When  viewed  in  this  light,  the  bill 
recommended  by  the  committee  contains 
so  many  substantial  benefits  for  the 
State  of  Arizona  that  it  will  represent  the 
greatest  forward  step  for  Arizona  since 
statehood. 

One  of  the  key  provisions  of  the  bill  is 
this  provision: 

The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfaction 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River  constitutes 
a  national  obligation. 

With  this  expression  of  good  faith  by 
the  United  States,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  may  join  with  the  basin  States  to 
find  sources  of  augmentation.  The  prob¬ 
lem  now  becomes  one  of  finding  the 
best  and  most  economical  means  of  aug¬ 
mentation — not  just  for  the  Mexican 
treaty,  but  for  the  ultimate  future  needs 
of  the  people  of  the  Southwest. 

The  problem  of  dividing  water  short¬ 
ages  in  the  Colorado  River  becomes,  to  a 
great  extent,  academic  if  the  Mexican 
treaty  burden  can  be  satisfied  by  aug¬ 
mentation.  We  are  not  dealing  with  the 
water  supply  of  the  river  as  it  exists  today 
nor  as  it  will  exist  in  the  1970’s  or  in  the 
1980’s.  Shortages  which  will  preclude  the 
consumptive  use  of  a  full  TY2  million 
acre-feet  in  the  lower  basin  will  not  occur 
until  development  in  the  upper  basin  has 
progressed  far  beyond  its  present  magni¬ 
tude.  Thus,  there  is  time  for  the  States 
and  Federal  Government  to  seek  and 
find  the  most  feasible  means  of  augmen¬ 
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tation  to  meet  both  the  Mexican  treaty 
requirement  and  added  requirements  for 
the  States  themselves.  With  the  Mexican 
Treaty  obligation  satisfied,  the  day  when 
there  will  no  longer  be  sufficient  water  in 
the  river  to  supply  the  consumptive  use 
in  the  lower  basin  of  a  full  7,500,000  acre- 
feet  per  annum  is  postponed  by  many 
decades — and  possibly  forever. 

Although  a  threat  of  curtailment  of 
water  supplies  cannot  be  taken  lightly, 
we  in  central  Arizona  do  have  an  advan¬ 
tage  over  many  other  areas  which  look 
to  only  one  source  for  their  water  sup¬ 
plies.  The  central  Arizona  project  pro¬ 
vides  more  latitude — more  flexibility — 
than  the  customary  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  supply  project  or  the  customary 
agricultural  project.  In  central  Arizona, 
following  completion  of  the  project — al¬ 
though  limited  in  quantity — we  will  have 
two,  and  in  some  instances,  three  sources 
of  supply;  namely,  the  Colorado  River, 
the  groundwater  basins — assuming  they 
are  not  totally  depleted — and  the  surface 
waters  of  the  Gila  River  and  its  tribu¬ 
taries.  Thus,  we  can  afford  to  take  an  oc¬ 
casional  limited  shortage  of  Colorado 
River  which  would,  if  it  were  the  sole 
source  of  supply,  be  devastating  to  a  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  supply  project  and 
would  be  harmful  to  an  agricultural 
project. 

Implicit  in  the  criticism  voiced  by  those 
Arizonans  who  would  have  us  stand  and 
“slug  it  out”  with  California  to  the  bitter 
end — and  probably  end  up  with  no  project 
at  all — is  the  concept  that  in  the  absence 
of  a  4.4  million  acre-foot  priority  to 
California,  shortages  would  be  shared 
ratably  between  Arizona  and  California. 
Oddly  enough,  many  people  will  versed 
in  Colorado  River  matters  seem  to  have 
this  idea.  In  the  case  of  Arizona  against 
California  and  others,  the  special  master 
recommended  that  should  there  be  less 
than  7.5  million  acre-feet  available  for 
consumptive  use  in  the  lower  basin  from 
the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River, 
whatever  water  was  available  should  be 
divided  on  the  basis  of  forty-four 
seventy-fifths  to  California,  twenty-eight 
seventy-fifths  to  Arizona,  and  three 
seventy-fifths  to  Nevada.  The  Supreme 
Court  declined  to  accept  the  master’s 
recommendation  in  this  regard.  In  lieu 
thereof,  the  Supreme  Court  left  this  deci¬ 
sion  to  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary, 
to  be  made  in  light  of  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  at  the  time  of  the  short¬ 
age. 

Absent  instruction  from  the  Congress, 
the  disposition  of  the  available  water  is 
left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary. 
Even  in  the  absence  of  a  statutary  4.4 
priority  to  California,  it  is  entirely  pos¬ 
sible  that  the  Secretary  might  elect  to 
award  California  4.4  million  acre-feet  in 
times  of  shortage,  and  hence  arrive  at  the 
same  end  that  would  result  from  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  3300,  as  it  is  presently  writ¬ 
ten.  One  basis  for  such  a  decision  might 
be  that  the  California  projects  are  older 
and  by  “the  law  of  the  West”  are  entitled 
to  such  priority.  Certainly  California 
would  so  contend  and  might  persuade  the 
Secretary  of  the  validity  of  such  an  argu¬ 
ment.  Also,  California  would  probably 
argue  to  the  Secretary  that  such  an 
award  should  be  made  because,  under  the 
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existing  priorities  within  the  State  of 
California,  the  Metropolitan  aqueduct — 
although  providing  municipal  water — has 
the  lowest  or  poorest  priority.  Thus,  it 
would  be  pointed  out  to  the  Secretary 
that  any  reduction  in  California’s  allot¬ 
ment  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  would  repre¬ 
sent  a  diminution  of  water  available  to 
people,  whereas  a  reduction  in  the  water 
diverted  to  central  Arizona  would  result 
only  in  a  reduction  of  water  available 
to  crops.  ' 

In  my  opinion,  these  are  not  valid 
arguments,  and  should  not  prevail.  There 
are  logical  and  convincing  rebuttals. 
There  are,  moreover,  arguments  to  be 
made  which  are  more  substantive  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  proposition  that  Arizona — ■ 
with  the  Colorado  River  system  as  its  sole 
supply — should  receive  a  full  supply  of 
2,800,000  acre-feet  annually,  even  in 
times  of  shortage.  However,  it  would 
waste  the  time  of  this  body  were  I  to 
fully  delineate  the  various  arguments 
which  might  be  presented  to  some  future 
Secretary  at  some  future  time  under  fu¬ 
ture  circumstances  which  we  cannot  now 
foresee.  It  is  also  futile  to  guess  how  this 
future  Secretary  would  react  to  these 
arguments.  Certainly,  in  the  absence  of 
instructions  from  the  Congress,  such  as 
those  contained  in  this  bill,  we  can  only 
guess  at  how  shortages  ultimately  would 
be  shared  and  whether  Arizona  would 
fare  better  at  the  hands  of  some  future 
Interior  Secretary  than  she  does  in  H.R. 
3300.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  there  is  no 
validity  in  the  belief  so  widely  held  that 
in  the  absence  of  a  shortage  sharing  for¬ 
mula  such  as  that  set  forth  in  this  legis¬ 
lation,  Arizona  can  rely  on  a  more  favor¬ 
able  division. 

I  am  convinced  that  H.R.  3300,  as 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs,  is  essential  and,  on 
balance,  beneficial  to  the  future  growth 
and  economic  prosperity  of  the  State  of 
Arizona.  I  feel  that  I  would  be  doing  my 
constituents  and  my  State  the  greatest 
possible  disservice  were  I  to  do  other  than 
lend  H.R.  3300  my  full  support. 

So — in  summary  on  this  important 
point — if  it  were  a  matter  of  free  choice 
for  me  alone — or  for  the  Arizona  delega¬ 
tion  alone — we  would  obviously  prefer  a 
bill  which  fullfills  our  every  desire  on 
every  point  in  issue  between  the  States. 
We  would  prefer  the  bill  our  way  without 
any  compromises — without  any  conces¬ 
sions  to  California  or  to  the  other  basin 
States.  But,  gentlemen,  I  am  realist 
enough — and  have  observed  the  time- 
honored  processes  of  this  great  legislative 
body  long  enough  to  know — that  such  a 
bill  has  never  been  enacted  into  law.  I 
am  realist  enough  to  “give”  a  little — for 
the  support  of  our  sister  States  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  I  am  realist 
enough  to  know  that  this  bill — if  it  is  to 
pass  this  body  with  the  substantial  ma¬ 
jority  which  it  is  entitled  to  receive — 
must  remain  intact — and  must  not  be 
amended  even  to  add  further  benefits  for 
my  own  State. 

Consequently,  I  respectfully  request — 
and  strongly  urge — my  friends  who 
might  otherwise  be  sympathetic  to  Ari¬ 
zona’s  position  in  its  longfought  battle 
with  California  to  forego  any  impulse  to 
come  to  our  “rescue.”  Arizona’s  repre¬ 


sentatives  in  this  body  have  come  to  the 
rational  conclusion  that,  as  a  part  of  the 
overall  “package,”  we  should  and  will  ac¬ 
cept  this  compromise.  We  hope  you  can 
join  with  us  in  supporting  the  entire  bill 
as  recommended  by  the  committee. 

This  is  an  authorization  bill.  It  does 
not  appropriate  any  money.  However,  it 
settles  several  longstanding  disputes  in 
the  West  and  places  in  readiness  a  group 
of  well-considered,  badly  needed  public 
works  projects — ready  to  go  full  blast 
whenever  our  economic  situation  permits. 

Therefore,  it  should  be  passed  now. 
Even  if  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
started  to  move  immediately  after  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  3300  by  this  Congress — I 
am  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  that  for  the  first  year  their  expendi¬ 
ture  capability  is  only  about  $2  million. 

The  entire  funding  schedule,  provided 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  is  as 
follows : 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 


Year: 

1970  - 2  0 

1971  -  is.  7 

1972  - ; _  36.3 

1973  - 59.  8 

1974  - go.  1 

1975  -  110.4 

1976'. - 115.5 

1977  -  99.  5 

1978  _  87.  6 

1979  _  74.  0 

Balance  to  complete  1 _  85.  2 


Total  central  Arizona  project _  779. 1 


COLORADO 

Year: 

1970  _ _ _  .  3 

1971  _ - _  .  7 

1972  _  1.  9 

1973  _  9.4 

1974  _ : _  19.  7 

1975  _  24.  3 

1976  _  38.  8 

1977  _  48.  0 

1978  _  59.  0 

1979  _  51.  4 

Balance  to  complete 1 _ 138.  3 


Total  Colorado _  392.  0 

1  The  balance  to  complete  wiU  take  from 
4  to  6  years. 

To  bring  these  expenditures  into 
proper  focus — let  me  point  out  that  even 
in  the  year  of  greatest  expenditures, 
1976 — the  impact  of  the  central  Arizona 
project  is  only  sixty-one  one-thou¬ 
sandths  of  1  percent  of  the  1969  budget. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  not  a 
threat,  in  any  way,  to  the  economy  of  the 
country.  I  ask  that  the  House  join  with 
us  now  in  helping  to  resolve  these  long¬ 
standing  disputes  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  I  ask  that  our  Members  join  with 
us  in  enacting  this  legislation  which  will 
pave  the  way  toward  beginning  these 
badly  needed  water  projects. 

Again  I  ask  that  the  committee’s  rec¬ 
ommendations  be  accepted  in  toto — and 
that  H.R.  3300  be  approved  without 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
heard  alleged  that  we  have  some  contro¬ 
versial  monstrosity  before  us  today  that 
is  impinging  upon  the  rights  of  Arizona 
and  on  the  taxpayers  and  a  lot  of  similar 
charges. 

Actually,  I  do  not  think  that  is  quite  a 


true  picture  of  what  we  have  before  us. 
What  we  do,  indeed,  have  before  us  is  a 
thing  of  fragile  compromise  and  delicate 
structure  calculated  to  enhance  and  en¬ 
rich  both  the  Nation  and  an  important 
region  of  it. 

H.R.  3300  deals  with  the  lifeblood,  that 

is,  the  water,  of  seven  important  States 
of  our  Nation  comprising  one-twelfth  of 
the  entire  land  area  of  the  continental 
United  States.  This  region  contains 
many  millions  of  people  whose  welfare 
depends  upon  this  river  and  this  bill,  and 
in  the  future  will  be  the  home  of  many, 
many  more  millions  of  Americans. 

Now  why  was  this  fragile  compromise 
put  together  instead,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  suggested,  of  bring¬ 
ing  in  the  central  Arizona  project  all  by 
itself?  He  gave  the  answer  when  he  told 
you  that  the  water  supply  of  the  river 
is  so  short  that  the  seven  States  involved 
do  not  have  a  problem  of  dividing  up 
water  as  they  do  in  other  parts  of  the 
country,  but  they  have  a  much  more 
difficult  task  of  dividing  up  tremendous 
deficits  in  the  supply  and  allocating  those 
heavy  burdens  amongst  themselves.  And 
those  burdens  are  made  much,  much 
heavier  by  the  imposition  by  our  Govern¬ 
ment,  by  treaty  of  a  national  obligation, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  de¬ 
scribed  it,  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  to  each  year  get  1,500,000  acre-feet 
of  wet  water  down  that  river  past  these 
seven  States  to  Mexico.  That  is  a  national 
obligation.  The  United  States  promised 

it. 

Now  when  this  treaty  was  being  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  Senate  back  in  1944,  they 
proceeded,  and  this  will  appear  by  quo¬ 
tation  later  in  my  remarks,  on  the  basis 
that  there  were  18,000,000  acre-feet  of 
water  available  from  that  river  every 
year. 

Thus  the  16  million  required  by  the 
States  would  be  adequately  handled,  and 
the  2  million  extra  would  adequately  sup¬ 
ply  that  burden  to  Mexico.  That  was  the 
assumption  of  the  treaty.  It  turned  out 
that  there  was  not  16  million.  There  was 
not  15  million.  There  is  less.  That  short¬ 
age  is  the  burden  we  are  bearing.  That 
is  the  burden  that  we  are  sharing  by  the 
terms  of  this  bill.  That  is  what  these 
seven  States,  after  decades  of  water  war¬ 
fare,  have  finally,  by  water  statesman¬ 
ship,  come  together,  each  giving  what  it 
must,  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  a  live  and 
let  live  arrangement  amongst  them,  so 
that  each  can  live,  so  that  none  will  suffer 
unfairly. 

Arizona  is  not  asking  California  to 
commit  hari-kari,  or  Colorado  to  commit 
hari-kari,  or  any  of  the  other  of  her 
neighboring  States  to  commit  hari-kari 
on  this,  and  we  are  not  asking  Arizona 
to  do  so.  What  all  of  us  are  asking,  in  the 
form  of  this  bill,  is  a  chance  once  and  for 
all  to  settle  our  differences,  know  where 
we  stand,  and  to  make  our  future  certain 
so  that  we  can  plan  for  it  and  move 
ahead  as  a  vital  part  of  the  United  States 
of  America. 

What  the  opponents  of  the  bill  would 
do  would  be  to  shake  it  down,  tear  it  to 
pieces,  tear  up  of  pieces,  and  gut  it  to 
a  hollow  shell.  That  is  not  the  kind  of 
legislation  that  Congress  should  enact. 
That  would  impose  a  terrible  burden  on 
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a  part  of  dur  land  and  relegate  it  to  a 
future  of  dark  uncertainty. 

Now  what  about  the  national  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  taken  on  by 
the  1944  treaty?  It  admittedly  is  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  of  the  United  States 
to  come  up  with  the  water.  Do  these  peo¬ 
ple  who  oppose  recognizing  it  want  to 
renege  on  a  check  signed  by  the  United 
States  in  the  form  of  a  formal  treaty  and 
force  the  States  of  this  water-short  area 
to  make  it  good? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further  time? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  will  at  least  give  the 
gentleman  5  additional  minutes  if  he 
will  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  will  yield  to  the 
gentleman  after  I  receive  the  extra  min¬ 
utes  that  he  is  going  to  give  me  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  second  5. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  We  look  to  the  United 
States  not  to  push  this  burden  on  these 
seven  States,  but  to  carry  out  its  obliga¬ 
tion  as  it  told  Mexico  it  was  going  to  do, 
and  that  is  going  to  require  a  little 
money. 

There  was  no  quibbling  in  this  Con¬ 
gress  when  we  faced  the  Chamizal  situa¬ 
tion  down  in  San  Antonio.  There  was  an 
international  lawsuit  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico,  and  some  of  the  land 
of  the  United  States  was  ordered  ceded 
to  Mexico. 

What  happened  then?  Did  the  United 
States  say  to  Texas  that  Texas  had  to 
give  up  that  land?  Did  the  landowners 
have  to  do  it?  No,  they  said,  “This  is  a 
national  obligation.”  Uncle  Sam  spent 
$39  million  buying  dirt  and  soil  to  carry 
out  this  national  obligation  to  Mexico. 

What  is  the  difference  in  the  case  of 
water?  It  is  still  a  national  obligation 
and  it  ought  to  be  carried  out  by  the 
Nation. 

We  had  a  treaty  with  Canada  on  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  We  spent  billions 
of  dollars  on  that  water  project.  What 
happened?  The  States  along  the  seaway 
and  the  States  in  the  Middle  West  that 
were  getting  the  benefit  of  this — they 
were  not  asked  to  pay  it — it  was  a 
national  obligation  because  the  Nation 
obligated  itself  by  treaty,  just  as  it 
obligated  itself  by  the  1944  Mexican 
Water  Treaty. 

Now  let  us  look  at  this  fabulous  allega¬ 
tion  that  by  this  legislation  we  are  getting 
ourselves  into  the  expenditure  of  untold 
billions  for  water  importation  to  handle 
our  Mexican  obligation  and  the  needs  of 
our  own  States.  This  bill  does  not  put  up 
a  cent  for  anything  like  that.  This  bill 
authorizes  some  studies  to  be  made  as  to 
how  we  might  augment  the  water  supply 
and,  contrary  to  what  you  have  been  told, 
the  record  shows  what  it  will  cost,  and 
it  is  between  $12  and  $16  million  for  such 
studies. 

When  the  studies  are  made,  then  we 
can  have  before  this  body  something  with 
a  price  tag  on  it,  something  with  specifi¬ 
cations,  something  that  Congress  can 
pick  or  choose  or  turn  up  or  turn  down. 
But  we  cannot  have  even  that  unless  we 
provide  for  and  make  the  studies. 


We  are  not  obligated  for  one  cent  of 
importation.  Those  billions  they  are 
talking  about  and  trying  to  scare  us 
with  are  invisible,  nonexistent,  hypothet¬ 
ical  billions  that  are  conjured  up  and 
spat  out  in  the  form  of  some  kind  of 
dragon  to  frighten  the  Members  of  this 
body.  When  and  if  there  is  a  study  and 
a  plan  and  a  proposal  at  some  date  in 
the  future,  there  will  be  a  price  tag  on 
it  and  some  future  Congress  will  deal 
with  it. 

I  want  to  say  this.  We  have  heard  how 
Arizona  is  being  tromped  on.  But  let 
me  explain  what  Arizona  thinks  of  what 
her  statesmen  here,  her  Members  of 
Congress  have  done,  in  putting  together 
this  bill  and  massing  support  behind  it. 
The  explanation  comes  from  another 
Arizonan,  who  is  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  of  the  United  States  of  America. 
This  is  one  of  the  most  unusual  stories 
I  have  ever  read.  It  was  printed  in  the 
Arizona  Republic  on  May  12,  just  3  days 
ago.  Here  it  is : 

Udall  Labels  Rhodes  Leader  of  Central 
Arizona  Fight 
(By  Ben  Cole) 

Washington. — Rep.  John  J.  Rhodes,  R- 
Ariz.,  is  the  man  to  carry  on  Arizona’s  battle 
for  money  to  build  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  after  Sen.  Carl  Hayden,  D-Ariz.,  leaves 
Congress,  in  the  opinion  of  Interior  Secretary 
Stewart  L.  Udall. 

Udall,  a  Democratic  Party  stalwart  and  a 
former  congressman  himself,  was  taking  a 
moment’s  pause  in  a  busy  day  to  toss  off 
some  of  his  thoughts  on  politics  and  public 
affairs  to  an  Arizona  newspaperman. 

The  Rules  Committee  had  just  dispatched 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  bill  to  the  House 
floor  for  a  long-awaited  decision.  The  secre¬ 
tary  marveled  at  how  far  the  long-fought 
battle  has  moved.  ~ 

“I  think  my  brother,  Mo,  (Democrat)  and 
John  Rhodes,  as  captains  of  the  battle,  have 
done  one  of  the  most  effective  jobs  of  legisla¬ 
tive  strategy  that  I’ve  ever  observed,”  Udall 
said.  “I  want  them  to  have  a  great  share  of 
the  credit.  These  two  men,  in  the  main,  de¬ 
serve  the  credit.  Never  once  has  anyone 
played  politics  with  the  Central  Arizona 
Project . . .” 

Then,  unexpectedly,  “I  have  a  feeling  that 
now  that  Carl  Hayden  is  retiring,  John 
Rhodes,  because  he  is  the  senior  Republican 
on  the  public  works  appropriations  subcom¬ 
mittee,  is  in  a  position  to  carry  on  where 
Hayden  is  leaving  off.  His  position  is  extreme¬ 
ly  vital  in  the  next  few  years.” 

Udall  observed  that  Rhodes  had  at  last 
chosen  to  make  a  career  in  the  House. 

“He  is  young,  yet  he  is  the  senior  Repub¬ 
lican  on  that  subcommittee,”  Udall  reiterat¬ 
ed.  The  Democrats  would  be  wise,  now,  to 
do  what  the  Republicans  used  to  do  for  Hay¬ 
den — they  gave  him  only  token  opposition 
for  over  a  decade  or  so,  because  his  seniority 
was  so  important  to  the  state.  I  think  the 
Democrats  ought  to  do  this  for  John  Rhodes.” 

(Rhodes  came  to  Congress  in  1953,  has  ad¬ 
vanced  steadily  in  the  Republican  ranks  and 
is  now  GOP  policy  committee  chairman.  He 
at  one  time  hoped  to  run  for  the  Senate, 
but  now  would  have  to  surrender  his  long 
House  seniority;  and  former  Sen.  Barry  M. 
Goldwater,  R-Ariz.,  is  seeking  Hayden’s  place 
while  Sen.  Paul  Fannin,  R-Ariz.,  has  the 
other  Arizona  seat.  It  is  unlikely  Rhodes 
would  oppose  either  of  them.  Hence,  his 
future  would  appear  to  be  in  the  House  where 
it  is  conceivable  he  will  one  day  be  speaker 
or  party  leader.) 

A  Democratic  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  of  the  United  States,  a  former 
Member  of  this  body,  says  that  his 
brother  and  our  Republican  colleague. 
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the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Rhodes],  has  led  his  State  into  such  a 
fine  position  by  bringing  this  bill  to¬ 
gether  and  onto  the  floor  today  for  en¬ 
actment,  and  he  is  so  important  to  this 
project,  which  is  so  acceptable  to  Ari¬ 
zona,  that  he,  like  Senator  Hayden  on 
the  other  side,  should  only  have  token 
opposition  for  so  long  as  it  takes,  after 
we  pass  this  authorization,  to  get  it  fi¬ 
nanced  and  pouring  water  into  that 
State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  California  is  united  in 
support  of  H.R  3300.  Her  entire  congres¬ 
sional  delegation  in  both  Houses  is  on 
record  to  that  effect.  It  carries  out,  in 
full,  the  objectives  stated  in  a  resolution 
of  the  Colorado  River  Board  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  adopted  January  24,  1968,  which 
is  to  be  printed  following  my  remarks. 
It  is  endorsed  by  all  six  of  the  public 
agencies  represented  on  the  Colorado 
River  Board.  These  are  the  Metropolitan 
Water  District  of  Southern  California, 
the  Imperial  Irrigation  District,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Water  and  Power  of  the 
City  of  Los  Angeles,  Coachella  Valley 
County  Water  District,  San  Diego  Coun¬ 
ty  Water  Authority,  and  Palo  Verde 
Irrigation  District.  The  bill  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form  is  endorsed  and  supported  by 
Gov.  Ronald  Reagan  and  his  principal 
spokesman,  William  Gianelli,  director  of 
the  department  of  water  resources.  It  is 
approved  by  Attorney  General  Thomas 
C.  Lynch.  His  legal  opinion  rendered  to 
the  Colorado  River  Board  of  California 
also  will  appear  below. 

California’s  objectives  have  been,  and 
are,  first,  the  protection  of  our  existing 
uses;  second,  augmentation  of  the  river; 
third,  financing  to  assure  that  augmen¬ 
tation.  On  these  conditions,  we  can  and 
do  support  those  provisions  of  the  bill 
which  authorize  the  central  Arizona 
project  and  other  provisions  which  are 
for  the  benefit  of  the  upper  basin  States. 

GENERAL  BACKGROUND 

Of  these  objectives,  the  one  which  has 
caused  the  greatest  difficulty  between 
Arizona  and  California,  and  which  this 
bill  satisfactorily  resolves,  is  the  short¬ 
age  formula.  Another  very  vital  subject 
the  bill  deals  with  is  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden.  After  discussing  the  general 
background  of  this  legislation  I  shall 
discuss  these  two  features  in  some  detail 
so  that  this  record  may  be  inclusive.  In 
Hollywood’s  wild  West  it  is  easy  to  spot 
the  good  guys — they  wear  white  hats.  In 
today’s  real  life  West  it  is  not  so  easy. 
A  gigantic  water  battle  wages  and  both 
sides  deck  out  in  the  white  of  righteous¬ 
ness.  The  result  is  somewhat  confusing, 
particularly  here  in  Congress  where  the 
struggle  now  focuses. 

The  battle  and  its  issues  are  wrapped 
up  in  H.R.  3300,  the  bill  before  us  to  au¬ 
thorize  $1.3  billion  for  eventual  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  series  of  projects  to  permit 
growth  in  the  arid  West.  It  will  benefit 
seven  States  and  affect  a  vast  area  of 
approximately  242,000  square  miles — 
about  one-twelfth  of  the  continental 
United  States.  Mexico,  our  neighbor  to 
the  south,  has  a  stake  in  it  too,  for  the 
lower  reaches  of  the  Colorado  wind 
through  that  country  to  the  Gulf  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  whole  Nation,  however,  is 
the  real  beneficiary  because  its  strength 
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is  the  aggregate  of  the  strength  of  its 
various  regions. 

The  project’s  proponents  are  the  re¬ 
sponsible  water  officials  of  Utah,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Nevada, 
Arizona,  and  California.  Faced  with 
spectacularly  rising  population  curves 
and  burgeoning  new  demands  for  munic¬ 
ipal,  industrial,  and  agricultural  water, 
they  foresee  a  bleak  future  of  drought 
and  economic  stagnation  unless  H.R. 
3300  is  enacted.  Further,  they  see  in  the 
sensible  revenue  provisions  of  the  meas¬ 
ure  a  practical  means  to  price  water 
within  reasonable  relationship  to  its 
users’  ability  to  pay. 

The  project’s  opponents  are  a  coali¬ 
tion  of  objectors  who  I  believe  are  gen¬ 
erally  well  meaning  but  fail  to  remem¬ 
ber  or  realize  that  only  by  bold  invest¬ 
ments  in  our  country’s  future  and 
through  the  process  of  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  the  States  and  regions  can  that 
future  be  preserved  and  the  general  wel¬ 
fare  of  America  assured. 

Basic  to  this  battle  is  the  conflict 
which  inescapably  occurs  when  a  dy¬ 
namic,  expanding  society  reaches  physi¬ 
cal  boundaries  tending  to  contain  it.  For 
centuries  the  consequence  in  Europe  has 
been  bloody  wars.  In  America  it  has  been 
water  wars. 

How  did  the  fight  begin?  What  are  the 
facts  and  fancy? 

The  beginning  was  long  ago.  The  cur¬ 
rent  battle  is  only  the  latest  of  a  cen¬ 
tury-long  series  of  water  wars  dotting 
the  history  of  the  arid  West.  Pioneers 
turned  to  the  Colorado’s  waters  for  their 
needs  when  the  States  involved  first 
were  settled.  By  the  law  of  the  West 
appropriation  of  water  for  “beneficial 
consumptive  use’’  creates  a  right  to  con¬ 
tinue  that  use  indefinitely  against  subse¬ 
quent  appropriates .  While  the  land  re¬ 
mained  sparsely  settled  water  rivalries 
arose  on  a  local  basis.  Later,  as  popu¬ 
lation  increased,  more  rapidly  growing 
States,  particularly  the  southern  section 
of  California,  begin  appropriating  uses 
of  the  Colorado’s  water  at  a  rate  alarm¬ 
ing  to  the  others.  Growing  California,  it 
was  feared,  would  lay  claim  to  a  lion’s 
share  by  prior  appropriation  before  ma¬ 
turity  in  the  other  States  would  grant 
them  their  rights.  Local  rivalries  ripened 
to  interstate  contests. 

Defensive  actions  by  California’s 
neighbors  took  the  form  of  blocking  her 
reclamation  projects  in  the  Senate.  Their 
success  hinged  on  the  fact  that  small¬ 
ness  of  a  State’s  population  does  not 
dilute  its  political  power  in  that  body. 
Senators  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  of  Wyoming,  Utah,  New 
Mexico,  and  Coloi'ado  ganged  up  with 
Arizona’s  and  Nevada’s  to  outvote  the 
two  from  California,  the  other  lower 
basin  partner. 

Not  until  1922  was  the  impasse  partly 
broken  by  a  compact  amongst  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  negotiated 
at  Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  under  guidance  of 
Herbert  Hoover,  just  back  from  Europe 
as  post-World  War  I  food  relief  czar. 
The  compact  did  not  divide  the  Colo¬ 
rado’s  water  amongst  the  States,  but 
between  the  upper  and  lower  basins,  with 
the  dividing  line  at  Lee  Ferry  in  northern 
Arizona.  It  left  to  the  respective  States 


the  further  task  of  allocating  basin 
entitlements  between  them. 

The  compact  was  written  in  acre- 
foot  terminology — an  amount  of  water 
covering  an  acre  of  land  to  a  depth  of 
one  foot,  roughly  325,000  gallons.  Along 
with  other  provisions,  it  gave  each  basin 
a  right  to  beneficial  consumptive  use  of 
rJl/2  million  acre-feet  annually.  The 
lower  basin  was  authorized  to  increase 
its  use  by  1  million  acre- feet  per  year  if 
surplus  water  was  available.  Water  to 
which  Mexico  might  be  entitled,  and  the 
amount  was  assumed  to  be  small,  was 
to  be  deducted  first  from  the  surplus 
and  then  equally  from  each  basin’s 
allocation.  With  this  exception  the  basins 
now  were  freed  to  appropriate  water 
permanently  to  beneficial  consumptive 
use  up  to  the  limits  of  the  compact  and, 
on  a  temporary  basis,  use  water  in  excess 
of  that  amount  until  uses  in  the  other 
basin  required  its  retention.  The  slower 
developing  upper  basin  was  protected 
against  the  fast  developing  lower  basin, 
exemplified  by  California. 

Without  the  pressure  of  rapid  growth 
and  expansion  during  the  1920-50  pe¬ 
riod,  the  upper  basin  moved  leisurely 
and  amicably  to  an  agreement  in  1948 
dividing  up  their  water. 

The  situation  was  quite  different  to 
the  south.  Arid  southern  California  des¬ 
perately  wanted  the  Boulder  Canyon 
project  based  on  Hoover  Dam.  It  wanted 
the  all-American  canal  to  make  Im¬ 
perial  Valley  an  oasis.  It  wanted  large- 
scale  importation  of  Colorado  River 
water  to  its  coastal  plain  via  a  massive 
aqueduct  planned  by  the  Metropolitan 
Water  District  of  Southern  California. 
Arizona  wanted  none  of  this.  Its  strategy 
was  to  throw  every  possible  roadblock 
against  acquisition  of  water  rights  by 
the  growing  giant  next  door.  It  refused 
even  to  ratify  the  1922  agreement.  It  de¬ 
clined  to  agree  on  a  division  of  Lower 
Basin  water.  In  Congress  it  fought  a  bit¬ 
ter  delaying  action  against  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act,  first  introduced  in 
1922,  and  stalled  from  passage  until 
.1928. 

Congress,  wearied  of  the  running 
Arizona-California  feud,  determined  by 
that  act  to  settle  it.  It  said  before  Hoover 
Dam  could  be  started,  California  must 
renounce  all  claims  to  over  4.4  million 
acre- feet  annually  of  Colorado  River 
water,  plus  one-half  of  surplus  waters, 
if  any.  A  2.8  million  acre-feet  allocation 
was  suggested  for  Arizona  and  300,000 
acre-feet  for  Nevada.  In  1929  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  legislature  agreed  to  the  limita¬ 
tion.  Thus  began  the  process. of  writing  a 
formula  to  allocate  equitably  the  short¬ 
ages  of  the  river.  That  process  we  are 
continuing  here  today.  Construction  of 
Hoover  Dam  at  last  began  in  1930  despite 
threats  by  Arizona’s  Governor  to  call  out 
his  National  Guard  to  halt  the  ground¬ 
breaking.  It  was  not  until  1944  that  Ari¬ 
zona  reluctantly  ratified  the  Santa  Fe 
compact  in  order  to  sign  a  contract  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  its 
stipulated  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  water. 

During  that  same  World  War  II  year, 
1944,  a  treaty  with  Mexico  was  ratified 
giving  it  a  surprisingly  large  1.5  million 
abre-feet  of  the  Colorado’s  water  annu¬ 
ally.  The  actual  burden  of  this  treaty  is 


not  1.5,  but  approximately  1.8  million 
acre-feet  to  account  for  water  lost 
through  evaporation  and  regulation  of 
the  delivery  to  Mexico. 

By  itself  the  superimposed  Mexican 
Treaty  burden  was  an  unexpected,  but 
not  staggering  blow.  Taken  with  more 
complete  data  on  the  Colorado  River’s 
actual  water  supply  accumulated  follow¬ 
ing  the  compact,  it  ran  up  a  life-sized  red 
warning  flag.  The  Santa  Fe  negotiators, 
it  turned  out,  had  divided  up  more  water 
than  the  river  supplied.  This  deficit  now 
was  to  be  augmented  further  by  the  im¬ 
posing  treaty  burden.  The  gap  between 
water  expectations  and  water  realiza¬ 
tions  of  the  States  was  staggering.  In 
short,  the  water  bankruptcy  of  the  river 
became  clear  and  certain. 

The  seeds  of  violent  controversy  be¬ 
tween  the  States  along  its  banks  again 
were  sown.  This  time  the  mere  division 
of  an  assumed  water  sufficiency  was  not 
the  issue.  The  dispute  transmuted  to  a 
dreaded  responsibility  to  allocate  a 
frightening  deficiency.  Arizona  moved 
quickly  in  1946  to  insulate  itself  from  any 
deficiency  allocation  by  asking  Congress 
for  the  central  Arizona  project  measured 
by  the  State’s  full  2.8  million  acre-feet 
claim,  undepleted  by  any  shortages  in 
supply.  California  and  others  counter- 
moved  by  stalling  legislation.  Frustrated 
in  Congress,  Arizona  moved  its  battle  to  a 
new  arena  in  1952.  It  filed  suit  against 
California  in  the  Supreme  Court  to  en¬ 
force  its  hopes  and  desires. 

The  Court  rendered  its  decision  in 
1963.  It  refused  to  consider  the  question 
of  deficits.  That  hot  potato  was  tossed 
back  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
Congress.  In  the  process  California’s  4.4 
million  acre-feet  paper  allocation  of 
water  was  confirmed.  The  Court  further 
decreed  that  the  considerable  waters  of 
an  Arizona  tributary  of  the  Colorado, 
the  Gila  River,  need  not  be  counted 
against  Arizona’s  2.8  million  acre-feet 
paper  allocation.  This  was  a  bitter  blow 
to  California  as  it  meant,  in  practical 
effect,  the  Colorado  River’s  deficit  was 
not  to  be  lessened  by  the  Gila’s  estimated 
1.75  million  acre-feet  flow. 

Anticipating  the  possibility  of  a  dismal 
day  in  court,  California  fought  hard  dur¬ 
ing  the  mid-1950’s  to  delay  legislation 
sought  by  the  upper  basin  States  to  ap¬ 
proach  their  compact  entitlements  use  of 
Colorado  River  water.  Water  rights  and 
compacts  to  the  contrary,  California 
theorized  that  as  long  as  wet  water  flows 
down  the  river  it  is  not  held  upstream 
and  consequently  is  available  for  use  in 
existing  California  projects.  She  gained 
4  years  delaying  passing  of  the  upper 
basin’s  Colorado  River  storage  project 
until  1956. 

This  contest  marked  the  beginning  of 
the  current  truce  on  bickering  between 
the  river  States.  It  became  apparent  to 
California  as  well  as  to  the  others  that 
fighting  between  themselves  offers  no 
real  solution  to  the  basic  problem  com¬ 
mon  to  all:  water  bankruptcy  of  the 
river.  Each  passing  year  has  brought  a 
closer  realization  that  the  river’s  water 
ledger  must  be  brought  out  of  the  red 
by  a  substantial  augmentation  of  water 
supply.  Within  20  years  the  actual  wet 
water  to  meet  California’s  4.4  million 
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acre-feet  entitlement  will  not  be  flowing 
due  to  new  uses  upstream.  Should  the 
central  Arizona  project  be  built,  its  situ¬ 
ation  will  be  the  same.  Only  a  little  far¬ 
ther  in  the  future  will  the  same  conse¬ 
quences  plague  upper  basin  States.  Their 
entitlement  by  the  compact  may  meet 
their  needs,  but  water  actually  available 
will  not. 

Out  of  the  decade’s  background  of 
bitterness  that  I  have  recited  the  water 
statesmen  of  these  warring  States  at 
last  have  achieved  a  fair  peace.  Its  equit¬ 
able  terms  are  embodied  in  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  3300.  It  is  before  you  now  for 
ratification.  If  you  will  but  do  so,  the 
West  and  the  Nation  will  be  enhanced. 

Although  the  seven  Colorado  River 
States  may  agree  on  little  else,  all  are 
now  convinced  that  a  dire  future  of 
drought  can  be  avoided  only  by  augmen¬ 
tation  of  their  river  basin’s  deficit  water 
supply  through  augmentation  by  some 
means:  importation  of  surplus,  unused, 
unneeded  water  from  sources  outside  the 
natural  drainage  basins  of  the  South¬ 
west,  desalination,  weather  modification, 
and  other  means  as  H.R.  3300  would 
study.  And  at  this  point  it  must  be  em¬ 
phasized  that  absolutely  no  proposal  for 
importation  could  be  made  unless  it  fully 
provides  for  the  water  needs  of  any  area 
of  origin.  Of  equal  importance  the  bill 
provides  for  a  means  for  repaying  the 
cost  of  the  projects  authorized  by  a  basin 
fund  into  which  revenues  will  pour,  not 
only  for  this  purpose  but  also  to  pay  for 
any  augmentation  measures  which  may 
later  be  found  appropriate  and  which,  of 
course,  are  approved  by  Congress  and  all 
States  involved.  The  bill  states  that  the 
cost  of  supplying  the  first  1.5  million 
acre-feet  of  augmentation  logically 
ought  to  be  a  national  obligation  since 
the  obligation  to  supply  that  amount  of 
water  to  Mexico  is  a  national  obligation 
assumed  by  solemn  treaty.  However,  this 
legislation  does  not,  make  it  a  national 
obligation  or  commit  the  United  States 
to  spend  a  cent  of  money  on  augmenta¬ 
tion  to  supply  the  Mexican  burden.  It 
states  only  this  Congress’  feeling  as  to 
the  equities  involved.  Any  future  Con¬ 
gress  which  actually  takes  up  the  aug¬ 
mentation  implementation  is  wholly  free 
to  say  how  it  shall  be  financed. 

This  bill  includes  other  features  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  all  seven  States  by  way  of 
give-and-take  compromises,  such  as: 

Authorization  of  the  central  Arizona 
project  for  Arizona. 

Authorization  of  five  new  participating 
projects  for  the  upper  basin. 

Assurance  to  California  that  calcula¬ 
tion  and  allocation  of  the  river’s  water 
deficit  will  acknowledge  its  prior  accept¬ 
ance  of  the  first  burden  of  shortages  by 
limiting  itself. 

A  provision  guaranteeing  first  claim  to 
the  areas  of  origin  of  water  imported 
from  them.  That  is  to  say,  not  one  drop 
of  water  they  need  can  ever  be  taken 
away  from  them. 

Despite  the  area-of -origin  protective 
clause,  States  of  the  Pacific  Northwest — 
Washington,  Oregon,  Idaho,  and  Mon¬ 
tana — violently  oppose  the  legislation. 
They  fear  imports  will  come  from  their 
Columbia  River.  Such  opposition  is  not 
rational  in  context  of  these  States’  am¬ 


ply  generous  water  supply.  It  is  only  ex¬ 
plainable  by  the  fact  that  they  have  such 
an  excess  of  water  in  relation  to  their 
needs  that  they  have  never  studied  care¬ 
fully  what  their  present  and  future  needs 
are.  They  have  not  studied  it  carefully 
in  relation  to  possible  future  needs  based 
on  expansion  during  the  decades  ahead. 
They  do  not  want  to  take  chances  on  un¬ 
knowns.  Further,  their  numerous  Con¬ 
gressmen,  Senators,  Governors,  and  can¬ 
didates  for  office  at  all  levels  find  mount¬ 
ing  a  crusade  “to  save  the  Northwest’s 
water  from  greedy  California”  is  much 
more  productive  at  the  polls  than  debat¬ 
ing  more  controversial  issues.  Otherwise 
they  would  not  ignore  the  total  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  protective  clause.  There  is  as 
much  chance  of  imports  from  northern 
California  as  there  is  from  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  In  California  we  are  already 
moving  our  water  around  the  State  under 
such  protection  and  we  know  it  is  iron¬ 
clad  and  it  works. 

There  can  be  but  two  alternative  re¬ 
sults  of  this  battle.  If  good  sense  pre¬ 
vails,  H.R.  3300  will  pass  without  crip¬ 
pling  amendments  and  the  West  will 
have  water.  If  the  opposition’s  campaign 
succeeds,  there  will  be  disastrous  and 
lasting  water  shortage  throughout  one- 
twelfth  of  the  U.S.  continent.  Down  the 
drain  with  the  wreckage  will  go  the  water 
future  of  my  own  and  six  neighboring 
States.  Funds  for  and  hopes  of  augment¬ 
ing  the  Colorado  River’s  inadequate 
water  supply  will  not  be  available. 
Even  studies  aimed  at  water  augmenta¬ 
tion  will  be  scrapped  and  so  will  relief 
from  the  Mexican  treaty  burden.  A  deli¬ 
cately  structured  compromise  will  be 
brutally  shattered  and  the  Colorado 
River  States  will  be  relegated  to  a  hope¬ 
less  future  of  internecine  water  warfare. 
Arizona  does  not  ask  for  prostitution  of 
the  legislation  to  a  parochial  central 
Arizona  promotion  by  the  elimination  of 
these  features  which  make  it  a  regional 
plan  valuable  to  all  seven  States.  Colo¬ 
rado  does  not  ask  for  special  preferment, 
nor  does  California  nor  Utah  nor  any 
other  States  involved  ask  another  to 
commit  water  hara-kari.  Why  should 
these  pleaders  from  everywhere  ask  us 
to  do  so? 

As  a  Californian,  I  am  further  con¬ 
cerned  that  the  bogus  fears  of  the  politi¬ 
cians  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  or  the 
groundless  and  unfair  reluctance  and  re¬ 
fusal  to  own  up  to  a  national  treaty  obli¬ 
gation  or  the  “central  Arizona  project 
only”  flim-flam  or  the  callous  rejection 
of  a  fairly  arrived  at  settlement  of  the 
decades-old  Arizona-California  dispute 
or  other  bill-gutting  maneuvers  may 
recklessly  murder  this  plan  so  inter¬ 
woven  with  the  destiny  of  the  West. 

I  plead  that  crippling  amendments  to 
this  bill  be  beat  down  and  that  it  re¬ 
ceive  your  approving  vote  intact  so  that 
30  million  of  your  fellow  citizens  may 
have  the  opportunity  to  develop  their 
precious  water  resources  in  harmony  and 
plan  wisely  together  for  the  future’s 
many  more  millions  of  Americans  who 
will  inherit  and  intabit  this  land  and 
who  must  have  their  opportunity  to  make 
it  grow  apace  with  the  rest  of  our  Na¬ 
tion. 

Now  I  wish  to  discuss  in  detail  two 
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features  of  the  bill  before  us  that  I  have 
mentioned  in  a  general  way.  These  are 
the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  and  the  4.4 
shortage  formula. 

THE  MEXICAN  WATER  TREATT 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  project  bill, 
faces  up  to  the  fact  that  performance  of 
the  wartime  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is 
causing  a  water  shortage  on  the  Colorado 
River,  which  will  frustrate  the  inter¬ 
state  apportionment  made  by  Congress 
in  the  1928  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act, 
as  well  as  the  interbasin  apportionment 
made  by  the  Colorado  River  compact. 
Title  II  of  the  bill  accordingly,  and  prop¬ 
erly,  directs  the  Secretary  to  investigate 
means  of  augmenting  the  river  char¬ 
acterizes  the  treaty  as  a  national  obli¬ 
gation  in  section  202,  and  tells  him  to 
treat  as  nonreimbursable  the  cost  of  the 
augmentation  works  required  to  offset 
the  treaty  burden  in  401.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  have  approved  this  principle. 

The  Secretary  reported  to  the  House 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
May  17,  1965,  during  hearings  on  H.R. 
4671,  at  page  9: 

An  alternative  approach,  of  course,  to  as¬ 
sure  the  maintenance  of  main  stream  prices 
for  not  to  exceed  1,500,000  acre-feet  of  im¬ 
ported  water  per  annum  would  be  to  retain 
the  nonreimbursable  allocation,  now  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  section  402,  to  replenishment  of 
deficiencies  in  main  stream  water  occasioned 
by  Mexican  Treaty  deliveries,  with  the  limi¬ 
tation  that  the  nonreimbursable  costs  be 
limited  to  those  associated  with  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  not  to  exceed  1,500,000  acre-feet  for 
replenishment  purposes.  In  the  Bureau  of 
Budget’s  view  this  alternative,  too,  would 
be  applicable  if  the  Congress  considered  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  situation  unique. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  reported 
to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  on  May  10,  1965,  on  S. 
1019,  89th  Congress,  reprinted  in  hear¬ 
ings,  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  on  H.R.  4671,  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  page  17 : 

The  Bureau  does  recognize,  however,  that 
one  of  the  important  demands  on  the  river 
is  to  provide  water  necessary  to  meet  com¬ 
mitments  made  by  the  U.S.  Government  to 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  the  treaty  of  1944. 
Should  the  Congress  decide  that  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  unique,  we  believe  that  the  price 
guarantee  should  be  further  limited  to  not 
more  than  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  an¬ 
nually,  the  amount  required  to  meet  the 
U.S.  treaty  obligation.  With  this  proviso,  the 
chances  would  appear  minimal,  based  on 
Department  of  the  Interior  estimates,  that 
any  imported  water  would  have  to  carry  a 
price  higher  than  main  stream  water — at 
least  in  the  period  through  year  2030. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  prop¬ 
erly  conceded,  in  its  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  submitted  to  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court’s  Special  Master  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  at  page  47: 

“If  such  shortage  should  occur,  it  would 
be  by  reason  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  obliga¬ 
tion." 

The  above  caption  restates  the  second  point 
of  our  Proposed  Conclusion  11.15.  We  think 
argument  is  not  necessary  to  support  it. 

Like  all  treaties,  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  is,  of  course,  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion,  and  the  bill  so  states,  but  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  back  of  this  particular  treaty 
would  make  it  a  particularly  shocking 
injustice  to  impose  the  treaty’s  financial 
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consequences  on  the  Colorado  Basin 
States  alone. 

Tire  facts  are  these : 

THE  BOULDER  CANYON  PROJECT  ACT  (45  STAT. 

1057) 

In  1928  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act  stipulated  in  section  1  that  the 
waters  stored  in  Hoover  Dam  should  be 
dedicated  to  “beneficial  uses  exclusively 
within  the  United  States.”  The  bill  as 
reported  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Irrigation  and  Reclamation  read  simply 
“beneficial  uses  within  the  United 
States.”  Senator  Pittman,  chairman  of 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  and 
member  of  the  reporting  committee,  ex¬ 
plained  in  the  Congressional  Record  of 
December  10,  1928,  at  page  338: 

A  treaty  may  never  be  necessary  with  regard 
to  this.  Whenever  a  treaty  is  necessary  with 
regard  to  this  matter,  the  burden  of  applying 
for  that  treaty  will  be  on  Mexico,  not  on 
the  United  States. 

When  we  use  this  water  which  we  store, 
it  will  be  used  before  it  can  possibly  get  to 
Mexico,  except  such  of  the  return  as  may 
go  there.  If  Mexico  maintains  that  she  is 
being  deprived  of  water  from  the  Colorado 
River  to  which  she  is  entitled,  she  has  only 
one  known  legal  remedy,  and  that  is,  through 
the  State  Department  of  Mexico,  to  protest 
to  the  State  Department  at  Washington,  to 
see  if  a  harmonious  adjustment  can  not  be 
brought  about. 

We  might  seek  to  enter  into  a  treaty  with 
regard  to  what  water  could  be  used  in  Mex¬ 
ico.  In  the  first  place,  you  would  have  a 
question  as  to  whether,  if  it  was  already 
being  used,  any  treaty  could  take  away  any 
vested  rights.  We  know  no  statute  can,  and 
I  hold  that  a  treaty  is  only  a  statute. 

We  will  assume,  however,  as  a  violent  con¬ 
clusion,  that  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States  would  enter  into  a  treaty  with 
Mexico,  giving  them  many  times  the  amount 
of  water  to  which  they  were  entitled,  from 
the  natural  flow  of  this  river,  and,  to  do  so, 
should  attempt  to  injure  some  vested  rights 
in  this  country,  to  take  away  from  people 
the  use  of  water  they  had  been  legally  using 
for  irrigation. 

That  treaty  would  have  to  come  to  this 
body  for  ratification  before  it  would  ever  be 
a  treaty.  It  would  take  two-thirds  of  this 
body  to  ratify  it.  It  is  totally  inconceivable, 
if  we  pass  this  bill,  which  states  that  all  of 
the  impounded  water  above  the  natural 
flow  shall  be  used  exclusively  in  the  United 
States,  that  they  would  ratify  any  such 
treaty.  They  would  have  just  as  much  right 
to  say  to  Meixco  then,  as  they  would  have 
if  we  would  pass  just  such  a  resolution  as 
the  Senator  from  Utah  has  read:  “You  never 
had  any  right  under  the  comity  of  nations 
to  the  stored  waters  of  our  country.  Your 
rights  were  solely  limited  to  the  natural 
flow  and  the  use  to  which  you  put  the  nat¬ 
ural  flow.  Then,  in  addition  to  that,  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  passed  a  pub¬ 
lic  act  in  which  they  stated  to  you  and  the 
rest  of  the  world  that  all  of  this  impounded 
water  was  to  be  used  exclusively  in  the 
United  States.  You  and  your  citizens  had  no¬ 
tice  of  it.  You  cannot  complain  that  you 
are  now  injured  because  you  took  no  notice 
of  it.” 

There  is  not  a  ohance  in  the  world  of 
Mexico  ever  getting  anything  except  that 
which  she  is  morally  entitled  to  under  the 
comity  of  nations,  and  we  know  just  what 
that  is. 

But,  to  make  doubly  sure,  the  Senate 
added  the  word  “exclusively.” 

The  Congress,  in  the  same  act,  granted 
the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  Colorado 
River  compact,  section  13,  and  directed 
in  section  8a,  that  the  United  States 


and  all  of  its  water  users  should  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  that  compact.  Article  III(c)  of 
that  compact  provides: 

(c)  If,  as  a  matter  of  international  comity, 
the  United  States  of  America  shall  hereafter 
recognize  in  the  United  States  of  Mexico  any 
right  to  the  use  of  any  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  System,  such  waters  shall  be  supplied 
first  from  the  waters  which  are  surplus  over 
and  above  the  aggregate  of  the  quantities 
specified  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b);  and  if 
such  surplus  shall  prove  insufficient  for  this 
purpose,  then,  the  burden  of  such  deficiency 
shall  be  equally  borne  by  the  Upper  Basin 
and  the  Lower  Basin,  and  whenever  necessary 
the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  shall  deliver 
at  Lee  Perry  water  to  supply  one-half  of  the 
deficiency  so  recognized  in  addition  to  that 
provided  in  paragraph  (d) . 

The  Congress  proceeded  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  water  supply  was  sub¬ 
stantially  more  than  18  million  acre-feet 
and  therefore  there  was  at  least  2  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  “surplus”  to  satisfy 
Mexico  above  the  16  million  acre-feet  of 
consumptive  use  allocated  by  the  com¬ 
pact,  7.5  million  to  . the  upper  basin,  per 
article  111(a),  and  8.5  million  to  the 
lower  basin,  per  articles  III  (a)  and  (b) . 

Accordingly,  Congress  in  section  4(a) 
directed  the  allocation  of  7.5  million 
acre-feet  of  the  water  apportioned  to  the 
lower  basin,  4.4  million  to  California,  2.8 
million  to  Arizona,  300,000  to  Nevada, 
and  directed  that  the  “excess”  above  that 
quantity,  the  million  referred  to  in  ar¬ 
ticle  111(b)  plus  the  “surplus”  above  8.5 
million,  should  be  equally  divided  be¬ 
tween  Arizona  and  California. 

WORKS  BUILT  IN  RELIANCE  ON  THE  PROJECT  ACT 

Between  1928  and  1944  over  $600  mil¬ 
lion  was  invested  by  the  United  States, 
underwritten  by  lower  basin  water  and 
power  users,  and  by  water  users  in  the 
lower  basin  States  to  put  water  to  use  in 
reliance  on  the  assurance  of  Congress 
that  no  agreement  would  be  made  with 
Mexico  that  would  invade  the  basic  7.5 
million  acre-feet  that  Congress  had  ap¬ 
portioned  among  the  three  lower  basin 
States;  that  only  the  uses  in  excess  of 
that  quantity  were  at  the  hazard  of  any 
future  treaty;  and  that  the  foreseeable 
surplus  water  would  more  than  satisfy 
any  probable  treaty. 

THE  MEXICAN  WATER  TREATY,  AND  ITS  MISTAKEN 
WATER  SUPPLY  ASSUMPTION 

In  1941,  in  wartime,  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  undertook  negotiations  with  Mexi¬ 
co  for  a  treaty  to  encompass  the  Rio 
Grande,  where  most  of  the  water  origi¬ 
nates  in  Mexico  but  is  largely  used  in  the 
United  .States,  and  the  Colorado,  where 
all  the  water  originates  and  is  stored  and 
conserved  in  the  United  States;  Mexico 
contributes  no  water  and  has  no  sites  for 
storage  dams.  Obviously,  any  treaty 
would  be  a  trade  of  Colorado  River  water 
to  Mexico  for  Rio  Grande  water  for  lands 
in  Texas.  Both  nations  negotiated  on 
mistaken  estimates  of  the  water  supply. 

Mexico  asserted  that  the  available 
supply  was  18,400,000  acre-feet  annually, 
and  stated,  according  to  VI  “Foreign 
Relations  of  the  United  States,  Diplo¬ 
matic  Papers  1942,”  at  page  550;  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  State  Department  in  1963 : 

This  means  a  surplus  of  2,400,000  acre-feet 
annually,  which  amount  could  be  allowed  to 
Mexico  without  injury  to  its  northern 
neighbor. 
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Our  State  Department  replied  at  page 
561: 

Based  upon  the  best  data  presently  avail¬ 
able,  the  total  virgin  flow  of  the  river  is 
estimated  at  18,000,000  acre-feet  per  annum 
on  the  average,  leaving  an  estimated  average 
quantity  of  2,000,000  acre-feet  per  year  to 
take  care  of  reservoir  losses  and  for  future 
allocations  in  the  United  States.  This  water 
can  all  be  beneficially  used  in  the  United 
States.  Projects  in  operation  and  under  con¬ 
struction  in  the  lower  basin  of  the  United 
States  at  the  present  time  will  use  9,140,000 
acre-feet  of  Colorado  River  water  per  year. 
This  is  640,000  acre-feet  more  than  the  firm 
allocations  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  to 
the  lower  Basin  States.  These  projects  do  not 
comprehend  the  total  possibilities  of  the 
lower  basin. 

In  addition  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
we  are  here  dealing  with  average  figures 
which  do  not  take  into  account  extended 
periods  of  low  run-off  such  as  have  been  re¬ 
cently  experienced,  where  American  develop¬ 
ments  would  necessarily  be  deprived  of  suf¬ 
ficient  water  if  any  substantial  amount  was 
guaranteed  to  Mexico.  It  is  quite  possible 
that  in  years  of  abnormal  run-off  2,000,000 
acre-feet  of  water  or  more  could  be  delivered 
to  Mexico  without  deprivation  to  lands  in 
the  United  States,  even  after  ultimate  de¬ 
velopments  in  the  United  States.  In  the 
average  year,  however,  the  amount  that 
oould  be  so  delivered  would  be  very  much 
less  than  this  figure,  and  during  dry  cycles 
much  less  than  1,000,000  acre-feet  would  be 
available  without  serious  deprivation  to 
American  interests. 

Mexico’s  estimates  of  the  water  supply  and 
that  amount  which  will  be  available  for  ulti¬ 
mate  use  were  undoubtedly  based  on  early 
figures  which  have  been  shown  by  later  sur¬ 
veys  to  be  inaccurate.  When  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  was  negotiated  in  1922  it  was 
assumed  that  total  water  production  in  the 
basin  was  about  19,000,000  acre-feet.  Sixteen 
million  acre-feet  were  allocated  by  the  Com¬ 
pact.  Subsequent  stream  flow  records  have 
indicated  that  the  1922  estimate  was  too 
high. 

Later,  and  mistakenly,  the  American 
negotiators  shifted  to  higher  estimates. 
A  Mexican  negotiator  reported  to  his 
Senate  as  reprinted  in  full  in  U.S.  Senate 
Document  98,  79th  Congress,  and  in  part 
in  Senate  Document  249,  79th  Congress, 
at  page  14: 

The  negotiations  of  the  treaty  on  the  part 
of  the  American  delegation  and  later  its  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  American  Senate  were  made 
by  taking  as  a  fundamental  basis  the  official 
document  called  the  Santa  Pe  agreement, 
which  with  the  approval  of  the  American 
Federal  Government  distributed,  since  1922, 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  among 
the  American  States  of  the  upper  and  lower 
basins,  and  specified  that  the  waters  assigned 
to  Mexico  should  be  taken  from  the  excess 
which  the  average  virgin  volume  of  the  river 
(22,000,000,000  cubic  meters)  (17,835,000 
acre-feet)  had  over  the  volume  distributed 
among  the  American  States  of  the  upper 
and  lower  basins  (20,000,000,000  cubic 
meters)  (16,213,600  acre-feet).  Our  assign¬ 
ment  of  1,850,000,000  cubic  meters  (1,500,000 
acre-feet)  is  included,  then,  within  the 
2,000,000,000  cubic  meters  (1,621,000  acre- 
feet)  of  the  difference. 

It  is  clear  that  both  the  American  and 
Mexican  negotiators  thought  they  were 
disposing  only  of  waters  that  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact  describes  as  “sur¬ 
plus,”  entailing  no  curtailment  of  uses 
of  water  apportioned  by  the  Colorado 
River  compact. 

The  treaty  actually  signed,  in  1944, 
Treaty  Series  994,  54  Stat.  1219,  guar- 
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anteed  Mexico  a  minimum  of  1.5  million 
acre-feet  annually,  measured  at  the 
boundary.  But  the  actual  burden  on  the 
American  water  supply  occasioned  by 
this  guarantee  is  about  1.8  million.  This 
is  because  the  United  States  absorbs  all 
reservoir  evaporation  and  channel  losses, 
and  because  the  treaty  gives  the  United 
States  credit  only  for  water  delivered  in 
response  to  Mexican  schedules  of  de¬ 
mands,  with  no  credit  for  overdeliveries, 
which  are  unavoidable.  Wartime  exigen¬ 
cies,  plus  the  desire  to  have  this  agree¬ 
ment  signed  before  convening  of  the  con¬ 
ference  to  organize  the  United  Nations, 
accounted  for  some  of  the  concessions 
granted  Mexico.  The  guarantee  to  Mex¬ 
ico  now  known  to  be  insupportable  with¬ 
out  grave  damage  to  American  inter¬ 
ests — reads  as  follows: 

ARTICLE  10 

Of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River,  from 
any  and  all  sources,  there  are  allotted  to 
Mexico : 

(a)  A  guaranteed  annual  quantity  of 
1,500,000  acre-feet  (1,850,234,000  cubic 
meters)  to  be  delivered  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  Article  15  of  this  Treaty. 

(b)  Any  other  quantities  arriving  at  the 
Mexican  points  of  diversion,  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  in  any  year  in  which,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  United  States  Section,  there 
exists  a  surplus  of  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  in  excess  of  the  amount  necessary  to 
supply  uses  in  the  United  States  and  the 
guaranteed  quantity  of  1,500,000  acre-feet 
(1,850,234,000  cubic  meters)  annually  to  Mex- 
ioo,  the  United  States  undertakes  to  deliver 
to  Mexico,  in  the  manner  set  out  in  Article 
15  of  this  Treaty,  additional  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  to  provide  a  total 
quantity  not  to  exceed  1,700,000  acre-feet 
(2,096,931,000  cubic  meters)  a  year.  Mexico 
shall  acquire  no  right  beyond  that  provided 
by  this  subparagraph  by  the  use  of  the  wa¬ 
ters  of  the  Colorado  River  system,  for  any 
purpose  whatsoever  in  excess  of  1,500,000 
acre-feet  (1,850,234,000  cubic  meters)  an¬ 
nually. 

“In  the  event  of  extraordinary  drought  or 
serious  accident  to  the  irrigation  system  in 
the  United  States,  thereby  making  it  dif¬ 
ficult  for  the  United  States  to  deliver  the 
guaranteed  quantity  of  1,500,000  acre-feet 
(1,850,234,000  cubic  meters)  a  year,  the  water 
allotted  to  Mexico  under  subparagraph  (a) 
of  this  Article  will  be  reduced  in  the  same 
proportion  as  consumptive  uses  in  the  United 
States  are  reduced.” 


The  United  States  has  never  invoked 
the  “extraordinary  drought”  escape 
clause,  even  at  a  time  when  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  was  imposing  a  10  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  consumptive  uses  be¬ 
low  Hoover  Dam. 

There  were  those  who  foresaw  the 
havoc  that  this  guarantee  to  Mexico 
would  create.  Ex-President  Herbert  Hoo¬ 
ver,  who  had  been  the  Federal  represen¬ 
tative  chairing  the  negotiation  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  in  1922,  wrote  in 
1944,  in  response  to  an  inquiry  from  a 
member  of  the  Sentate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  to  be  found  in  Senate  Doc¬ 
ument  32,  79th  Congress,  and  House 
Document  717,  80th  Congress  at  pages 
159-160: 


At  the  time  the  Compact  was  negotiated 
the  possibility  that  a  treaty  might  be  made 
with  Mexico  some  day  was  recognized,  and 
that  under  it  Mexico  might  become  entitled 
to  the  use  of  some  water.  In  that  event,  the 
compact  divides  the  burden  between  the 
upper  and  lower  basins,  but  it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  compact  “foreshadows”  such  a 
treaty  as  that  now  proposed. 


I  am  sure  none  of  the  Commissioners  who 
negotiated  the  compact  had  any  idea  that 
our  Government  would  offer  to  guarantee 
Mexico  any  such  amount  as  the  1,500,000 
acre-feet  stated  in  the  proposed  treaty.  At 
that  time  Mexico  was  using  about  500,000  to 
600,000  acre-feet  per  year.  Her  lands  were 
subject  to  a  serious  flood  menace  every  year, 
and  the  silt  in  the  river  water  was  clogging 
her  irrigation  canals  and  ditches  and  thus 
threatened  her  whole  development.  It  was  a 
serious  question  as  to  how  Mexico  could  pre¬ 
vent  disaster  to  the  lands  she  was  then  culti¬ 
vating,  much  less  increase  that  use. 

Now,  by  means  of  American  works,  we  have 
controlled  the  floodwater  and  silt,  which  is 
of  tremendous  value  to  Mexico.  No  one  would 
want  to  deny  these  benefits  to  Mexico.  But 
had  it  been  suggested  in  1922  that  the  United 
States  was  to  be  penalized  in  the  future  by 
having  to  furnish  free  to  Mexico  a  volume 
of  water,  made  available  by  works  con¬ 
structed  in  the  United  States  to  supply  lands 
made  possible  of  development  only  because 
of  those  works,  I  know  it  would  have  met 
with  the  opposition  of  the  compact  framers. 
Moreover,  had  the  compact  negotiators  con¬ 
sidered  such  a  treaty  possible  as  the  present 
one,  I  am  not  sure  that  agreement  on  a 
compact  could  have  been  reached.  Certainly, 
the  compact  that  was  concluded  would  have 
been  different. 

«  »  *  *  * 

1.  As  to  the  allocation  of  water. — (a) 
Quantity.. — The  treaty  guarantees  at  least 
1,500,000  acre-feet  per  year  to  Mexico  but 
contains  no  specific  allocation  or  reservation 
of  water  to  the  United  States.  This  guaranty 
takes  precedence  over  older  American  users 
who  are  paying  for  the  storage  works  which 
alone  will  make  possible  Mexico’s  increase 
of  use  above  the  quantity  of  approximately 
750,000  acre-feet  which  she  used  before  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project. 
Each  country  ought  to  be  allocated  a  pro 
rata  of  the  flow  of  the  river  so  that  Mexico 
will  share  the  hazards  of  the  American  water 
supply  if  she  is  to  share  the  benefits  of  the 
American  storage.  The  so-called  “escape 
clause”  entitling  the  United  States  to 
diminish  deliveries  only  if  her  own  consump¬ 
tive  use  is  curtailed  by  extraordinary  drought 
is  so  uncertain  in  operation  as  to  invite 
acrimonious  dispute. 

(i>)  The  impairment  of  existing  American 
rights. — The  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act 
stipulated  that  the  waters  stored  by  that 
project  should  be  used  exclusively  within  the 
United  States.  Congress  appropriated  $165,- 
000,000  on  that  representation  to  the  tax¬ 
payer.  Communities  in  the  lower  basin  en¬ 
tered  into  contracts  with  the  United  States 
reciting  that  pledge,  and  in  reliance  upon 
it  have  incurred  over  $500,000,000  of  debt  to 
repay  the  Government’s  whole  investment 
and  to  construct  aqueducts,  canals,  trans¬ 
mission  lines,  etc.,  to  use  the  water  so  stored 
and  paid  for.  Figures  used  by  the  Reclama¬ 
tion  Bureau  show  that  in  a  decade  like  1931- 
40,  if  1,500,000  acre-feet  were  guaranteed  to 
Mexico  each  year,  some  15,000,000  acre-feet 
of  Boulder  Canyon  storage  would  have  to  be 
drawn  down  for  that  purpose,  exhausting 
substantially  the  whole  active  storage  of  the 
reservoir,  after  making  deductions  for  flood 
control  and  dead  storage.  Our  pledge  ought  to 
be  kept.  If  it  is  to  be  broken,  Mexico  ought 
to  be  admitted  no  further  than  to  a  basis  of 
parity  with,  not  precedence  over,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  users  who  assumed  the  obligation  to  pay 
for  these  works  on  the  promise  that  the 
benefit  would  be  theirs. 

(c)  Quality. — The  treaty’s  evasion  as  to 
quality  of  water  to  be  furnished  to  Mexico 
should  be  clarified  one  way  or  the  other: 
Either  by  adding  a  reservation  requiring 
Mexico  to  take  all  water  regardless  of  quality, 
and  even  though  it  is  unusable,  which  is 
what  the  State  Department  says  this  treaty 
means,  but  which  must  be  a  profound  shock 
to  Mexico;  or,  in  the  alternative,  providing 
for  the  delivery  of  waters  through  the  All- 
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American  Canal  only,  assuring  Mexico  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  quality  as  that  delivered 
to  American  projects  through  the  same  canal, 
and  disclaiming  specifically  the  quality  of 
any  water  delivered  to  Mexico  in  the  bed 
of  the  stream  through  works  which  she  may 
herself  build. 

As  to  quality,  this  was  the  sort  of  rep¬ 
resentation  received  by  the  U.S.  Senate 
from  one  of  our  negotiators,  as  recorded 
in  Senate  Document  249,  79th  Congress 
at  page  12: 

Senator  Downey.  Mr.  Tipton,  is  there  any 
statement  in  the  treaty  as  to  the  quality 
of  water  that  must  be  delivered  by  the 
United  States  to  Mexico? 

Mr.  Tipton.  We  are  protected  on  the 
quality,  sir. 

Senator  Downey.  That  is,  you  would  mean 
by  that  statement  that  we  could  perform 
the  terms  of  our  tready  with  Mexico  by  de¬ 
livering  to  her  water  that  would  not  be 
usable? 

Mr.  Tipton.  Yes;  sir. 

Senator  Downey.  And  you  think  that  some 
court  in  the  future  would  uphold  that  kind 
of  interpretation,  that  we  could  satisfy  in 
whole  or  in  part  our  obligation  to  Mexico 
under  this  treaty  of  delivering  1,500,000  acre- 
feet  of  water,  even  though  some  or  all  of  it 
were  not  usable  for  irrigation  purposes? 

Mr.  Tipton.  That  is  my  interpretation  of 
the  treaty,  sir.  During  the  negotiations,  that 
question  was  argued  strenuously .  Memo¬ 
randa  passed  back  and  forth  during  nego¬ 
tiations  indicate  what  the  intent  was.  Lan¬ 
guage  was  placed  in  the  treaty  to  cover  that 
situation  and  to  cover  only  that  situation , 
[Emphasis  supplied.] 

Not  surprisingly,  the  Mexican  negotia¬ 
tors  gave  the  opposite  report  to  their 
Senate: 

That  was-  covered  in  the  treaty  when  it 
spoke  of  waters  for  irrigation.  No  one  would 
be  able  to  sign  a  treaty  to  give  or  receive 
waters  of  bad  quality  because  both  parties 
would  suffer  damage  therefrom. 

The  dependence  of  Mexico  on  Hoover 
Dam  storage,  dedicated  by  the  Project 
Act  to  the  exclusive  benefit  of  American 
water  users,  was  conceded  by  one  of  the 
principal  Mexican  negotiators,  reporting 
to  his  own  Senate  as  reported  in  U.S. 
Senate  Document  249,  79th  Congress,  at 
page  9  : 

This  graph  shows  clearly  that  in  the  irregu¬ 
lar  form  in  which  the  flows  would  occur, 
Mexico,  instead  of  receiving  benefits  would 
repeatedly  sustain  damage;  as  a  rule  when 
the  water  was  available,  it  would  descend  in 
veritable  floods  which  would  destroy  every¬ 
thing;  and  on  other  occasions  in  the  months 
of  the  greatest  scarcity  and  the  greatest  ne¬ 
cessity,  the  channel  would  be  dry. 

Instead,  the  waters  that  Mexico  will  re¬ 
ceive  in  accordance  with  the  treaty  will  be 
received  regulated  by  the  American  works, 
and  at  the  appropriate  time  for  their  appli¬ 
cation  to  the  lands.  For  this  purpose  there  is 
established  in  the  treaty,  procedure  by  means 
of  which  the  Mexican  section  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Boundary  and  Water  Commission 
will  present  each  year,  in  advance,  to  the 
American  section  of  the  same  Commission 
monthly  tables  for  delivery  of  the  water 
which  our  lands  are  going  to  need  for  the 
following  year;  and,  what  is  more,  there  is 
a  stipulation  that  these  tables  can  be  varied 
20  percent,  plus  or  minus,  30  days  in  advance, 
in  the  event  that  the  forecasts  that  shall 
have  been  made  are  not  exact.  *  *  * 

In  the  same  graph  to  which  I  referred  It 
is  shown  clearly  that  even  supposing  that  not 
a  single  drop  of  water  of  the  Colorado  River 
were  retained  in  American  territory,  the  ir¬ 
regular  form  in  which  the  discharge  would 
arrive  in  our  country  would  not  permit  any 
important  area  of  land  to  be  irrigated;  that 
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is  to  say,  supposing  that  there  is  accepted 
as  correct  the  conclusion  to  which  Lie.  Man- 
zanera  del  Campo  arrives,  not  only  would  we 
be  unable  to  increase  our  irrigation  system 
on  the  Colorado  River  in  Lower  California 
and  Sonora  up  to  200,000  hectares  in  round 
figures,  as  we  are  going  to  do  when  the  treaty 
enters  into  effect,  but  probably  the  area  al¬ 
ready  irrigated  would  have  to  be  reduced 
considerably.  *  *  * 

At  page  10  of  the  same  document  an¬ 
other  Mexican  negotiator  reported: 

We  Mexican  engineers,  when  we  saw  that 
these  gigantic  works  were  being  executed, 
understood  that  there  approached  the  criti¬ 
cal  moment  for  Mexico  in  which  the  lands  of 
the  Mexicali  Valley  ran  the  danger  of  re¬ 
turning  to  their  condition  of  one  of  the  most 
inhospitable  deserts  in  the  world  through 
lack  of  water,  since  our  country  would  have 
to  depend  on  taking  water,  in  the  manner 
that  it  might  best  be  able  to  do  it,  from  the 
Colorado  River  by  using  occasional  surpluses 
that  might  flow  through  said/  river. 
***** 

That  is,  even  when  it  is  true  that  the  total 
volume  of  the  surpluses  which  flow  through 
the  Colorado  River  will  still  be  very 
great  in  many  years,  its  current  is  from  now 
on  so  irregular  that  it  can  be  stated  that, 
while  during  some  weeks  the  Mexican  lands 
of  the  Mexicali  Valley  can' be  dying  of  thirst, 
in  the  following  weeks  they  may  be  choked 
and  submerged  by  the  inundations  provoked 
by  discharges  from  the  American  dams. 

*  *  *  <T  * 

It  is  necessary  to  note  that  as  Mexico  did 
not  have  any  place  to  regulate  the  waters  of 
the  Colorado  River  in  order  to  distribute 
them  day  by  day,  during  each  year,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  needs  of  irrigation,  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  arrange  by  means  of  the  treaty  for 
the  United  States  to  deliver  that  water  to 
us  regulated  to  our  wishes  within  certain 
limitations  which  do  not  impose  on  us  any 
sacrifice  for  any  plan  of  cultivation  that  is 
followed  in  Mexicali  Valley.  For  this  service 
of  regulation  of  that  water,  our  country  does 
not  have  to  pay  a  single  cent. 

It  is  wholly  unclear  whether  the  “ex¬ 
traordinary  drought”  clause  would  en¬ 
able  the  United  States  to  protect  its  re¬ 
serves  in  storage,  or  whether  American 
reservoirs  must  be  drawn  down  without 
limit  to  satisfy  the  treaty  burden,  so 
long  as  American  consumptive  uses  are 
not  reduced  below  some  quantity,  itself 
unstated,  unless  it  is  assumed  that  the 
compact  apportionments  are  the  implied 
criteria  for  this  purpose.  This  was  typi¬ 
cal  testimony  before  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  as  reprinted  in  Senate  Document 
249,  79th  Congress,  at  pages  16  and  17: 

Mr.  Tipton.  *  *  *  Senator  Millikin  asked 
two  questions.  His  first  question  was,  as  I 
understood  it — and  I  hope  the  Senator  will 
correct  me  if  I  am  wrong — if  there  was  no 
curtailment  in  the  consumptive  uses,  but 
there  was  a  depletion  of  reservoir  capacity, 
whether  or  not  we  could  invoke  this  provi¬ 
sion.  I  said  I  did  not  think  so. 

His  second  question  was  this — that  if, 
accompanying  the  commencement  of  deple¬ 
tion  of  water  in  main  stream  storage,  there 
also  was  a  curtailment  of  use — actual  cur¬ 
tailment  of  consumptive  use — by  virtue  of 
a  lack  of  water  in  the  upper  basin  above 
our  main  stream  reservoirs,  whether  or  not 
under  that  condition  this  provision  could  be 
invoked.  I  said  that  it  could  be  so  inter¬ 
preted. 

Senator  La  Pollette.  But  you  were  not 
certain? 

Mr.  Tipton.  I  was  not  certain. 

Senator  La  Follette.  One  other  thing  that 
I  got  from  this  series  of  questions  was  the 
fact  in  the  negotiation  of  this  treaty,  in 


which  you  participated,  as  I  understand  it, 
there  was  not  very  much  discussion  of  this 
provision  with  the  Mexican  negotiators.  1 
came  to  the  conclusion,  therefore — and  if  I 
am  wrong,  I  wish  to  be  corrected — that  this 
particular  language  in  the  treaty — this 
drought-clause  language — was  arrived  at 
without  a  full  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the 
negotiators  as  to  what  its  actual  provisions 
involved. 

Mr.  Tipton.  I  think,  Senator,  that  that  re¬ 
sulted  from  this  fact— — 

Senator  La  Pollette.  Is  that  true?  Am  I 
correct  in  that  deduction? 

Mr.  Tipton.  You  are  substantially  correct, 
sir. 

***** 

Senator  La  Follette.  Was  there  any  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  among  the  American  nego¬ 
tiators  as  to  how  it  would  be  interpreted  and 
how  it  would  be  invoked  and  how  it  would 
be  operated  if  it  was  invoked? 

Mr.  Tipton.  I  hesitate  to  say  that  there 
was  a  consensus  of  the  negotiators  that  it 
would  be  invoked  when  curtailment  in  the 
upper  basin  was  caused  in  order  that  the 
upper  basin  might  make  its  delivery  at  Lees 
Perry.  That  was  discussed  as  one  criterion. 
I  would  hesitate  to  say,  Senator,  that  there 
was  a  consensus  of  the  American  negotiators 
on  the  basis,  and  I  would  not  say  there 
was  not  consensus.  That  condition  would  be 
a  most  unfavorable  interpretation  to  the 
United  States,  and,  in  my  opinion — my  per¬ 
sonal  opinion — that  would  be  a  measure 
which  could  not  be  controverted. 

Senator  La  Pollette.  I  understand  that 
that  would  be  one  criterion,  one  way  to 
measure  it;  but  I  must  say  that  it  does  strike 
me  as  rather  strange  that  this  provision  got 
into  the  treaty  without  a  full  understand¬ 
ing  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  nego¬ 
tiators  as  to  exactly  what  it  meant,  how  it 
would  operate,  and  when  it  would  be  in¬ 
voked;  and,  secondly,  that  that  understand¬ 
ing  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  nego¬ 
tiators  was  not  conveyed  to,  fully  under¬ 
stood  by,  and  threshed  out  with  those  nego¬ 
tiating  the  treaty  on  the  part  of  Mexico. 

Nevertheless,  the  Senate  gave  its  ad¬ 
vice  and  consent  to  the  treaty;  greater 
•wartime  interests  of  the  United  States 
compelled  an  agreement  with  Mexico.  On 
water  supply,  the  report  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  79th 
Congress,  first  session,  at  pages  4  and  5 
said: 

According  to  all  the  testimony,  the  average 
annual  virgin  run-off  from  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  is  approximately  18,000,000  acre- 
feet  a  year. 

The  amount  allocated  to  Mexico  is  thus 
only  about  8  percent  of  the  total  supply, 
and  the  amount  of  firm  water — that  is,  water 
which  must  be  released  from  storage  at  Davis 
Dam — which  will  ultimately  be  required,  in 
addition  to  return  flows  which  will  be  in  the 
river  in  any  event,  is  only  3  percent  or  less,  of 
the  total  annual  supply.  The  balance  remain¬ 
ing  for  use  in  the  United  States,  or  approxi¬ 
mately  16,500,000  acre-feet  on  the  average, 
wiU  permit  of  a  total  development  in  the 
United  States  almost  treble  the  present 
development. 

•  »  •  •  • 

Presumably  then,  the  Mexican  allocation  of 
1,500,000  acre-feet  per  year  will  be  supplied 
from  the  amount  of  approximately  2,000,000 
acre-feet  which  is  estimated  to  be  the_surplus 
after  the  compact  allocations,  totaling  16,- 
000,000  acre-feet,  have  been  supplied. 

By  contrast,  recent  testimony  to  the 
House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  on  H.R.  3300  now  shows  there  is 
only  a  50-50  probability  that  the  long- 
range  average  will  be  as  much  as  15 
million  acre-feet,  and  one  chance  in  four 


that  it  will  equal  16  million.  Ironically, 
the  same  distinguished  witness,  Royce  J. 
Tipton,  who  supported  an  estimate  of 
18  million  in  1944  in  testifying  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty — his 
honest  appraisal  at  that  time — testified 
before  this  committee  21  years  later  that 
the  hydrologic  record  will  not  longer  sup¬ 
port  an  estimate  in  excess  of  15  million. 

THE  WORSENING  WATER  SUPPLY 

Since  the  date  of  the  treaty’s  ratifica¬ 
tion,  the  Colorado  River’s  water  supply, 
and  the  quality  of  that  supply,  have 
worsened.  Storage  in  American  reser¬ 
voirs  has  been  depleted,  at  times,  to  the 
bare  minimum  of  operating  heads  of  the 
powerplants — in  grim  contrast  with  the 
assumption  stated  in  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  1944  report  on  the  treaty,  page  9: 

The  use  of  Boulder  Dam  is  not  contem¬ 
plated  under  the  treaty  for  the  delivery  of  the 
Mexican  allocation. 

Lake  Mead  is  only  half  full,  and  it  has 
not  yet  been  possible  to  fill  Glen  Canyon 
Dam,  while  honoring  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty — as,  of  course,  we  have  done. 
Mexico  has  complained  of  the  quality  of 
the  water  reaching  her,  with  the  conse¬ 
quence  that  extra  quantities  have  been 
released  from  American  storage  to  im¬ 
prove  that  quality,  and  expensive  works 
have  been  built  at  American  expense  to 
bypass  return  flow  from  the  Welton-Mo- 
hawk  project  in  Arizona  around  the  Mex¬ 
ican  points  of  diversion.  This,  also,  is  in 
contrast  with  the  remarkable  assurance 
given  the  U.S.  Senate  by  one  of  the 
American  negotiators  that  the  treaty 
could  be  satisfied  by  delivering  to  Mexico 
water  of  unusable  quality  as  reported  in 
Senate  Document  249,  79th  Congress,  at 
page  12.  Davis  Dam,  built  at  American 
expense  as  a  treaty  structure  to  reregu¬ 
late  the  power  discharges  at  Hoover,  has 
had  to  be  supplemented  by  the  Senator 
Wash  Dam,  at  American  expense,  to 
more  nearly  regulate  the  flows  to  Mexico. 
Sentinel  Dam  has  been  built  at  American 
expense  to  control  floods  from  the  Gila, 
which  enters  the  Colorado  just  above 
Mexico. 

The  testimony  before  the  House  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
shows  that  the  ultimate  introduction  of 
an  additional  2  million  acre-feet  of  new 
water  of  high  quality  into  the  river  Is 
essential  if  two  objectives  are  to  be  ac¬ 
complished:  First,  to  supply  the  mini¬ 
mum  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  annually  of 
main  stream  water  which  the  Congress 
apportioned  among  the  three  lower  divi¬ 
sion  States;  second,  to  avoid  deteriora¬ 
tion  of  the  quality  of  the  water  at  the 
boundary,  already  containing  several 
times  the  salt  content  countenanced  by 
U.S.  Public  Health  Service  standards,  to 
a  level  wholly  unacceptable  for  use  in 
either  the  United  States  or  Mexico. 

Water  must  be  added  to  the  river  to 
offset  the  treaty  burden.  The  cost  of  per¬ 
forming  the  treaty  is,  and  ought  to  be,  a 
Federal  responsibility.  There  is  no  more 
justification  for  saddling  American  water 
users  with  the  cost  of  replacing  the  water 
taken  from  them  to  export  to  Mexico  in 
performance  of  a  treaty  than  there  would 
be  in  taking  grain  from  the  Midwest 
farmers  without  compensation  in  order 
to  export  it  to  satisfy  a  treaty  commit¬ 
ment  in  Asia.  The  exclusively  Federal  ob- 
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ligation  to  perform  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  at  Federal  expense  is  inseparable 
from  the  exclusively  Federal  power  to 
make  the  treaty  in  the  first  place,  over¬ 
riding  the  promises  made  to  American 
water  users  in  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  that  the  flood  waters  stored  by 
Hoover  Dam  would  be  used  exclusively  in 
the  United  States. 

THE  4.4  SHORTAGE  FORMULA 

Now  I  turn  to  the  second  vital  provi¬ 
sion  of  H.R.  3300  on  which  I  wish  to 
elaborate;  namely,  the  4.4  shortage 
formula. 

THE  SHORTAGE  FORMULA 

Section  301  (b)  and  (c)  of  H.R.  3300 
contains  a  shortage  formula,  agreed  upon 
between  Arizona  and  California,  which 
settles  the  issues  between  those  two 
States  which  the  Supreme  Court  refused 
to  decide,  and  which  it  sent  the  States 
back  to  Congress  to  settle.  Thus  we  come 
full  circle:  In  1928  Congress,  in  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act,  wrote  one-half 
of  the  shortage  formula  which  we  are 
about  to  complete. 

THE  FIRST  HALF  OF  THE  SHORTAGE  FORMULA 

In  1928,  Congress  had  before  it  the 
Swing- Johnson  bill,  to  authorize  con¬ 
struction  of  Hoover  Dam  and  the  All- 
American  Canal,  but  only  on  condition 
that  all  seven  States  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  should  ratify  the  Colorado 
River  compact.  Arizona  alone  refused  to 
ratify.  So,  to  break  this  stalemate,  Con¬ 
gress,  in  section  4(a)  of  that  act,  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  dam  and  canal  should  be 
built  if  six  States  ratified  the  compact, 
but,  in  that  event,  only  on  the  added  con¬ 
dition  that  California’s  legislature  agree 
to  limit  California’s  uses  of  Colorado 
River  water  in  accordance  with  a  for¬ 
mula.  California  was  then  preparing  to 
build  the  Colorado  River  aqueduct,  and 
this,  together  with  appropriations  of  wa¬ 
ter  for  existing  projects,  would  bring 
California’s  use  up  to  about  five  and  a 
half  million  acre-feet.  The  U.S.  Supreme 
Court,  in  the  case  of  Wyoming  against 
Colorado,  had  just  decided  that  the  law 
of  appropriation — “first  in  time,  first  in 
right” — applied  in  interstate  water  con¬ 
troversies.  The  limitation  on  California’s 
appropriations  which  Congress  required 
was  this:  California’s  uses  of  the  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  apportioned  to  the  lower 
basin  by  article  111(a)  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact  should  be  limited  to  4.4 
million  acre-feet;  but,  in  addition,  Cali¬ 
fornia  might  use  one-half  of  any  excess 
or  surplus  waters  available  above  that 
7.5  million.  In  other  words,  of  the  5.5 
million  that  California  was  about  to  put 
to  use,  a  firm  right  could  be  established 
to  4.4  million,  whereas,  if  more  than  4.4 
million  was  used,  any  shortages  in  the 
water  needed  to  supply  that  excess  would 
have  to  be  prorated.  California  would  re¬ 
ceive  one-half  of  the  excess,  whatever  it 
might  be. 

The  relevant  portion  of  section  4(a)  of 
the  Project  Act  reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  4.  (a)  This  Act  shall  not  take  ef¬ 
fect  .  .  .  unless  and  until  (1)  the  States  of 
Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  shall  have  rati¬ 
fied  the  Colorado  River  compact,  mentioned 
in  section  13  hereof,  and  the  President  by 
public  proclamation  shall  have  so  declared, 
or  (2)  if  said  States  fail  to  ratify  the  said 
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oompact  within  six  months  from  the  date  of 
the  passage  of  this  Act  then,  until  six  of  said 
States,  including  the  State  of  California, 
shall  ratify  said  compact  .  .  .  and  the  Pres¬ 
ident  by  public  proclamation  shall  have  so 
declared,  and,  further,  until  the  State  of 
California,  by  act  of  its  legislature,  shall 
agree  irrevocably  and  unconditionally  with 
the  United  States  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
States  of  Arizona,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming,  as  an  express 
covenant  and  in  consideration  of  the  passage 
of  this  Act,  that  the  aggregate  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  (diversions  less  returns  to  the 
river)  of  water  of  and  from  the  Colorado 
River  for  use  in  the  State  of  California,  in¬ 
cluding  all  uses  under  contracts  made  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Aot  and  all  water  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  supply  of  any  rights  which 
may  now  exist,  shall  not  exceed  four  million 
four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  of  the 
waters  apportioned  to  the  lower  basin  States 
by  paragraph  (a)  of  Article  III  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact,  plus  not  more  than  one- 
half  of  any  excess  or  surplus  waters  unap- 
portioned  by  said  compact,  such  uses  always 
to  be  subject  to  the  terms  of  said  compact. 

CALIFORNIA’S  INVESTMENT  OF  $600  MILLION  IN 

RELIANCE  ON  HER  AGREEMENT  WITH  CONGRESS 

Congress  passed  the  Project  Act;  Cali¬ 
fornia  enacted  the  Limitation  Act  just 
described;  by  1941,  the  three  great  Cali¬ 
fornia  projects — the  All-American  Canal, 
the  Metropolitan  Water  District’s  Colo¬ 
rado  River  aqueduct  and  the  Palo  Verde 
project,  were  in  operation.  Altogether, 
California’s  taxpayers  have  spent,  or 
mortgaged  their  homes,  businesses  and 
farms,  to  pay  about  $600,000,000,  in  re¬ 
liance  upon  what  Arizona  has  sometimes 
called  the  “statutory  compact”  between 
California  and  the  United  States  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Aot  and  the  reciprocal  California  Limita¬ 
tion  Act. 

THE  EFFECT  OF  THE  FIRST  HALF  OF  THE  SHORT¬ 
AGE  FORMULA  ON  CALIFORNIA 

Let  us  pause  here  to  note,  with  em¬ 
phasis,  the  present  effect  on  California  of 
this  limitation,  this  first  half  of  the  short¬ 
age  formula.  It  imposes  the  first  shock 
of  any  shortage  on  California,  drying  up 
existing  uses  in  California.  This  is  be¬ 
cause  California  has  actually  built  proj¬ 
ects  to  put  to  use  5.4  million  acre-feet. 
California  has,  in  fact,  used  5.1  million. 
Accordingly,  700,000  acre-feet  of  present 
uses  of  water  by  California  people  must 
be  abandoned,  a  million  acre-feet  of  con¬ 
structed  capacity  must  be  rendered  idle, 
by  California’s  performance  of  her  prom¬ 
ise,  given  in  the  Limitation  Act,  to  re¬ 
duce  her  uses  to  4.4  million  acre-feet  if 
the  total  supply  shrinks  to  7.5  million. 
This  leaves  3.1  million  for  a  vast  expan¬ 
sion  of  uses  in  Arizona  and  Nevada.  Ari¬ 
zona  expects  to  expand  her  existing  uses 
to  250  percent  of  her  present  uses — from 
1.2  million  to  2.8  million.  Nevada  can 
expand  her  present  uses  nearly  10  times. 
But  California’s  lost  700,000  acre-feet, 
now  used  by  her  people,  farms,  and  indus¬ 
tries,  must  be  replaced  from  other 
sources.  People  must  have  water.  It  is 
being  replaced,  at  an  added  expense  of 
some  $30  million  per  year,  by  importa¬ 
tions  from  northern  California.  Such  is 
the  effect  of  the  Limitation  Act,  the  first 
half  of  the  shortage  formula.  California 
will  keep  her  word,  perform  her  bargain, 
and  bear  that  loss.  But  California,  her 
people,  and  her  representatives  in  Con¬ 
gress,  ask  that  Congress  keep  the  other 


half  of  the  bargain,  and  to  this  Arizona 
has  agreed. 

THE  SECOND  HALF  OF  THE  SHORTAGE  FORMULA 

Section  301  (b)  and  (c)  write  the  sec¬ 
ond  half  of  the  shortage  formula,  on 
which  Arizona  and  California  have 
agreed.  It  is  written  in  the  phraseology 
of  the  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California 
(376  U.S.  340,  41,  42-43  (1964)).  In  sim¬ 
plest  terms,  it  means  that  after  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  borne  the  first  shock  of  the 
shortage,  reducing  her  actual  existing 
uses  to  4.4  million  acre-feet,  incurring  a 
certain  and  known  loss  of  700,000  acre- 
feet  of  existing  uses,  the  central  Arizona 
project  shall  run  the  risk — if  any  there 
may  be — of  any  further  shortage,  which 
reduces  the  whole  supply  below  7.5  mil¬ 
lion.  But,  it  goes  on  to  provide,  Arizona 
will  be  protected  from  this  consequence 
if,  and  so  long  as,  the  water  supply  of 
the  main  stream  is  augmented  by  the  in¬ 
troduction  of  enough  additional  water  to 
restore  the  supply  to  7.5  million  acre-feet. 

The  text  of  section  301  (b)  and  (c) 
reads: 

(b)  Article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall 
be  so  administered  that  in  any  year  in  which, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is  in¬ 
sufficient  mainstream  Colorado  River  water 
available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main  stream 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so 
limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water 
in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the 
aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  by  holders 
of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other  users 
in  the  State  of  California  served  under  exist¬ 
ing  contracts  with  the  United  States  by  di¬ 
version  works  heretofore  constructed,  and  by 
other  existing  Federal  reservations  in  that 
State,  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and  by  users 
of  the  same  character  in  Arizona  and  Nevada. 
Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall 
not  be  required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  pro¬ 
portion  greater  than  would  have  been  im¬ 
posed  in  the  absence  of  this  subsection  301 
(b).  This  subsection  shall  not  affect  the  rel¬ 
ative  priorities,  among  themselves,  of  water 
users  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California 
which  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any  provisions 
of  said  decree. 

(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  so  long 
as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  that  means  are  available  and  in  opera¬ 
tion  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as 
to  make  sufficient  mainstream  water  avail¬ 
able  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred  thou¬ 
sands  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada. 

As  explained  in  the  report  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  the  two  halves  of  the  formula — the 
1928  half,  burdening  California,  the  1968 
half,  burdening  Arizona — work  together 
like  this: 

Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  establish  a  short¬ 
age  formula  which  assures  California  4.4 
million  acre-feet  ahead  of  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  in  any  year  in  which  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River  is  not  adequate 
to  provide  7.5  m.a.f.  of  mainstream  con¬ 
sumptive  use  in  the  Lower  Basin  and  to  sat¬ 
isfy  the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation.  This 
formula  applies  to  all  uses  in  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada  under  present  perfected 
rights  (which  means  rights  existing  as  of 
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June  25,  1929,  the  effective  date  of  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act) ,  under  existing  con¬ 
tracts  with  the  United  States,  and  existing 
Federal  Reservation  rights. 

In  any  year  in  which  there  is  insufficient 
main  stream  Colorado  River  water  available 
to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  7,500,- 
000  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada,  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project’ shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the 
availability  of  water  to  meet  present  per¬ 
fected  rights  and  other  uses  in  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada,  including  existing  Fed¬ 
eral  reservations,  with  a  limitation  of 
4,400,000  acre-feet  on  California  uses.  Water 
users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  will  not  have 
to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion  greater 
than  would  have  been  imposed  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  this  section.  The  relative  priorities, 
among  themselves,  of  the  water  users  in  the 
three  States  whose  rights  are  senior  to  di¬ 
versions  for  the  Central  Arizona  unit  will 
not  be  affected  by  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

The  effect  of  the  limitation  on  California 
imposed  by  section  4(a)  of  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  is  to  require  California 
to  bear  the  first  impact  of  any  shortage 
which  reduces  the  water  supply  from  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  the 
three  States  to  7.5  million  acre-feet.  There 
are  existing  projects  in  California  designed 
and  built  to  use  5.4  million  acre-feet  in  an¬ 
ticipation  of  the  availability  of  1  million 
acre-feet  of  surplus  water,  and  the  projects 
have  actually  used  5.1  million  acre-feet. 
Thus,  California,  would  have  to  give  up 
700,000  acre-feet  of  existing  uses  when  the 
main  stream  supply  shrinks  to  7.5  million 
acre-feet,  and  Arizona  and  Nevada  require 
their  full  decreed  rights.  The  effect  of  this 
section  of  the  legislation  is  that  if  the  supply 
of  main  stream  water  drops  below  7.5  million 
acre-feet,  the  next  impact  of  shortage  will 
have  to  be  borne  by  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  Under  this  condition  diversions  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  would  have  to 
be  reduced  to  the  extent  necessary  to  assure 
the  availability  of  water  for  use  in  Arizona, 
California,  and  Nevada  by  holders  of  present 
perfected  rights  and  for  meeting  commit¬ 
ments  to  other  users  served  under  existing 
contracts  with  the  United  States,  with  the 
protection  to  California  limited,  however,  to 

4.4  million  acre-feet. 

The  provisions  in  subsection  (b)  have  the 
effect  of  implementing  Article  II  B (3)  of  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Arizona  v. 
California  which  deals  with  shortages  in  the 

7.5  million  acre-feet  apportioned  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court.  Article  II  B(3)  directs  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  first  satisfy  perfected  rights  and  to 
allocate  the  remaining  available  water  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  applicable  law.  This  section 
writes  the  applicable  law  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  would  have  to  follow. 

Under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (c)  the 
limitation  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
diversions  stated  in  subsection  (h}  will  be 
inapplicable  in  any  year  that  the  Secretary 
determines  and  proclaims  that  means  are 
available  and  in  operation  to  augment  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  System 
so  as  to  provide  annual  consumptive  use  of 

7.5  million  acre-feet  of  mainstream  water 
to  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  users. 

A  priority  for  present  California  uses,  up 
to  4.4  million  acre-feet  per  year,  over  new 
uses  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  has 
been  one  of  the  major  stumbling  blocks  in 
this  and  prior  bills.  If  the  flow  of  the  River 
is  eventually  augmented,  as  a  result  of  the 
studies  authorized  in  Title  II,  the  problem 
will  become  academic.  If  the  augmentation 
does  not  occur,  however,  the  decreased 
amount  of  water  estimated  to  be  in  the  River 
for  use  in  the  Lower  Basin  will  curtail  the 
water  supply  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 
“augmentation” 

Note  particularly,  In  connection  with 
section  301(c),  how  section  606(f)  de¬ 
fines  “augment”: 


“Augment”  or  “augmentation”,  when  used 
herein  with  reference  to  water,  means  to  in¬ 
crease  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  or  its 
tributaries  by  the  introduction  of  water  into 
the  Colorado  River  System  which  is  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  natural  supply  of  the  system. 

This  definition  excludes  from  the 
meaning  of  “augment,”  as  used  in  section 
301(c),  the  concept  of  exchanges  of 
water  on  the  California  coastal  plain  or 
elsewhere  which  do  not  result  in  “the  in¬ 
troduction  of  water  into  the  Colorado 
River  system.”  The  reason  is  plain 
enough.  Additional  water  must  be  intro¬ 
duced  into  the  Colorado  River  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  as  well  as  shortages  in  the  main 
stream  supply  otherwise  occasioned.  In 
addition  to  quantitative  shortages,  the 
Commissioner  of  Reclamation  has  made 
plain  in  his  testimony  that  the  introduc¬ 
tion  in  to  the  river  of  2  to  2.5  million 
acre-feet  annually  of  the  equivalent  of 
“distilled  water”  is  necessary  to  prevent 
degradation  of  the  present  quality  of 
water,  bad  as  it  is,  1,000  parts  of  salt  per 
million,  to  1,400  parts  whenever  upper 
basin  depletions  reduce  the  river’s  flow 
to  the  compact  minimum.  This  is  nearly 
three  times  the  salt  content  which  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  standards  tolerate, 
and  is  the  equivalent  of  2  tons  of  salt  per 
acre-foot.  Moreover,  if  the  water  di¬ 
verted  in  the  United  States  contains 
1,400  parts  of  salt  per  million,  the  re¬ 
turn  flow  to  Mexico  will  contain  a  much 
higher  concentration.  The  committee 
was,  therefore,  quite  conscious  of  what  it 
was  doing  when  it  restricted  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  “augmentation”  to  the  “introduc¬ 
tion  of  water  into  the  Colorado  River 
system  which  is  in  addition  to  the  nat¬ 
ural  supply  of  the  system.” 

This  is  intentionally  consistent  with 
the  direction  to  the  Secretary  in  section 
201(a)  (2)  that  he  “investigate  and  rec¬ 
ommend  sources  and  means  of  supply¬ 
ing  water  requirements  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin,  either  directly  or  by  ex¬ 
change,  including  reductions  in  losses, 
importations  from  sources  outside  the 
natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado 
River  system,  desalination,  weather 
modification,  and  other  means.” 

Indeed,  benefits  to  the  upper  basin 
from  introduction  of  water  into  the  main 
stream  below  Lee  Ferry  can  only  come 
about  by  exchange  of  portions  of  such 
water,  introduced  in  addition  to  that 
contemplated  by  section  301(c),  for  re¬ 
ductions  in  deliveries  otherwise  required 
from  the  upper  division  States  at  Lee 
Ferry.  But  this  has  nothing  to  do  with 
section  301  (c) ,  and  is  a  matter  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  future  interstate  agreements 
or  acts  of  Congress. 

DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  H.R.  3300  AND  PRIOR 
BILLS 

Section  301(c)  differs  from  provisions 
in  earlier  bills;  for  example,  H.R.  4671, 
89th  Congress,  which  would  terminate 
the  priority  protection  whenever  works 
are  constructed  to  deliver  2.5  million 
acre-feet  annually  of  imported  water  into 
the  main  stream.  The  difference  is  im¬ 
portant  in  two  respects;  First,  H.R.  3300 
contemplates  that,  inasmuch  as  the  lower 
basin  shortage  may  be  expected  to  ma¬ 
terialize  gradually  as  uses  in  the  upper 
basin  develop,  successive  introduction  of 
a  series  of  relatively  small  increments  of 
additional  water  into  the  river  may  re¬ 


store  the  lower  basin  supply,  for  a  time, 
to  7.5  million  acre-feet,  so  that  the  nec¬ 
essity  for  reductions  in  central  Arizona 
project  diversions  may  be  successively 
postponed;  second,  under  H.R.  3300  the 
protection  of  California’s  priority — and 
that  of  existing  uses  in  Arizona  and 
Nevada — does  not  cease  upon  the  hap¬ 
pening  of  a  particular  event.  The  change 
relieves  Arizona  from  the  fear  that  a 
major  importation  program  will  be  in¬ 
ordinately  delayed,  thus  requiring  in¬ 
definite  curtailment  in  Arizona’s  diver¬ 
sions,  while  reassuring  California  that 
the  protection  of  her  existing  investments 
will  not  be  erased,  once  for  all  time,  by 
construction  of  augmentation  works 
which  subsequently  prove  to  be  inade¬ 
quate  to  permanently  restore  the  full  7.5 
million  acre-feet  of  supply.  Both  States 
regard  this  as  a  fair  compromise. 

THE  SUPREME  COURT  DECISION  IN  ARIZONA 
AGAINST  CALIFORNIA 

In  justice  to  our  Arizona  friends  who 
participated  in  the  negotiation  of  this 
compromise,  and  who  are  un justly  at¬ 
tacked  for  having  given  up  something 
that  their  opponents  say  quite  incor¬ 
rectly,  that  the  Supreme  Court  gave  Ari¬ 
zona,  let  us  set  the  record  straight. 

In  1953  Arizona  brought  her  fourth 
suit  against  California  in  the  U.S.  Su¬ 
preme  Court.  This  time  the  United 
States  intervened,  so  that  the  Court  for 
the  first  time  had  jurisdiction  to  proceed 
to  a  decree,  and  did  so.  The  Court  re¬ 
ferred  the  case  to  a  special  master  for 
trial.  In  this  trial,  Arizona  made  the 
claim  that  Congress  and  the  California 
legislature  had  intended  not  only  that 
California’s  uses  which  were  in  excess 
of  4.4  million  acre-feet  must  be  prorated 
with  Arizona’s — which  California  freely 
admitted,  because  section  4(a)  says 
“one-half  of  any  excess  or  surplus” — 
but  also  that,  in  the  event  that  the 
supply  should  be  less  than  7.5  million 
acre-feet,  California’s  use  of  the  basic 
4.4  million  acre-feet,  which  California 
water  users  had  appropriated  and  put 
to  use  at  a  cost  of  $600,000,000,  was  also 
subject  to  proration  with  Arizona’s  later 
uses.  California,  of  course,  resisted  this 
contention,  pointing  to  the  language  of 
section  4(a),  which  related  this  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  to  “present  perfected  rights”  and 
“rights  which  may  now  exist,”  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  “uses  under  contracts  made  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act.” 

The  special  master  filed  a  report  with 
the  Supreme  Court  in  1961.  He  proposed 
to  divide  the  first  7.5  million  acre-feet 
of  the  waters  of  the  main  stream  4.4 
million  to  California,  2.8  million  to 
Arizona,  300,000  to  Nevada.  He  would 
divide  the  “surplus”  above  7.5  million 
one-half  to  California,  one-half  to  Ari¬ 
zona — with  the  possibility  of  reducing 
Arizona’s  share  of  this  surplus  to  46  per¬ 
cent,  giving  Nevada  4  percent.  The  sig¬ 
nificance  of  this  was  not  in  the  appor¬ 
tionments  to  the  three  States — these 
quantities  had  long  since  been  agreed  to, 
and  were  not  in  controversy — but  in  the 
exclusion  of  the  Gila  and  other  tribu¬ 
taries  from  contributions  to  the  “fund” 
of  water  thus  divided.  The  primary  effect 
was  to  eliminate  all  possibility  of  “sur¬ 
plus”;  that  is,  the  category  on  which 
California  was  required  by  her  limitation 
act  to  depend  for  water  in  excess  of  4.4 
million.  But,  as  evidence  before  the  House 
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Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  has  conclusively  demonstrated,  the 
future  dependable  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  will  be  so  low  that 
there  would  be  little  or  no  “surplus” 
above  7.5  million  acre-feet,  even  if  the 
flow  of  the  lower  basin  tributaries  were 
added  to  the  main  stream  flow.  Conse¬ 
quently,  while  the  apportionment  which 
the  special  master  recommended  was 
widely  hailed  as  a  victory  for  Arizona, 
his  apportionment  actually  was  not  of 
practical  significance. 

What  was  of  tremendous  significance 
in  the  master’s  report  was  his  proposed 
shortage  formula,  to  govern  if  less  than 
7.5  million  acre- feet  were  available  in 
the  main  stream.  Although,  as  we  shall 
see  in  a  moment,  the  Supreme  Court 
unanimously  reversed  him  on  this  short¬ 
age  issue — while  sustaining  his  appor¬ 
tionment — the  master’s  formula  requires 
our  attention  because  of  the  persistently 
erroneous  assertion  that  his  rejected 
proposal  is  indeed  the  law  of  the  land, 
and  that  H.R.  3300  reverses  it. 

The  master  proposed  that  if  less  than 
7.5  million  acre- feet  is  available  in  the 
majin  stream,  the  supply  be  prorated 
forty-four  seventy-fifths  to  California, 
twenty-eight  seventy-fifths  to  Arizona, 
three  seventy-fifths  to  Nevada — the  nu¬ 
merators,  of  course,  being  related  to  the 
apportionments,  the  denominator  to  the 
total  apportioned. 

The  Supreme  Court  unanimously  re¬ 
jected  and  set  aside  the  special  master’s 
shortage  formula.  It  did  not  get  a  single 
vote.  Instead,  three  Justices  voted  to 
substitute  the  law  of  priorities,  interstate. 
Five  Justices  held  that  there  was  no 
shortage  formula  before  the  Court,  and 
declined  to  fashion  one.  They  said  that 
the  Secretary  had  authority  to  devise  a 
shortage  formula,  and,  if  he  did,  it  could 
be  reviewed  by  the  Court.  But,  more  sig¬ 
nificantly,  the  Court  said  that  Congress 
had  final  authority,  and  could  write  its 
own  shortage  formula. 

To  drive  the  point  home,  the  Court 
went  still  further  in  its  decree.  It  re¬ 
stricted  the  apportioning  authority  of  the 
Secretary  and  the  Congress,  in  the  event 
of  shortage,  to  that  portion  of  the  water 
supply  which  is  in  excess  of  the  require¬ 
ments  of  “present  perfected  rights.” 
These  it  defined  as  water  put  to  use  be¬ 
fore  the  effective  date  of  the  Project 
Act,  June  25,  1929,  plus  the  rights  of 
Federal  reservations.  And,  as  to  this  ex¬ 
cess — which  will  be  relatively  small,  in 
the  light  of  the  testimony  on  H.R.  3300 — 
the  Court  directed  that  the  apportion¬ 
ment  be  not  only  in  accordance  with 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  but  also 
in  accordance  “with  other  applicable 
Federal  statutes.” 

As  the  House  committee  report  says, 
quite  accurately,  H.R.  3300  now  writes 
the  “applicable  Federal  statute”  which 
controls  the  Secretary’s  allocation  of 
shortages. 

Reproduced  below  are  the  January  24, 
1968,  resolution  of  the  Colorado 
River  Board  of  California,  reaffirming  its 
position  taken  November  1,  1967,  stating 
California’s  objectives,  embodied  in  H.R. 
3300,  90th  Congress,  as  reported  out  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 


Insular  Affairs,  and  the  opinion  of  At¬ 
torney  General  Thomas  C.  Lynch,  of 
California,  on  the  application  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Supreme  Court’s  decree  in 
Arizona  against  California  which  relate 
to  water  shortages,  together  with  rele¬ 
vant  portions  of  the  special  master’s 
shortage  formula,  which  the  Supreme 
Court  rejected,  the  Court’s  opinion,  and 
its  decree : 

Resolution  of  the  Colorado  River  Board 
of  California,  January  24,  1968 

The  Colorado  River  Board  of  California 
unanimously  approves  the  following  state¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  Colorado  River  legisla¬ 
tion.  This  reaffirms  its  position  taken  on 
November  1,  1967. 

COLORADO  RIVER  LEGISLATION,  90TH  CONGRESS 

We  regard  H.R.  3300,  90th  Congress,  which 
is  a  reinstatement  of  the  seven-state  agree¬ 
ment  embodied  in  H  R.  4671  in  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  eminently  fair,  and  regret  Arizona’s 
withdrawal  from  her  agreement. 

Arizona’s  present  bill,  S.  1004,  repudiat¬ 
ing  that  agreement,  is  totally  unacceptable. 

In  our  view,  California  can  continue  to 
support  construction  of  a  Central  Arizona 
project  if,  but  only  if,  the  pending  proposals 
for  modification  of  H.R.  3300  preserve  three 
features  essential  to  California,  stated  below: 

1.  Protection  of  existing  uses.  We  must 
insist  upon  the  principle  stated  in  H.R.  3300 
for  the  allocation  of  water  shortages,  irre¬ 
spective  of  how  it  may  expressed.  This  is 
the  universal  principle  of  western  water  law, 
that  existing  uses  shall  not  be  impaired  to 
make  water  available  for  new  ones.  The 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  in  1929  limited 
this  protection  for  California  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet  annually.  The  result  is  that  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  presently  existing  projects,  which 
were  constructed  to  use  5.4  million  acre- 
feet  at  a  cost  exceeding  $600,000,000  and  are 
now  furnishing  5.1  million  acre-feet  of  water 
annually  to  more  than  half  of  California’s 
population,  must  bear  the  full  impact  of 
shortages  which  reduce  the  Lower  Basin’s 
total  mainstream  supply  to  7.5  million.  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  then  reduced  to  4.4  million,  while 
leaving  2.8  million  for  Arizona,  300,000  for 
Nevada,  to  make  possible  large  expansion  of 
uses  in  those  states.  California’s  legislature 
agreed  to  this  in  1929  because  Congress  re¬ 
quired  it  of  us  if  construction  of  Hoover  Dam 
were  to  proceed  notwithstanding  Arizona’s 
rejection  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact.  We 
will  live  up  to  that  burdensome  limitation, 
but  we  did  not  agree  then,  and  will  not  agree 
now,  to  any  deeper  cut,  below  4.4  million.  If 
the  supply  is  less  than  7.5  million,  the  next 
loss  must  be  borne  by  Arizona,  and  diver¬ 
sions  for  the  Central  Arizona  project  must 
be  reduced,  as  H.R.  3300  requires,  in  the 
amount  necessary  to  supply  the  requirements 
of  existing  projects  in  Arizona  and  Nevada, 
and  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  the  requirements 
of  existing  projects  in  California. 

2.  Augmentation.  Inasmuch  as  the  assur¬ 
ance  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  mainstream 
consumptive  uses  will  require  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  about  2.5  million  acre-feet  of  new 
water  annually  into  the  river  below  Lee  Ferry, 
the  bill  should  authorize  investigations  of 
means  to  accomplish  at  least  this  minimum 
objective.  The  protection  of  existing  uses 
must  continue  until  that  objective  is  accom¬ 
plished.  To  facilitate  passage  of  the  bill,  we 
would  reduce  the  target  figure  for  planning 
the  first  stage  of  augmentation  to  a  fiat  2.5 
million  acre-feet  (it  is  now  stated  in  H.R. 
3300  as  a  “range”  of  2.5  to  8.5  million).  By 
"augmentation”  we  mean  the  introduction  of 
new  supplies  into  the  river  for  use  below  Lee 
Ferry,  not  salvage  or  exchange  or  other  de¬ 
vices.  We  must  insist  on  adequate  priority 
protection  for  areas  and  states  of  origin  in 
the  event  that  any  of  that  water  is  taken 
from  California  rivers. 
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3.  Financing.  To  facilitate  passage  of  the 
bill,  we  would  reluctantly  agree  to  delete  au¬ 
thorization  of  Hualapai  dam,  deferring  that 
issue  to  later  consideration.  But  if  Hualapai 
is  eliminated,  we  must  insist  that  the  remain¬ 
ing  sources  of  revenues  for  the  “development 
fund”,  primarily  Hoover,  Davis  and  Parker 
Dam  power  revenues  be  earmarked  to  finance 
augmentation  works,  and  not  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  subsidize  the  Central  Arizona  project. 
This  accords  with  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Act,  which  specifically  prohibits  use  of 
any  Hoover  power  revenues  to  assist  the  All- 
American  Canal,  and  denies  use  of  such  rev¬ 
enues  to  aid  Metropolitan’s  aqueduct.  The 
cost  of  augmentation  works  attributable  to 
the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  and  associated 
losses  (about  1.8  million  acre-feet  altogether) 
must  be  nonreimbursable,  carrying  out  the 
agreement  which  Senator  Kuchel  obtained 
from  the  Budget  Bureau  on  this  point. 

California  should  oppose  any  bill  author¬ 
izing  the  Central  Arizona  project  which  does 
not  safeguard  these^ three  principles. 

So  much  for  the  Arizona- California  settle¬ 
ment. 

As  to  Upper  Basin  matters.  We  will  stay 
with  our  agreement  with  the  Upper  Basin 
States  to  support  the  features  of  H.R.  3300 
favorable  to  them,  including:  (1)  five  new 
Upper  Basin  projects,  (2)  a  formula  to  bal¬ 
ance  storage  in  Lake  Mead  and  Lake  Powell, 
(3)  repayment  of  deficits  in  the  Upper  Basin 
fund,  (4)  relief  from  the  Treaty  burden  when 
sufficient  water  is  imported  to  offset  the 
whole  Treaty  burden,  etc.,  if  those  States 
will  stand  by  their  agreement  to  support  Cali¬ 
fornia  on  the  three  matters  essential  to  our 
State.  The  Upper  Basin  has  now  asked,  in 
addition,  that  relief  from  the  Treaty  burden 
be  conditioned,  not  on  importation  of  2.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  annually  as  agreed  in  H.R. 
3300,  but  on  augmentation  in  the  lesser 
quantity  required  to  offset  only  the  Treaty 
burden  (about  1.8  million).  We  will  agree  to 
this,  if  the  States  asking  this  new  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  Upper  Basin  position  stand  by 
their  agreement,  stated  in  H.R.  3300,  that 
protection  of  California’s  4.4  million  shall  not 
cease  until  2.5  million  is  imported. 


State  of  California, 
Department  of  Justice, 

Los  Angeles,  February  21, 1968. 
Re  Colorado  River  legislation. 

Mr.  Raymond  R.  Rummonds, 

Chairman,  Colorado  River  Board  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Los  Angeles,  Calif. 

Dear  Mr.  Rummonds:  This  is  in  response 
to  your  letter  of  January  12,  1968,  asking  the 
views  of  this  office  on  the  shortage  formulas 
that  might  lawfully  be  adopted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  “Secretary”) 
under  the  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California. 
More  particularly,  your  inquiry  relates  to 
the  range  of  legally  permissible  formulas 
available  to  the  Secretary  under  article  11(B) 
(3)  of  the  decree.  That  article  applies  in  a 
year  in  which  there  is  less  than  7.5  million 
acre-feet  of  consumptive  use  of  main  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  available  for  distribution 
among  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada. 

Any  answer  to  your  inquiry  must,  of  course, 
be  general;  but  some  broad  principles  may 
be  laid  down.  To  do  so,  however,  requires 
an  understanding  of  the  Special  Master’s  rec¬ 
ommended  decree,  the  opinion  in  Arizona  v. 
California,  373  U.S.  546  (1963),  and  the 
decree  in  Arizona  v.  California,  376  U.S.  340 
(1964),  amended,  383  U.S.  268  (1966). 

SPECIAL  MASTER’S  RECOMMENDED  DECREE 

The  relevant  provisions  of  the  Special 
Master’s  recommended  decree  are  articles 
1(G)  and  (H)  and  H(B)(1),  (2),  (3),  (5), 
and  (6),  the  texts  of  which  are  set  forth  as 
appendix  A  hereto.  These  articles  would  have 
provided  substantially  as  follows: 

Article  1(G)  and  (H)  would  have  defined 
present  perfected  rights,  in  essence,  as  water 
rights  valid  under  state  law  existing  as  of 
June  25,  1929,  to  the  extent  that  such  rights 
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had  been  exercised  by  the  actual  diversion 
and  use  of  water  by  that  date.1  In  addition, 
present  perfected  rights  would  have  included 
water  rights  created  by  federal  reservations 
(primarily  Indian  reservations)  prior  to  that 
date,  regardless  of  whether  any  water  was 
put  to  beneficial  use. 

Article  11(B)  would  have  dealt  with  the 
allocation  of  main  Colorado  River  water 
among  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  as 
follows : 

Article  11(B)  (1)  would  have  provided  that 
if  the  Secretary  determined  that  main  stream 
water  was  available  to  satisfy  7.5  million 
acre-feet  of  consumptive  use,  it  would  be 
allocated  2.8  million  to  Arizona,  4.4  million 
to  California,  and  .3  million  to  Nevada. 

Article  11(B)  (2)  would  have  provided  that 
if  main  stream  water  were  available  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  7.5  million,  that  excess  should 
be  divided  50%  to  Arizona  (subject  to  a 
reduction  of  4%  in  favor  of  Nevada)  and 
50%  to  California. 

Article  11(B)  (3)  would  have  provided: 

“If  insufficient  mainstream  water  is  avail¬ 
able  for  release,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet  in  the 
aforesaid  three  states,  then  the  available 
annual  consumptive  use  shall  be  apportioned 
as  follows: 


(a)  For  use  in  Arizona _ 

(b)  For  use  in  California 

(c)  For  use  in  Nevada _ 


/ 

1  ~T5, 


•{ 


7.5, 

4.4 

■7fi7 

.3 

7.5;' 


As  is  evident  from  this  formulation,  the 
Special  Master,  in  establishing  the  pro  rata 
share  of  each  state,  treated  all  water  rights 
of  each  state  on  a  par,  including  present 
perfected  rights.2  He  did  this  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  fact  that  in  two  subsequent  provi¬ 
sions  he  provided  for  the  priority  of  present 
perfected  rights  over  all  other  rights  to  the 
use  of  main  Colorado  River  water. 

Article  11(B)  (5)  as  proposed  by  the  Master 
would  have  provided,  in  essence,  that  pres¬ 
ent  perfected  rights  in  each  state  could  not 
be  reduced  until  all  uses  under  nonperfected 
rights  were  first  exhausted  in  all  states.  Arti¬ 
cle  11(B)  (6)  would  have  provided  that  if 
there  were  insufficient  water  to  supply  all 
.present  perfected  rights,  then  such  water 
should  be  allocated  in  accordance  with  the 
priority  of  present  perfected  rights  without 
regard  to  state  lines  (California  being  limited 
to  4.4  million  acre-feet  per  annum) , 

OPINION  IN  ARIZONA  V.  CALIFORNIA 

In  its  opinion  in  Arisona  v.  California,  373 
U.S.  546  (1963),  the  Supreme  Court  unani¬ 
mously  rejected  the  proration  formula  set 
forth  in  article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  Special  Mas¬ 
ter’s  recommended  decree.  The  three  dis¬ 
senting  Justices  would  have  required  the 
Secretary  to  meet  such  shortages  by  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  doctrine  of  equitable  appor¬ 
tionment,  including  priority  of  appropria¬ 


1  See  Sp.  Mas.  Rep.  308:  “Hence  I  conclude 
that  a  water  right  is  a  ‘present  perfected 
right’  and  is  within  the  protection  of  Sec¬ 
tion  6  [of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act] 
only  if  it  was,  as  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
[Boulder  Canyon]  Project  Act  (June  25, 
1929),  acquired  in  compliance  with  the  for¬ 
malities  of  state  law  and  only  to  the  extent 
that  it  represented,  at  that  time,  an  actual 
diversion  and  beneficial  use  of  a  specific 
quantity  of  water  applied  to  a  defined  area 
of  land  or  to  a  particular  domestic  or  indus¬ 
trial  use.” 

2 1.e.,  the  Master  treated  present  perfected 

rights  as  a  minimum,  but  gave  them  the 
same  value  in  his  proration  equation  as  all 

other  rights.  (Sp.  Mas.  Rep.  306,  311-12).  As 
pointed  out  later,  this  concept  did  not  sur¬ 
vive  in  the  Supreme  Court. 


tion  and  protection  of  existing  projects,  as 
urged  by  California.  (373  U.S.  at  603-30.) 
The  five-judge  majority  ruled  only  that  no 
shortage  formula  had  been  stated  by  Con¬ 
gress  or  devised  by  the  Secretary.  Hence,  they 
concluded  that  there  was  no  action  of  the 
Secretary  to  be  reviewed  in  this  regard  at 
that  time.  (373  U.S.  at  592-94.)  The  com¬ 
plete  text  of  the  opinion  on  this  issue  is  set 
forth  as  appendix  B  thereto. 

With  reference  to  a  decree,  the  Court  con¬ 
cluded  (373  U.S.  at  602)  : 

“While  we  have  in  the  main  agreed  with 
the  Master,  there  are  some  places  we  have 
disagreed  and  some  questions  on  which  we 
have  not  ruled.  Rather  than  adopt  the  Mast¬ 
er’s  decree  with  amendments  or  append  our 
own  decree  to  this  opinion,  we  will  allow 
the  parties,  or  any  of  them,  if  they  wish, 
to  submit  before  September  1963,  the  form 
of  decree  to  carry  this  opinion  into  effect, 
failing  whioh  the  Court  will  prepare  and  en¬ 
ter.  an  appropriate  decree  at  the  next  Term 
of  Court.” 

DECREE  IN  ARIZONA  V.  CAIFORNIA 

In  compliance  with  this  suggestion  by  the 
Court,  the  parties  submitted  to  the  Court 
an  agreed  form  of  decree  as  to  most  of  its 
provisions.  Each  party  also  submitted  its 
separate  views  upon  the  several  provisions 
that  were  not  agreed  upon,  and  these  were 
resolved  by  the  Court. 

The  decree  entered  by  the  Court  in  1964 
(376  U.S.  340)  adopts  in  article  I  (G)  and 

(H)  the  Special  Master’s  definition  of  “pres¬ 
ent  perfected  rights.”  It  also  adopts  in  arti¬ 
cle  11(B)  (1)  and  (2)  those  identical  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Special  Master’s  decree  that 
allocate  the  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  main 
stream  water  and  any  excess  over  that  7.5 
million.  However,  the  provisions  of  article 
11(B)  (3)  of  the  Court’s  decree,  which  re¬ 
place  article  11(B)  (3).  (5),  and  (6)  of  the 
Special  Master’s  recommended  decree,  differ 
markedly  from  the  Special  Master’s  recom¬ 
mendation.  The  full  text  of  article  11(B) 

(I) ,  (2),  and  (3)  of  the  Court’s  decree  are 
set  forth  as  appendix  C  hereto. 

Article  11(B)(3),  which  was  submitted  to 
the  Court  by  agreement  of  all  parties,  pro¬ 
vides  in  substance  as  follows:  If  there  is  not 
sufficient  main  stream  water  available  to  sat¬ 
isfy  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  consumptive  use 
among  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  then 
the  Secretary,  “after  providing  for  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  present  perfected  rights  in  the  or¬ 
der  of  their  priority  dates”  and  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  parties  to  major  delivery 
contracts  and  the  states’  representatives, 
“may  apportion  the  amount  remaining  avail¬ 
able  for  consumptive  use”  in  such  manner  as 
is  consistent  with  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  as  interpreted  by  the  opinion  “and 
with  other  applicable  federal  statutes”;  how¬ 
ever,  California’s  share  shall  not  exceed  4.4 
million  acre-feet,  including  all  present  per¬ 
fected  rights. 

ANALYSIS  OF  ARTICLE  H(B)  (3)  OF  DECREE 

Article  11(B)  (3)  requires  the  Secretary,  in 
the  event  of  shortage  of  main  stream  water 
to  supply  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  consump¬ 
tive  use  among  the  three  states,  to  do  two 
things  in  this  precise  order: 

First,  the  Secretary  must  satisfy  “present 
perfected  rights”  in  the  order  of  their  priority 
dates,  without  regard  to  state  lines.  In  gen¬ 
eral,  it  may  be  said  that  the  Secretary  is 
thereby  providing  water  first  for  those  uses 
that  had  been  made  prior  to  authorization 
or  construction  of  Hoover  Dam,  hence  with¬ 
out  the  storage  and  regulation  provided  by 
that  dam.3 


3  As  we  have  noted  earlier,  water  reserved 
for  federal  establishments,  e.g.,  Indian  res¬ 
ervations,  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the 
Project  Act,  June  25,  1929,  is  given  the  status 
of  a  present  perfected  right  irrespective  of 
the  quantity  put  to  use  before  that  date.  It 
is  clear  from  the  legislative  history  of  the 


Second,  the  Secretary  may  then  apportion 
“the  amount  remaining”  after  satisfaction  of 
present  perfected  rights  in  a  manner  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  Project  Act,  the  opinion, 
and  any  other  applicable  federal  statutes. 
In  general,  it  may  be  said  that  the  Secretary 
is  thereby  permitted  to  allocate  the  incre¬ 
mental  supply  above  that  which  was  usable 
from  the  unregulated  flow,  i.e.,  the  remain¬ 
ing  waters  are  those  made  available  by  the 
construction  of  Hoover  Dam,  which  provides 
storage  and  regulation  of  flood  flows  that 
previously  were  unusable  and  wasted  to  the 
ocean. 

The  real  issue  is  therefore  a  very  limited 
one:  How  may  the  Secretary  apportion 
among  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  “the 
amount  remaining”  after  satisfaction  of  pres¬ 
ent  perfected  rights?  This  is  another  way  of 
asking  how  the  Secretary  may  apportion 
among  these  States  the  benefit  of  the  con¬ 
servation  accomplished  by  Hoover  Dam, 
since,  by  hypothesis,  the  unregulated  flow 
put  to  use  before  construction  of  Hoover 
Dam  is  all  accounted  for  by  “present  per¬ 
fected  rights,”  which  the  decree  withholds 
from  the  Secretary’s  power  of  allocation. 

Suppose,  for  example,  that  present  per¬ 
fected  rights  are  3.4  million  acre-feet  in 
California  and  .8  million  acre-feet  in  Ari¬ 
zona.4  (For  the  purpose  of  this  example, 
Nevada’s  present  perfected  rights,  which  are 
claimed  in  a  quantity  less  than  7,000  acre- 
feet,  are  taken  as  de  minimis.)  Out  of  the 
7.5  million,  a  total  of  4.2  is  claimed  as  pres¬ 
ent  perfected  rights  and  3.3  million  thus 
represents  “the  amount  remaining.” 

Similarly,  out  of  California’s  4.4  million, 
3.4  million  is  claimed  as  present  perfected 
rights,  and  only  1.0  million  is  dependent 
upon  “the  amount  remaining.”  Out  of  Ari¬ 
zona’s  2.8  million,  only  .8  million  is  claimed 
as  present  perfected  rights,  and  2.0  million 
is  dependent  on  “the  amount  remaining." 
Substantially  all  of  Nevada’s  .3  million  is 
dependent  on  “the  amount  remaining.” 

In  allocating  “the  amount  remaining” 
among  the  three  states  in  the  event  that 
there  is  not  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  consump¬ 
tive  use  available  from  the  main  stream  (and 
hence  less  than  3.3  million  acre-feet  of  “the 
amount  remaining”) ,  the  Secretary  may  take 
one  or  a  combination  of  two  basic  ap¬ 
proaches  :  ( 1 )  a  formula  based  on  respect  for 
the  relative  ranking  of  the  competing  claims, 
or  (2)  a  formula  based  on  quantitative 
proration,  irrespective  of  other  considera¬ 
tions. 

In  more  detail,  as  to  these  two  allocation 
concepts : 

1.  First  of  all,  the  Court’s  opinion  tells  us 
that  the  Secretary  may  “lay  stress  upon 
priority  of  use”  (373  U.S.  at  594).  The 
“judicial  doctrine  of  equitable  apportion¬ 
ment”  and  “the  law  of  prior  appropriation” 
can  provide  “some  guidance”  (ibid.) .  For 
these  are  “recognized  methods  of  apportion¬ 
ment”  (373  U.S.  at  593) .  Under  this  approach, 
the  Secretary  might,  for  example,  provide 
that  “the  amount  remaining”  be  allocated  in 
order  of  priority  dates  without  regard  to  state 
lines,  by  analogy  to  the  allocation  of  “present 
perfected  rights”  in  that  manner.  Or,  con¬ 
ceivably,  he  might  rank  the  competing  claims 
by  priorities  related  to  classification  of  uses 


Project  Act  that  the  unregulated  flow  had 
been  fully  appropriated,  quite  aside  from  the 
additional  (unused)  Indian  rights  which  the 
decree  characterizes  as  present  perfected 
rights. 

4  These  are  the  quantities  of  present  per¬ 
fected  rights  claimed  by  California  and  Ari¬ 
zona  respectively.  Article  VI  of  the  decree 
provides  that  if  the  States  are  unable  to 
agree,  the  court  will  determine  the  quanti¬ 
ties  and  priority  dates  of  present  perfected 
rights.  No  agreement  has  been  reached,  as 
of  this  date,  although  negotiations  are  con¬ 
tinuing. 
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rather  than  dates  of  initiation  of  rights  (as 
he  has  done  in  contracts  recently  executed 
under  the  Southern  Nevada  Project  Act) , 
which,  with  respect  to  intrastate  allocations 
within  Nevada,  give  preference  to  municipal 
and  industrial  uses  against  agricultural  uses, 
if  less  than  300,000  acre-feet  is  available  for 
consumptive  use  in  Nevada.5  Or,  it  is  con¬ 
ceivable  that  other  criteria,  related  primarily 
to  equities  or  qualitative  considerations  (as 
distinguished  from  quantitative  proration) 
may  be  articulated.6 

2.  Secondly,  the  Secretary  may  also  “adopt 
a  method  of  proration”  (373  U.S.  at  594; 
emphasis  added).  “(Tjhe  Secretary  may  or 
may  not  conclude  that  a  pro  rata  division  is 
the  best  solution”  (373  U.S.  at  593).  But  if 
he  does,  he  may  “choose  among  the  recog¬ 
nized  methods  of  apportionment”  or  “devise 
reasonable  methods  of  his  own”  (ibid.; 
emphasis  added) .  It  is  further  suggested  that 
one  appeal  of  pro  rata  sharing  of  shortages  is 
that  it  “seems  equitable  on  its  face”  (ibid.). 

We  are  concerned  here  with  the  range  of 
choice  open  to  the  Secretary  if  he  resorts  to 
quantitative  proration,  wholly  ignoring 
interstate  priorities  or  character  of  use.  The 
inquiry  is  sharpened  by  the  fact  that,  as  we 
shall  see  in  a  moment,  this  is  exactly  what 
the  Special  Master  proposed  and  the  Supreme 
Court  rejected. 

If  the  Secretary  resorts  to  proration  of  "the 
amount  remaining”  above  the  requirements 
of  present  perfected  rights,  what  common 
denominator,  and  what  three  numerators, 
can  he  lawfully  use  in  defining  the  fraction 
allocated  to  each  of  the  three  States? 

Manifestly,  the  sum  of  the  numerators 
must  equal  the  common  denominator.  The 
Special  Master’s  shortage  formula  used  a 
common  denominator  of  7.5,  as  representing 
the  whole  universe  (7.5  million  acre-feet),  at 
the  first  onset  of  shortage,  and  numerators 
of  2.8  for  Arizona  (representing  2,800,000), 
4.4  for  California  (representing  4,400,000), 
and  .3  for  Nevada  (representing  300,000) — the 
States’  respective  shares  if  7.5  million  were 
available.  In  the  event  of  shortage,  California, 
for  example,  was  to  receive  4.4/7.5  of  the  sup¬ 
ply,  hence  bear  4.4/7.5  of  the  shortage,  al¬ 
though  most  of  California’s  share  constitutes 
present  perfected  rights. 

But  the  whole  universe  which  the  Supreme 
Court’s  decree  permits  the  Secretary  to  di¬ 
vide  is  not  7.5  million,  but  a  much  smaller 
figure,  identified  as  the  “amount  remaining 
available”  above  present  perfected  rights.  We 
have  shown  that  if  the  present  claims  of 


6  See  contract  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Nevada  Colorado  River  Commission, 
dated  August  25,  1967,  article  8. 

*  In  Nebraska  v.  Wyoming,  325  U.S.  589,  618 
(1945) ,  the  Court  said: 

“Priority  of  appropriation  is  the  guiding 
principle.  But  physical  and  climatic  condi¬ 
tions,  the  consumptive  use  of  water  in  the 
several  sections  of  the  river,  the  character  and 
rate  of  return  flows,  the  extent  of  established 
uses,  the  availability  of  storage  water,  the 
practical  effect  of  wasteful  uses  on  down¬ 
stream  areas,  the  damage  to  upstream  areas 
as  compared  to  the  benefits  to  the  down¬ 
stream  areas  if  a  limitation  is  imposed  on  the 
former — these  are  all  relevant  factors.  They 
are  merely  an  illustrative,  not  an  exhaustive 
catalogue.  They  indicate  the  nature  of  the 
problem  of  apportionment  and  the  delicate 
adjustment  of  interests  which  must  be 
made.” 

The  Special  Master,  in  Arizona  v.  Califor¬ 
nia,  quoting  the  foregoing,  added  (Rept.,  p. 
326)  i 

“It  is  worthy  of  note  that  the  Court,  in  an 
equitable  apportionment  suit,  has  never  re¬ 
duced  junior  upstream  existing  uses  by  rigid 
application  of  priority  of  appropriation.  In¬ 
deed,  the  tendency  has  been  to  protect  exist¬ 
ing  uses  wherever  possible.  See  Washington 
v.  Oregon,  297  U.S.  517  (1936);  Kansas  v. 
Colorado,  206  U.S.  46  (1907).” 


present  perfected  rights  of  the  States  were 
sustained,  the  maximum  “amount  remaining 
available”  could  not  exceed  3.3  million.  That 
is  to  say,  of  the  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  con¬ 
sumptive  use  apportioned  by  article  11(B)  (1) 
of  the  decree,  the  uses  of  3.3  million  are  de¬ 
pendent  for  their  satisfaction  upon  the  mag¬ 
nitude  of  “amount  remaining”  above  present 
perfected  rights.  If  the  “amount  remaining” 
were  large  enough  to  satisfy  all  of  this  3.3 
million  acre-feet  of  demand,  Arizona’s  share 
of  that  3.3  million  (as  we  have  seen,  supra) 
would  be  2.0/3.3  (since  2  million  of  Arizona’s 
total  apportionment  is.  dependent  on  the 
“amount  remaining,”  only  .8  million  being 
present  perfected  rights) ;  California’s  share 
would  be  1.0/3 .3  (since  1  million  of  Califor¬ 
nia’s  total  apportionment  of  4.4  million  is 
dependent  on  the  “amount  remaining,”  3.4 
million  being  present  perfected  rights);  and 
Nevada’s  share  would  be  .3/3.3  (since  sub¬ 
stantially  all  of  Nevada’s  total  apportionment 
of  .3  million  is  dependent  on  the  “amount  re¬ 
maining”).  The  conufiion  denominator  ap¬ 
plicable  under  the  decree,  comparable  to  the 
Special  Master’s  common  denominator,  would 
thus  be  3.3,  not  the  Master’s  7.5,  and  the 
comparable  ratios  would  be:  California,  1.0/ 
3.3,  not  4.4/7.5;  Arizona,  2.0/3.3,  not  2.8/7.5, 
and  Nevada,  .3/3.3,  not  .3/7.5.  These  ratios, 
in  each  case,  would  be  applied  to  whatever 
quantity  may  be  the  “amount  remaining 
available”  above  the  requirements  of  present 
perfected  rights  (which  are  assumed  to  ag¬ 
gregate  4.2  million  acre-feet).  Each  State’s 
total  entitlement  would  be  the  quantity  so 
determined  added  to,  and  not  inclusive  of, 
present  perfected  rights  (contra  the  Special 
Master’s  formula) . 

It  would  see  to  require  little  argument, 
therefore,  to  demonstrate  that  whatever  pro¬ 
ration  formula  the  Secretary  might  use  (as¬ 
suming  that  he  resorted  to  proration) ,  the 
employment  of  the  Special  Master’s  short¬ 
age  formula  would  be  precluded  by  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court’s  decree.  The  numerators,  the 
denominator,  and  the  universe  to  which  the 
resulting  ratios  are  applicable,  are  all  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  be  wholly 
different  from  those  which  the  Special  Mas¬ 
ter  supposed. 

This  comparison  may  also  be  viewed  in 
terms  of  percentages:  Although  California’s 
share  of  the  “amount  remaining  available” 
is  only  about  30%  (1.0/3.3),  the  Special  Mas¬ 
ter’s  formula  would  have  required  Califor¬ 
nia- to  bear  approximately  57%  (4.4/7.5)  of 
the  shortage.  On  the  other  hand,  although 
Arizona’s  share  of  the  “amount  remaining 
available”  is  about  60%  (2.0/3.3),  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Master’s  formula  would  have  required 
her  to  bear  only  about  37%  (2.8/7.5)  of  the 
shortage. 

The  contrast  between  the  Master’s  proposal 
and  the  Court’s  decree  is  conclusively  illu¬ 
strated  by  the  following  example:  Assume 
a  water  supply  of  5.5  million  acre-feet.  Un¬ 
der  the  initial  application  of  the  Special 
Master’s  formula,  California  would  «be  given 
4.4/7.5  or  about  3.2  million  acre-feet;  how-  . 
ever,  since  California’s  share  could  not  be 
less  than  her  present  perfected  rights,  Cali¬ 
fornia  would  receive  3.4  million  acre-feet.7 
By  contrast,  if  the  approach  under  article 
11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  is  applied  to  these 
same  assumptions,  California  must  first  be 
awarded  her  present  perfected  rights  of  3.4 
million  acre-feet.  It  follows  that  the  Mas¬ 
ter’s  conclusion  that  California  should  re¬ 
ceive  no  more  than  3.4  million  acre-feet 
out  of  a  total  supply  of  5.5  million  could  not 
be  reached  under  the  decree  unless  the  Court 
were  prepared  to  sustain  a  Secretarial  ap- 


7  Although  our  example  uses  the  parties’ 
present  perfected  rights  claims  as  set  forth 
supra  in  this  letter,  the  application  of  the 
Special  Master’s  formula  is  identical  (only 
using  different  figures)  to  that  presented  by 
way  of  example  in  his  report  (Rept.  306, 
311-12). 


portionment  that  would  include,  in  effect, 
a  provision  that  when  the  supply  is  5.5 
million  acre-feet,  the  1.3  million  acre-feet 
"amount  remaining  available”  8 *  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  as  follows:  to  California,  zero;  to 
Arizona  and  Nevada,  all.  We  think  that  the 
Court  would  reject  this  attempt  to  deny  to 
California  any  of  the  benefits  of  Hoover  Dam’s 
conservation  of  water  and  to  limit  California 
to  the  quantity  of  the  unregulated  flow  that 
she  had  put  to  use  before  that  dam  was  au¬ 
thorized  or  built. 

SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSION 

1.  The  quantity  of  water  which  is  within 
the  power  of  the  Secretary  of  allocate,  in  the 
event  of  shortages,  is  not  the  whole  supply, 
but  the  much  smaller  quantity  representing 
the  “amount  remaining  available”  after  satis¬ 
faction  of  present  perfected  rights.  Present 
perfected  rights  constitute  decreed  quanti¬ 
ties,  which  the  Secretary  may  not  reduce,  but 
which  must  be  satisfied  in  order  of  priority 
without  regard  to  state  lines.  Claims  of 
present  perfected  rights  aggregate  about  4.2 
million  acre-feet,  hence  leaving,  within  the 
7.5  million,  only  3.3  million  acre-feet  of  water 
“remaining  available.”  If  the  supply  should 
shrink,  for  example,  to  5.5  million,  the  quan¬ 
tity  which  would  be  within  the  Secretary’s 
power  of  allocation  would  be  not  the  5.5  mil¬ 
lion,  but  only  1.3  million  (5.5  million  less 
4.2  million). 

2.  The  Supreme  Court’s  decree  does  not 
require  proration  of  this  “amount  remaining 
available.”  The  Secretary  may,  instead,  re¬ 
spect  priority  of  appropriation  interstate,  or 
protect  existing  uses,  or  perhaps  invoke  other 
qualitative  and  equitable  criteria  as  yet  un¬ 
tested  in  the  courts.  Or  Congress,  as  the 
Court’s  opinion  says,  may  take  the  matter 
out  of  his  hands  and  establish  its  own  short¬ 
age  formula  in  an  “applicable  federal  sta¬ 
tute.” 

3.  If  the  Secretary  does  attempt  to  invoke 
quantitative  proration,  to  the  exclusion  of 
all  equitable  considerations,  it  is  clear  that 
the  Supreme  Court's  decree  prohibits  his  use 
of  the  Special  Master’s  proration  formula, 
and  requires  a  formula  more  advantageous  to 
California,  for  two  reasons:  (1)  the  decree 
restricts  proration  (if  proration  is  applicable 
to  all)  to  the  limited  “amount  remaining 
available”  after  satisfying  present  perfected 
rights,  not  the  whole  supply  (contra  the  Spe¬ 
cial  Master),8  and  (2)  the  quantity  to  be 
prorated  to  each  State  (if  proration  is  in¬ 
voked  at  all)  shall  be  in  addition  to,  not 
inclusive  of,  that  State’s  present  perfected 
rights  (again  contra  the  Special  Master). 

Finally,  it  should  be  emphasized,  as  noted 
above,  that  the  Secretary’s  action  is  subject 
to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  under  article 
IX  of  the  decree,  which  reserves  jurisdiction 
for  any  party  to  apply  to  the  court  for  relief 
thereunder.10  As  the  opinion  points  out  (373 
U.S.  594)  : 

“It  will  be  time  enough  for  the  courts  to 
intervene  when  and  if  the  Secretary,  in  mak- 


8  The  5.5  total  water  supply  less  the  4.2 
total  present  perfected  rights  (3.4  in  Califor¬ 
nia  and  .8  in  Arizona)  equals  the  1.3  “amount 
remaining  available.” 

8  For  example,  the  effect  of  the  Special 
Master's  formula  would  have  been  to  impose 
on  California  4.4/7.5,  on  Arizona  the  lesser 
ratio  of  2.8/7.5,  of  any  shortage  in  the  7.5 
million  apportioned.  By  contrast,  California’s 
share  of  the  "amount  remaining”  in  excess 
of  present  perfected  rights  is  1.0/3 .3,  which 
is  only  one-half  of  Arizona’s  share  of  2.0/3.3. 

10 Article  IX  (376  U.S.  at  353)  provides: 
“Any  of  the  parties  may  apply  at  the  foot  of 
this  decree  for  its  amendment  or  for  further 
relief.  The  Court  retains  jurisdiction  of  this 
suit  for  the  purpose  of  any  order,  direction, 
or  modification  of  the  decree,  or  any  supple¬ 
mentary  decree,  that  may  at  any  time  be 
deemed  proper  in  relation  to  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  in  controversy.” 
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ing  apportionments  or  contracts,  deviates 
from  the  standards  Congress  has  set  for  him 
to  follow,  including  his  obligation  to  respect 
‘present  perfected  rights’  as  of  the  date  the 
Act  was  passed.” 

We  trust  that  the  foregoing  analysis  will 
be  useful  to  you.  If  you  have  any  further 
questions  on  any  of  the  matters  covered  in 
this  letter,  please  call  upon  us  for  further 
advice. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Thomas  C.  Lynch, 

Attorney  General. 


Appendix  A 

Extract  From  Special  Master's  Recom¬ 
mended  Decree  (Sp.  Mas.  Rep.  Pp.  345-49) 

I.  For  purposes  of  this  decree: 

***** 

(G)  “Perfected  right”  means  a  water  right 
acquired  in  accordance  with  state  law,  which 
right  has  been  exercised  by  the  actual  diver¬ 
sion  of  a  specific  quantity  of  water  that  has 
been  applied  to  a  defined  area  of  land  or  to 
definite  municipal  or  industrial  works,  and 
in  addition  shall  include  water  rights  created 
by  the  reservation  of  mainstream  water  for 
the  use  of  federal  establishments  under  fed¬ 
eral  law  whether  or  not  the  water  has  been 
applied  to  beneficial  use; 

(H)  “Present  perfected  rights”  means  per¬ 
fected  rights,  as  here  defined,  existing  as  of 
June  25,  1929,  the  effective  date  of  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act; 

***** 

II.  The  United  States,  its  officers,  attorneys, 
agents  and  employees,  be,  and  they  are 
hereby  severally  enjoined: 

***** 

(B)  From  releasing  water  controlled  by 
the  United  States  for  irrigation  and  domestic 
use  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  California  and 
Nevada,  except  as  follows: 

( I )  If  sufficient  mainstream  water  is  avail¬ 
able  for  release,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  7,500,000 
acre-feet  of  annual  consumptive  use  in  the 
aforesaid  three  states,  then  of  such  7,500,000 
acre-feet  of  consumptive  use,  there  shall  be 
apportioned  2,800,000  acre-feet  for  use  in 
Arizona,  4,400,000  acre-feet  for  use  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  300,000  acre-feet  for  use  in 
Nevada: 

(2)  If  sufficient  mainstream  water  is  avail¬ 
able  for  release,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  in  the  aforesaid  states  in 
excess  of  7,500,000  acre-feet,  such  excess  con¬ 
sumptive  use  is  surplus,  and  50%  thereof 
shall  be  appropriated  for  use  in  Arizona  and 
50%  for  use  in  California;  provided,  however, 
that  if  the  United  States  so  contracts  with 
Nevada,  then  46%  of  such  Surplus  shall  be 
apportioned  for  use  in  Arizona  and  4%  for 
use  in  Nevada; 

(3)  If  insufficient  mainstream  water  is 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  annual 
consumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet  in  the 
aforesaid  three  states,  then  the  available 
annual  consumptive  use  shall  be  apportioned 
as  follows: 

,2.  8 

(a)  For  use  in  Arizona - \T1> 

U.  4 

(b)  For  use  in  California - IT-^ 

f  -3 

(c)  For  use  in  Nevada - j7~5r 

***** 

(5)  If  the  water  apportioned  for  consump¬ 
tive  use  in  any  of  said  states  in  any  year  is 
insufficient  to  satisfy  present  perfected  rights 
in  that  state,  the  deficiency  shall  first  be 
supplied  out  of  water  apportioned  for  use  in 
the  other  two  states  but  not  consumed  in 
those  states,  and  any  remaining  deficiency 
shall  be  Supplied  by  each  of  the  remaining 
states,  out  of  water  apportioned  for  con¬ 
sumptive  use  in  such  states  which  is  in  ex¬ 


cess  of  the  quantity  necessary  to  satisfy 
present  perfected  rights  in  such  states,  in 
proportion  to  the  ratios  heretofore  estab¬ 
lished  between  them,  to  wit:  if  water  must 
be  supplied  to  satisfy  present  perfected 
rights  in  two  of  the  three  states,  then  the 
third  state  shall,  out  of  such  excess,  supply 
all  the  necessary  water,  and  if  water  must 
be  supplied  to  satisfy  present  perfected 
rights  in  one  state,  then  each  of  the  other 
two  states  shall  out  of  Such  excess  supply 
that  proportion  of  the  necessary  water  that 
its  apportionment  of  the  first  7,500,000  acre- 
feet  of  consumptive  use  bears  to  the  aggre¬ 
gate  apportionment  of  the  two  states;  1 *  pro¬ 
vided,  however,  that  present  perfected  rights 
in  California  shall  not  exceed  4,400,000  acre- 
feet  of  consumptive  use  per  annum; 

(6)  If  the  mainstream  water  apportioned 
for  consumptive  use  in  any  year  is  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  satisfy  present  perfected  rights  in 
each  and  all  of  the  three  states,  then  such 
water  shall  be  allocated  for  consumptive  use 
in  accordance  with  the  priority  of  present 
perfected  rights  without  regard  to  state 
lines;  provided,  however,  that  present  per¬ 
fected  rights  in  California  shall  not  exceed 
4,400,000  acre-feet  of  consumptive  use  per 
annum; 

***** 


1  Thus  if  water  is  to  be  supplied  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  from  the  other  states’  apportionment, 
Arizona  shall  contribute  2.8  and  Nevada  .3 

3T  31 

of  the  total  amount  supplied. 


Appendix  B 

Extract  From  Opinion  in  Arizona  v.  Cali¬ 
fornia,  373  U.S.  546,  592-94  (1963) 

HI.  apportionment  and  contracts  in  time 

OF  SHORTAGE 

We  have  agreed  with  the  Master  that  the 
Secretary’s  contracts  with  Arizona  for  2,800,- 
000  acre-feet  of  water  and  with  Nevada  for 
300,000,  together  with  the  limitation  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  4,400,000  acre-feet,  effect  a  valid 
apportionment  of  the  first  7,500,000  acre-feet 
of  mainstream  water  in  the  Lower  Basin. 
There  remains  the  question  of  what  shall  be 
done  in  time  of  shortage.  The  Master,  while 
declining  to  make  any  findings  as  to  what 
future  supply  might  be  expected?  neverthe¬ 
less  decided  that  the  Project  Act  and  the 
Secretary’s  contracts  require  the  Secretary 
in  case  of  shortage  to  divide  the  burden 
among  the  three  States  in  this  proportion: 
California  4.4/7.5;  Arizona  2.8/7.5;  Nevada 
.3/7.5.  While  pro  rata  sharing  of  water  short¬ 
ages  seems  equitable  on  its  face,1  more  con¬ 
sidered  judgment  may  demonstrate  quite  the 
contrary.  Certainly  we  should  not  bind  the 
Secretary  to  this  formula.  We  have  held  that 
the  Secretary  is  vested  with  considerable 
control  over  the  apportionment  of  Colorado 
River  waters.  And  neither  the  Project  Act 
nor  the  water  contracts  require  the  use  of 
any  particular  formula  for  apportioning 
shortages.  While  the  Secretary  must  follow 
the  standards  set  out  in  the  Act,  he  never¬ 
theless  is  free  to  choose  among  the  recog¬ 
nized  methods  of  apportionment  or  to  devise 
reasonable  methods  of  his  own.  This  choice, 
as  we  see  it,  is  primarily  his,  not  the  Master’s 
or  even  ours.  And  the  Secretary  may  or  may 
not  conclude  that  a  pro  rata  division  is  the 
best  solution. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  Secretary’s 
decision  may  have  an  effect  not  only  on  ir¬ 
rigation  uses  but  also  on  other  important 
functions  for  which  Congress  brought  this 
great  project  into  being — flood  control,  im¬ 
provement  of  navigation,  regulation  of  flow, 
and  generation  and  distribution  of  electric 


1  Proration  of  shortage  is  the  method 

agreed  upon  by  the  United  States  and  Mexico 
to  adjust  Mexico’s  share  of  Colorado  River 
water  should  there  be  insufficient  water  to 

supply  each  country’s  apportionment. 


power.  Requiring  the  Secretary  to  prorate 
shortages  would  strip  him  of  the  very  power 
of  choice  which  we  think  Congress,  for  rea¬ 
sons  satisfactory  to  it,  vested  in  him  and 
which  we  should  not  impair  or  take  away 
from  him.  For  the  same  reasons  we  cannot 
accept  California’s  contention  that  in  case 
of  shortage  each  State’s  share  of  water  should 
be  determined  by  the  judicial  doctrine  of 
equitable  apportionment  or  by  the  law  of 
prior  appropriation.  These  principles,  while 
they  may  provide  some  guidance,  are  not 
binding  upon  the  Secretary  where,  as  here, 
Congress,  with  full  power  to  do  so,  has  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  waters  of  a  navigable  stream 
shall  be  harnessed,  conserved,  stored,  and 
distributed  through  a  government  agency 
under  a  statutory  scheme. 

None  of  this  is  to  say  that  in  case  of 
shortage,  the  ^Secretary  cannot  adopt  a  meth¬ 
od  of  proration  or  that  he  may  not  lay  stress 
upon  priority  of  use,  local  laws  and  customs, 
or  any  other  factors  that  might  be  helpful  in 
reaching  an  informed  judgment  in  harmony 
with  the  Act,  the  best  interests  of  the  Basin 
States,  and  the  welfare  of  the  Nation.  It  will 
be  time  enough  for  the  courts  to  intervene 
when  and  if  the  Secretary,  in  making  appor¬ 
tionments  or  contracts,  deviates  from  the 
standards  Congress  has  set  for  him  to  follow, 
including  his  obligation  to  respect  “present 
perfected  rights”  as  of  the  date  the  Act  was 
passed.  At  this  time  the  Secretary  has  made 
no  decision  at  all  based  on  an  actual  or 
anticipated  shortage  of  water,  and  so  there 
is  no  action  of  his  in  this  respect  for  us  to 
review.  Finally,  as  the  Master  pointed  out, 
Congress  still  has  broad  powers  over  this 
navigable  international  stream.  Congress  can 
undoubtedly  reduce  or  enlarge  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  power  if  it  wishes.  Unless  and  until  it 
does,  we  leave  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary, 
where  Congress  placed  it,  full  power  to  con¬ 
trol,  manage,  and  operate  the  Government’s 
Colorado  River  works  and  to  make  contracts 
for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  water  on  such 
terms  as  are  not  prohibited  by  the  Project 
Act. 


Appendix  C 

Article  11(B)  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  Decree  in 

Arizona  v.  California,  376  U.S.  340,  341, 

342^3  (1964) 

II.  The  United  States,  its  officers,  attorneys, 
agents  and  employees  be  and  they  are  here¬ 
by  severally  enjoined : 

***** 

(B)  From  releasing  water  controlled  by 
the  United  States  for  irrigation  and  domestic 
use  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  California  and 
Nevada,  except  as  follows: 

( 1 )  If  sufficient  mainstream  water  is  avail¬ 
able  for  release,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  7,500,000  acre 
feet  of  annual  consumptive  use  in  the  afore¬ 
said  three  states,  then  of  such  7,500,000  acre 
feet  of  consumptive  use,  there  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  2,800,000  acre  feet  for  use  in  Ari¬ 
zona,  4,400,000  acre  feet  for  use  in  California, 
and  300,000  acre  feet  for  use  in  Nevada. 

(2)  If  sufficient  mainstream  water  is  avail¬ 
able  for  release,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  in  the  aforesaid  states  in  excess 
of  7,50,000  acre  feet,  such  excess  consumptive 
use  is  surplus  and  50%  thereof  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  for  use  in  Arizona  and  50%  for 
use  in  California;  provided,  however,  that  if 
the  United  States  so  contracts  with  Nevada, 
then  46%  of  such  surplus  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  for  use  in  Arizona  and  4%  for  use 
in  Nevada; 

(3)  If  insufficient  mainstream  water  is 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  to  satisfy  annual 
consumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre  feet  in 
the  aforesaid  three  states,  then  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  after  providing  for  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  present  perfected  rights  in  the  order 
of  their  priority  dates  without  regard  to 
state  lines  and  after  consultation  with  the 
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parties  to  major  delivery  contracts  and  such 
representatives  as  the  respective  states  may 
designate,  may  apportion  the  amount  re¬ 
maining  available  for  consumptive  use  in 
such  manner  as  is  consistent  with  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act  as  interpreted  by 
the  opinion  of  this  Court  herein,  and  with 
other  applicable  federal  statutes,  but  in  no 
event  shall  more  than  4,400,000  acre  feet  be 
apportioned  for  use  in  California  including 
all  present  perfected  rights; 

Mr.  BROTZMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BROTZMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  3300,  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  project  bill 

For  more  than  20  years  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and 
the  central  Arizona  project  has  been  the 
center  of  controversy  both  here  in  the 
Congress  and  in  the  seven-State  area  di¬ 
rectly  affected  by  this  legislation.  This 
bill  H.R.  3300  is  the  product  of  long  and 
difficult  negotiations  between  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Nevada,  and  repre¬ 
sents  a  compromise  of  the  various  inter¬ 
ests  involved.  An  important  feature  of 
the  compromise  is  the  provision  of  the 
bill  which  directs  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  assume  the  responsibility  for  re¬ 
placing  the  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  which  must  be  supplied 
annually  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  the  1944  Mexican 
Water  Treaty. 

The  Mexican  Treaty  was  negotiated  in 
time  of  war,  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  in  an  effort  to  foster  in¬ 
ternational  goodwill  and  to  settle  an¬ 
other  dispute  between  the  two  countries 
over  the  use  of  Rio  Grande  River  water. 

The  simple  fact  is  that  there  has  not 
been  enough  water  in  the  Colorado  Riv¬ 
er  to  meet  the  obligations  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  after  the  States  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  divide  the  water  of 
the  river  among  themselves.  The  Colo¬ 
rado  River  States  had  already  agreed  on 
how  to  divide  the  water  before  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  was  ratified.  The  agreement 
requires  the  upper  basin  States,  of  which 
Colorado  is  one,  to  deliver  75  million 
acre-feet  of  water  at  Lee  Ferry  every 
10  years.  This  obligation,  plus  the  obliga¬ 
tion  imposed  by  the  Mexican  Treaty, 
would  not  leave  enough  water  in  the 
upper  basin  to  meet  the  needs  of  that 
area. 

With  the  asumption  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  obligation  as  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion,  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  can  be  augmented  to  meet  that 
need.  This  bill  directs  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  investigate  means  of  aug¬ 
menting  the  water  in  the  Colorado  River 
under  principles  to  be  established  by 
the  Water  Resources  Council.  The  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  national  responsibility  for 
the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation  will  not, 
however,  create  an  immediate  need  for 
large  quantities  of  water  to  augment 
the  Colorado.  It  is  estimated  that  under 
normal  conditions,  there  will  be  ample 
water  in  the  river  until  around  1987  when 
gradual  reductions  may  commence.  The 
central  Arizona  project  and  future  water 
use  developments  in  the  Upper  Colorado 
Basin  will  put  the  ultimate  overdraft  on' 


the  river  until  about  1990.  By  1990  an 
augmentation  of  102,000  acre-feet — or 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  require¬ 
ment — may  be  needed. 

One  of  the  major  obstacles  to  passage 
of  the  bill  2  years  ago  was  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  of  the  Marble 
and  Bridge  Canyon  Dams  on  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River.  That  authorization  was  op¬ 
posed  by  several  conservationist  groups. 
Both  of  these  projects  have  been  elimi¬ 
nated.  This  bill  not  only  forbids  the  con¬ 
struction  of  Bureau  of  Reclamation  dams 
in  this  area,  but  also  prohibits  the  li¬ 
censing  of  private  dams  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission. 

The  bill  does  provide  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Hooker  Dam  on  the  Gila 
River  in  New  Mexico.  However,  the  com¬ 
mittee,  in  reporting  this  bill,  did  not 
specify  the  Hooker  site  absolutely,  but 
left  open  the  consideration  of  “a  suit¬ 
able  alternative.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  State  of  Colorado 
has  strongly  endorsed  this  measure.  Gov. 
John  Love,  of  Colorado,  told  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee: 

Hundreds  of  hours  of  most  difficult  nego¬ 
tiations  have  been  incorporated  into  H.R. 
3300.  It  is  not  a  bill  which  provides  an  im¬ 
mediate  solution  to  all  of  the  water  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Colorado  River  states.  It  does, 
however,  approach  the  problems  on  a  broad, 
regional  basis.  .  .  .  We  support  each  of  its 
provisions. 

The  soundness  of  this  legislation  is 
demonstrated  by  the  unity  among  the  di¬ 
verse  parts  of  Colorado  in  working  for 
passage  of  this  measure.  We,  in  Colorado, 
have  recognized  the  greater  benefit 
which  this  legislation  will  bring  to  the 
entire  State  by  setting  the  controversial 
water  problems  of  the  Southwest. 

H.R.  3300  authorizes  the  construction 
of  the  Five  Fingers  projects  in  Colorado. 
We  like  to  refer  to  these  five  projects  as 
a  “helping  hand”  in  the  solution  of  Colo¬ 
rado’s  water  supply  problem.  The  proj¬ 
ects  are  the  West  Divide,  Dallas  Creek, 
San  Miguel,  Dolores,  and  Animas-La 
Plata.  In  total,  the  Five  Fingers  projects 
will  provide  about  719,000  acre-feet  of 
water  annually  for  irrigation,  munici¬ 
pal,  and  industrial  use  in  Colorado. 

Most  of  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River 
originates  in  the  State  of  Colorado.  The 
river  accounts  for  about  70  percent  of 
the  total  surface  water  produced  in  the 
State.  Under  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact  of  1948,  the  State  of  Colorado 
was  allocated  51%  percent  of  the  water 
available  to  the  upper  basin  States. 

The  Five  Fingers  projects  will  mean  an 
annual  depletion  of  the  Colorado  River 
flow  of  about  398,000  acre-feet.  This  de¬ 
pletion  represents  less  than  4  percent  of 
the  Colorado  River  water  that  is  actu¬ 
ally  produced  within  the  State  each 
year.  It  represents  only  a  portion  of  the 
State’s  allotted  51%  percent  of  the  water 
available  to  the  upper  basin  States. 

All  of  the  Five  Fingers  projects  will 
contribute  greatly  to  Colorado’s  munici¬ 
pal,  industrial,  and  agricultural  water 
supplies.  One  of  them,  the  West  Divide 
project,  is  designed  to  provide  water  for 
the  State’s  emerging  oil  shale  industry. 
Two  of  the  projects — the  Animas-La 
Plata  and  the  Dolores — would  directly 
benefit  both  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  and 
the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribes,  and 


would  greatly  enhance  the  economic  op¬ 
portunities  of  both  groups. 

Except  for  the  usual  nonreimbursable 
items  such  as  fish  and  wildlife,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  recreation,  and  water  salvage,  the 
construction  costs  of  these  reclamation 
projects  will  be  repaid  to  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  3300  is  a  com¬ 
promise  measure  which  provides  a  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  water  problems  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  and  the  Pacific  South¬ 
west — a  center  of  controversy  for  more 
than  20  years.  This  bill  affords  us  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  end  that  controversy  and 
to  benefit  not  only  the  citizens  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  but  of  all  the 
United  States. 

Those  of  us  who  represent  districts  in 
the  Southwestern  United  States,  from 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  have,  for  the  last 
few  weeks  been  talking  with  our  col¬ 
leagues  from  the  other  areas  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  to  educate  them  and  make  known 
to  them  just  what  this  bill  means  not 
only  to  the  states  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  but  to  the  entire  country. 

For  my  part,  I  have  contacted  many 
of  my  Republican  colleagues,  as  well  as 
Democrats,  and  have  attempted  to  ex¬ 
plain  to  them  what  this  compromise 
means  and  how  this  bill,  if  enacted,  can 
settle  a  controversy  which  has  raged  for 
more  than  20  years  over  the  use  of  the 
waters  of  the  Colorado  River.  Unlike  so 
many  other  measures  considered  in  this 
body,  this  bill  is  the  product  of  a  truly 
bipartisan  effort. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  congratulate  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  and  par¬ 
ticularly,  the  committee  chairman,  my 
colleague  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspin- 
all],  for  the  fine  work  they  have  done  in 
putting  together  this  legislation.  I  urge 
its  enactment. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Udall], 

(Mr.  UDALL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  'to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield,  and  I  will  yield  the 
gentleman  a  minute? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  read  into  the  Record  a  section  of 
the  original  Colorado  River  compact.  If 
people  think  what  happened  in  1944  was 
done  under  wartime  stress  or  a  mistake 
of  fact  as  to  the  amount  of  water  in  the 
river,  and  that  people  did  not  expect 
the  States  of  the  basin  would  have  to 
provide  water  to  Old  Mexico  then  they 
have  not  read  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  because  article  III,  section  (c)  says: 

(c)  If,  as  a  matter  of  international. comity, 
the  United  States  of  America  shall  hereafter 
recognize  in  the  United  States  of  Mexico  any 
right  to  the  use  of  any  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  System,  such  waters  shall  be  supplied 
first  from  the  waters  which  are  surplus  over 
and  above  the  aggregate  of  the  quantities  as 
specified  in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b);  and  if 
suoh  surplus  shall  prove  insufficient  for  this 
purpose,  then,  the  burden  of  such  deficiency 
shall  be  equally  borne  by  the  Upper  Basin 
and  the  Lower  Basin,  and  whenever  neces¬ 
sary  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  shall 
deliver  at  Lee  Perry  water  to  supply  one-half 
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of  the  deficiency  so  recognized  in  addition  to 
that  "provided  In  paragraph  (d). 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  has  read  the 
compact  correctly,  but,  of  course,  in  1944, 
when  the  treaty  was  ratified,  the  United 
States  of  America  gave  away  water  we 
thought  we  had,  and  thought  was  sur¬ 
plus.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
pointed  out  in  his  remarks  that  Senators 
from  six  of  the  seven  States  voted  for  the 
treaty.  I  want  to  tell  the  gentleman  why 
they  voted  for  it. 

They  voted  for  it  because  it  was  be¬ 
lieved  by  the  States  and  by  the  Senate — 
and  page  44  of  the  report  says  this — that 
we  thought  we  had  a  surplus  that  we 
would  give  away  to  Mexico,  and  that  the 
States  would  not  have  to  reduce  the  allo¬ 
cations  they  had  under  the  1922  compact, 
from  which  you  read.  In  the  Senate  re¬ 
port  on  the  treaty  of  1944  there  was  one 
sentence  I  will  read  as  follows: 

Presumably  then,  the  Mexican  allocation 
of  1,500,000  acre-feet  per  year  will  be  supplied 
from  the  amount  of  approximately  2,000,000 
acre-feet  which  is  estimated  to  be  the  sur¬ 
plus  after  the  Compact  allocations,  totalling 
16,000,000  acre-feet,  have  been  supplied. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  believe  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  also  would  agree 
with  my  recollection  of  the  minutes  of 
the  Santa  Fe  Compact.  Is  it  not  the 
gentleman’s  recollection  that  the  Com¬ 
missioners  who  finally  agreed  on  the 
Santa  Fe  Compact  thought  that  at  no 
time  there  would  ever  be  more  than 
500,000  acre-feet  of  water  allotted  to  the 
Republic  of  Mexico?  Are  not  those  fig¬ 
ures  in  the  minutes  relating  to  the  com¬ 
pact? 

Mr.  UDALL.  Precisely.  When  the 
treaty  gave  them  1  y2  million  acre-feet, 
they  were  using  only  about  one-half  of 
that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  surprise  of  no 
one  in  the  Chamber,  I  suppose,  I  want  to 
say  that  I  support  this  bill.  I  support  it 
as  the  committee  reported  it.  It  is  a  sound 
bill.  It  is  a  sound  compromise,  as  was 
said  earlier  today,  of  one  of  the  problems 
which  has  plagued  the  most  water  short 
area  of  our  country,  the  seven-State  area 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  nearly  half  a  cen¬ 
tury  Arizona  has  hoped  and  planned  for 
full  use  of  its  allotted  share  of  water 
from  the  Colorado  River.  The  Santa  Fe 
Compact  of  1922  laid  the  groundwork  for 
allocations  from  the  river’s  flow  among 
the  seven  States  of  the  basin.  The  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Act  of  1928  allocated 
to  Arizona  the  use  of  2.8  million  acre-feet 
annually  from  the  main  stem  of  the  river. 

In  1944  the  Arizona  Legislature  appro¬ 
priated  $200,000  for  a  $400,000  coopera¬ 
tive  investigation  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  which  culminated  in  1947  in 
a  full  feasibility  report  on  a  central 
Arizona  project  to  the  Congress.  Our 
stuggle  for  an  authorization  really  began 
in  the  80th  Congress  with  S.  75.  But 
today,  for  the  first  time  after  21  years  of 
patient  but  frustrating  effort,  a  bill  to 
authorize  the  central  Arizona  project  has 
finally  reached  the  floor  of  this  House. 


For  Arizona  this  is  an  historic  and 
heart-warming  moment.  H.R.  3300  is  a 
distillate  of  our  hopes,  our  struggles,  our 
faith  in  the  future. 

As  some  of  my  colleagues  may  tell  you, 
the  bill  is  not  perfect  in  every  detail.  But, 
gentlemen,  that  which  we  have  been  un¬ 
able  to  make  absolutely  perfect  during  21 
years  of  give  and  take,  of  negotiation  and 
compromise,  of  study  and  planning  is 
probably  beyond  the  ability  of  mortal 
men  to  achieve.  Two  generations  of  great 
men  have  lived  and  died  in  the  attempt 
to  solve  the  problems  of  the  Colorado 
River.  More  must  and  will  devote  their 
minds  to  those  problems  in  the  future. 

But  H.R.  3300  is  here  and  now,  and  it 
is  a  milestone  of  progress.  It  gives  Ari¬ 
zona  the  water  which  it  must  have  for 
elementary  survival  as  a  productive  unit 
of  our  Nation;  and  more,  it  establishes 
the  framework  for  future  regional  resolu¬ 
tion  of  water  resource  development  prob¬ 
lems  directly  affecting  the  lives  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  people  in  the  seven  States  of  the 
river  basin  and  millions  more  in  the  years 
ahead. 

Thus,  in  pleading  the  cause  of  this  bill 
as  it  affects  by  own  State  of  Arizona,  I 
am  also  championing  the  rights  and 
aspirations  of  the  family  of  Southwestern 
States,  of  which  Arizona  is  a  member. 

The  history  of  the  Colorado  River  from 
the  beginning  of  this  century  is  the  most 
fascinating  chapter,  of  the  development 
of  the  American  West.  A  formidable  bar¬ 
rier  to  migrating  pioneers,  a  gigantic 
challenge  to  man’s  courage  and  inven¬ 
tive  genius,  a  promise  of  good  things  to 
come,  a  threat  of  destruction  by  flood 
and  a  fulfilment  of  men’s  dream — all 
these  and  more  compose  the  human  saga 
of  our  people  and  their  river,  the 
Colorado. 

Below  Lee  Ferry  in  northern  Arizona — 
the  dividing  point  between  the  upper  and 
lower  basins  of  the  river — diversions  of 
water  for  irrigation  were  begun  in  the 
Yuma  area  of  Arizona  and  the  Palo  Verde 
Valley  of  California  before  the  beginning 
of  this  century.  The  great  Imperial 
Valley  irrigation  development  was  begun 
in  about  1902.  All  of  these  areas  were 
menaced  from  the  beginning  by  the  un¬ 
controlled  flow  of  the  river.  Floods  de¬ 
stroyed  the  fragile  works  of  the 
pioneering  developers. 

Out  of  the  dark  and  forbidding  can¬ 
yon  of  the  Colorado  came  vast  floods  of 
water  from  the  melting  snows  of  the 
great  Rocky  Mountains.  The  paper  allo¬ 
cations  of  the  Santa  Fe  compact  of  1922 
meant  nothing.  Water  could  not  be 
stored  and  held  back  for  orderly  release. 

Not  until  the  Congress  authorized  and 
commenced  construction  of  Hoover  Dam 
was  the  river  tamed  and  future  water 
resource  development  in  Arizona,  south¬ 
ern  California,  and  Mexico  secure  from 
repeated  disaster. 

Development  of  lower  basin  resources 
began  in  earnest  with  the  completion  of 
Hoover  Dam.  The  storage  capacity  of 
32,000,000  acre-feet  in  Lake  Mead  was 
a  guarantee  against  the  danger  of  both 
droughts  and  floods.  Power  from  the 
dam’s  hydroelectric  generators  was  avail¬ 
able  for  industrial  and  population  expan¬ 
sion.  The  Boulder  Canyon  Act  also  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  settled  at  last  the  aggra¬ 
vating  controversy  over  the-  allocation  of 
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river  water  among  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada  in  the  lower  basin.  By  act  of 
Congress,  Arizona’s  annual  allotment 
was  2.8  million  acre-feet,  California’s  4.4, 
and  Nevada’s  300,000. 

In  1932,  California  contracted  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  delivery  of 
its  4.4-acre-foot  allotment  and  for  962,- 
000  acre-feet  of  any  available  surplus.  In 
1937,  consulting  engineers  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  produced  a  re¬ 
port,  “Surplus  Waters  of  the  Colorado 
River,”  in  which  the  conclusion  was 
drawn  that  water  was  available  for  use 
in  Mexico.  Parker  Dam  was  completed  in 
1938  as  a  diversion  point  for  the  Los  An¬ 
geles  aqueduct,  and  in  Arizona,  a  Colora¬ 
do  River  Commission  was  established. 

A  preliminary  report  was  prepared  on 
the  Bridge  Canyon  project — forerunner 
of  the  central  Arizona  project — in  1942, 
and  in  1944  Arizona  contracted  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  delivery  of 
its  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  water. 

The  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Lands  actually  held  hearings  on  a  Bridge 
Canyon — central  Arizona — project  bill, 
S.  75,  in  1947.  Arizona’s  Gila  project  was 
reauthorized  that  year  to  apply  main¬ 
stream  Colorado  River  water  to  the  lands 
of  the  Welton-Mohawk  Valley  and  other 
areas  in  Yuma  County,  and  that  was,  to 
this  day,  the  last  reclamation  project  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress  for  Arizona. 

In  December  of  1947  a  formal  central 
Arizona  project  feasibility  report  was 
submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interi¬ 
or  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  in 
the  following  September  the  Secretary’s 
favorable  report  and  findings  were  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  and  published  in 
House  Document  No.  156. 

In  the  80th  Congress,  the  81st,  and  the 
82d,  hearings  were  held  on  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  bills.  Arizona’s  hopes  rose 
and  fell  with  each  succeeding  attempt 
and  failure  for  an  authorization. 

World  War  II  began  and  ended,  and 
the  Korean  conflict  arose,  both  demand¬ 
ing  food  and  fiber  production  in  immense 
quantities;  and  Arizona  responded  by 
tapping  its  limited  groundwater  re¬ 
sources  in  ever  increasing  quantities  to 
help  meet  the  needs  of  the  Nation. 

Yes,  we  knew  in  Arizona  that  ground- 
water  was  precious  and  irreplaceable. 
But  with  traditional  American  faith  and 
optimism  we  continued,  in  the  national 
interest,  to  use  what  was  available  in  the 
firm  belief  that  when  the  crisis  of  war 
was  over,  the  Congress  would  make  it 
possible  to  bring  our  share  of  Colorado 
River  water  to  the  richly  productive  de¬ 
veloped  lands  of  the  State’s  central  val¬ 
leys  so  that  we  could  balance  our  inter¬ 
nally  available  water  account.  We  would 
develop  no  new  lands  for  irrigation  with 
central  Arizona  project  water.  We  would 
use  Colorado  River  water  simply  to  main¬ 
tain  what  had  been  developed  but  reduce 
our  overdraft  upon  groundwater. 

That  was,  and  still  is,  our  purpose.  We 
have  pinned  our  hope  upon  it.  We  have 
had  faith  that  it  would  be  done.  We  still 
have  that  faith,  but  time  is  running  out 
for  us,  it  is  running  out  for  our  economy 
and  for  our  people. 

Certainly  one  of  Arizona’s  greatest  frus¬ 
trations  came  in  1951  in  the  82d  Congress 
when,  with  a  central  Arizona  project  bill 
already  passed  by  the  Senate,  the  House 
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Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  adopted  a  resolution  offered  by 
my  good  colleague  from  Pennsylvania, 
the  Honorable  John  Saylor,  to  defer 
further  action  on  central  Arizona  project 
legislation  until  the  question  of  legal  en¬ 
titlement  to  water  had  been  resolved  be¬ 
tween  Arizona  and  California. 

To  carry  out  the  dictates  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  Arizona  filed  suit  against  Califor¬ 
nia  in  1952  in  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court. 
We  were  assured  by  our  adversary  and 
others  that  no  more  than  a  few  months 
would  be  required  for  the  litigation.  And 
thus,  the  beginning  of  the  “big  lawsuit” — 
which  was  filed  in  1952  and  ended  over 
10  years  later  in  June  of  1963 — substan¬ 
tially  upholding  Arizona’s  claim  to  2.8 
million  acre-feet  of  water  from  the  main¬ 
stream  of  the  river.  We  call  it  the  “big 
lawsuit”  because  the  trial  itself  lasted 
from  June  14,  1956,  to  August  28,  1958, 
during  which  period  340  witnesses  were 
heard  on  almost  every  conceivable  sub¬ 
ject,  thousands  of  exhibits  were  received, 
and  25,000  pages  of  testimony  were  tran¬ 
scribed.  Evidence  was  even  introduced 
on  behalf  of  those  interested  in  wildlife 
on  the  subject  of  how  much  water  is  re¬ 
quired  to  keep  a  wild  goose  in  the  manner 
to  which  he  is  accustomed.  On  this  im¬ 
portant  subject  the  transcript  contains 
an  outstanding  piece  of  verse  by  one  of 
the  learned  counsel  who  participated  in 
the  trial.  He  offered  in  evidence  this  lyri¬ 
cal  documentation  of  this  difficult  prob¬ 
lem — it  is  called  “Owed  to  a  Waterfowl”: 

It  seems  just  trifle  absurd 
That,  in  water  consumption,  a  bird 
Tho  lesser  in  weight 
And  more  waddling  in  gait, 

Equals  almost  two  men  and  a  third. 

Immediately  following  the  court’s  deci¬ 
sion,  Arizona’s  Senators  Hayden  and 
Goldwater  introduced  S.  1658,  on  June  4, 
1963,  and  her  Representatives  in  the 
House  introduced  H.R.  6796,  H.R.  6897 
and  H.R.  6798 — all  to  authorize  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  essentially  the  same 
as  was  recommended  by  the  Secretary  to 
the  80th  Congress  20  years  earlier. 

In  that  same  year,  1963,  my  wise  col¬ 
league  from  Colorado,  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee,  urged  upon  Arizona  a  unified 
and  regional  approach  to  the  Colorado 
Basin  problem,  including  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project,  and  responding  to  this  ad¬ 
vice,  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
rushed  to  completion  a  report  on  its  Pa¬ 
cific  Southwest  water  plan.  This  plan  and 
S.  1658  were  given  committee  hearings 
during  the  remainder  of  the  88th  Con¬ 
gress.  The  House  Subcommittee  on  Irri¬ 
gation  and  Reclamation  came  to  Arizona 
for  field  hearings  to  learn  of  the  need  for 
the  central  Arizona  project. 

As  the  89th  Congress  opened  in  1965, 
California  and  Arizona  were  engaged  in 
open  warfare,  particularly  on  the  Senate 
side  where  Senators  Hayden  and  Fannin 
had  reintroduced  central  Arizona  project 
legislation  as  S.  75,  and  Senators  Kitchel 
and  Murphy  had  introduced  their  ver¬ 
sion  in  S.  294.  On  February  of  1965,  Sen¬ 
ator  Hayden,  in  order  to  break  the  dead¬ 
lock,  indicated  he  might  accept  Senator 
Kuchel’s  amendment  granting  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  a  priority  for  4.4  million  acre-feet 
annually  until  such  time  as  2.5  million 


acre-feet  annually  were  imported  to  the 
river — if  such  a  bill  actually  passed  the 
House. 

'Here  on  the  House  side,  34  California 
Congressmen  introduced  bills  similar  to 
the  Kuchel  bill — as  did  Arizona’s  three 
members.  The  action  was  hailed  as  a 
great  breakthrough  for  unified  regional 
water  development,  and  Arizona  dared 
hope  again  for  approval  of  its  desperately 
needed  aqueduct  from  the  river.  Primary 
action  shifted  from  the  Senate  to  the 
House  where  H.R.  4671  was  the  bill  upon 
which  hearings  were  begun  by  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclama¬ 
tion  on  August  23. 

A  seven-State  consensus  involving  Ari¬ 
zona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  was  labori¬ 
ously  ground  out  during  the  next  several 
weeks,  and  with  each  new  agreement,  the 
bill  grew  more  inclusive,  more  cumber¬ 
some  and  more  costly. 

The  gross  regional  project  package, 
with  its  authorization  of  both  Hualapai — 
Bridge  Canyon — Dam  and  Marble  Can¬ 
yon  Dam,  and  its  proposal  to  import 
water  from  another  regional  river 
brought  effective  opposition  from  orga¬ 
nized  nature  preservationists  and  the 
people  of  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Finally,  on  June  28,  1966,  the  House 
subcommittee  sent  the  bill  to  the  full 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  and  on  August  11,  that  committee 
reported  it  out  favorably.  The  hour  was 
late.  The  bill  was  big.  Its  enemies  out¬ 
side  the  Colorado  Basin  were  many  and 
powerful.  It  did  not  reach  the  floor  of 
the  House,  and  Arizona’s  hopes  for  a 
central  Arizona  project  were  again  shat¬ 
tered.  Indeed,  so  shaken  and  discouraged 
were  Arizona’s  leaders  that  the  State  leg¬ 
islature  passed  a  water  and  power  plan 
act  as  the  basis  for  a  “go-it-alone”  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  in  case  the  Congress 
ultimately  failed  to  authorize  it  as  a 
Federal  reclamation  project. 

Obviously  it  is  unfair  to  expect  Ari¬ 
zona  alone  among  the  17  western  recla¬ 
mation  States  to  so  heavily  burden  its 
people  and  its  economy — and  obviously 
none  of  the  regional  problems  of  the 
basin  would,  or  could,  be  solved  by  such 
an  approach.  When  hundreds  of  millions 
of  Federal  dollars  are  poured  annually 
into  so  many  other  States  for  flood  con¬ 
trol,  rivers  and  harbors  and  water  re¬ 
source  development  for  which  no  repay¬ 
ment  is  expected,  surely  the  Nation  will 
not  deny  to  Arizona  its  badly  needed 
project  for  which  practically  all  costs 
will  be  returned  by  its  Arizona  benefi¬ 
ciaries  under  terms  of  the  National  Rec¬ 
lamation  Act. 

I  have  brought  this  brief  history  now 
to  the  threshold  of  this  90th  Congress. 
Swiftly,  last  January,  we  Members  of  this 
House  from  Arizona  introduced  again 
new  central  Arizona  project  bills,  as  did 
Congressman  Hosmer,  of  California,  and 
Congressman  Aspinall,  of  Colorado.  It 
is  Mr.  Aspinall’s  bill,  H.R.  3300,  that  is 
before  us  today;  and  again  it  is  a  re¬ 
gional  bill,  though  far  more  practical 
and  acceptable  to  a  larger  majority  than 
was  H.R.  4671  in  the  89th  Congress. 

On  the  Senate  side,  S.  1004,  a  bill 
jointly  introduced  by  Senators  Hayden, 
Jackson,  Fannin,  Anderson,  and  Bible, 
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was  passed  by  an  overwhelming  vote  on 
August  7  of  last  year. 

For  those  of  my  colleagues  who  have 
not  had  time  to  study  H.R.  3300  in  de¬ 
tail,  I  want  to  emphasize  two  points  in 
particular  which  seem  to  be  of  concern 
to  many  Members  of  this  body.  First, 
the  bill  does  not  authorize  any  dams  on 
the  main  stem  of  the  Colorado  River. 
Second,  the  bill  does  not  appropriate  any 
money. 

As  an  Arizona  representative  from  the 
reclamation  West  and  an  active  conser¬ 
vationist,  I  had  many  discussions  and 
some  honest  disagreements  with  those 
who  so  effectively  opposed  the  authori¬ 
zation  and  construction  of  Hualapai  and 
Marble  Canyon  Dams  during  hearings  in 
the  89th  Congress. 

But  the  conservationist  organizations 
carried  their  point  of  view  so  effectively 
to  the  public  at  large  that  many  of  you 
felt  the  heat  of  their  well-organized,  well- 
financed,  nationwide  letter  writing  and 
newspaper  advertising  campaign. 

Most  of  my  Western  States  colleagues 
have  believed  that  the  social,  esthetic, 
and  economic  values  of  Hualapai  Dam 
and  lake  heavily  outweigh  the  very  minor 
encroachment  upon  the  total  natural 
values  of  the  Colorado  River — and  that 
this  dam  at  least  ought  some  day  to  be 
built. 

Nevertheless,  in  this  bill,  H.R.  3300,  we 
bow  to  the  superior  political  influence  of 
our  preservationist  friends  and  invite  and 
expect  their  support  of  a  project  author¬ 
ization  that  does  not  include  any  dams 
on  the  Colorado  River. 

It  is,  incidentally,  this  omission  of  the 
mainstream  hydroelectric  power  pro¬ 
ducing  dams  that  necessitates  H.R. 
3300’s  new  approach  to  the  acquisition 
of  power  to  lift  water  out  of  the  river  up 
into  the  central  Arizona  project  aque¬ 
duct. 

If  you  agree,  as  do  even  the  bill’s 
severest  critics,  that  Arizona  truly  needs 
and  ought  to  have  its  central  Arizona 
project  after  all  these  years  of  waiting — 
and  if  you  agree  with  the  necessity  of 
omitting  the  hydroelectric  dams,  then 
you  will  find  this  bill  essential  and 
worthy  of  your  full  support. 

Concerning  the  second  point  having  to 
do  with  appropriations  of  money  for  the 
project,  I  repeat  that  this  bill  is  an  au¬ 
thorization  only  and  appropriates  no 
funds  whatever.  We  do  not  ask  in  this 
bill  for  appropriation  of  funds  to  begin 
construction  of  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  or  any  other  of  the  authorized  works. 

It  is  our  conviction  that  with  the 
hoped  for  early  end  of  the  war,  it  will 
be  in  the  national  economic  and  social 
interest  to  begin  construction  of  this 
project  as  quickly  as  possible  as  an  im¬ 
portant  means  for  economic  adjustment. 
Thousands  of  people  will  be  employed 
over  a  period  of  several  years  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  this  project.  Millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  worth  of  raw  materials  and  indus¬ 
trial  products  and  machinery  will  be  re¬ 
quired  from  suppliers  located  across  the 
Nation. 

In  any  event,  the  need  for  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  for  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  will  be  relatively  small  during  the 
early  construction  period,  and  will  peak 
out  at  about  $115  million  in  the  8th  year. 
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Now  I  should  like  to  proceed  with  an 
analysis  of  some  of  the  other  major  pro¬ 
visions  of  H.R.  3300,  and  with  comments 
on  the  compromises  that  are  reflected  in 
those  provisions  and  Arizona’s  under¬ 
standing  of  the  agreement  reached  relat¬ 
ing  to  those  compromises. 

The  title  of  H.R.  3300 — “Colorado 
River  Basin  Project” — indicates  the  bill’s 
regional  character.  It  is  not  simply  a 
central  Arizona  project  bill.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  very  substantially  reduced  in 
scope  from  the  Department  of  Interior’s 
1964  Pacific  Southwest  water  plan  or 
H.R.  4671,  which  was  reported  out  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  in  1966  during  the  89th 
Congress.  The  regional  nature  of  H.R. 
3300  lies  largely  in  the  foundation  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  future  actions  by  the  Congress 
to  resolve  the  future  water  problems  of 
the  Upper  and  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  States.  This  purpose  of  the  bill  is 
stated  in  section  102(a),  and  in  102(b), 
the  Congress  advises  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  consult  with  affected  States 
and  with  appropriate  Federal  agencies 
and  then  to  develop  a  regional  water 
plan  as  a  framework  for  future  coordi¬ 
nated  project  authorizations  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin. 

Title  n  provides  for  investigations  and 
planning,  and  involves  a  determination 
of  the  long-range  water  supply  available 
to  the  Colorado  River  Basin;  investiga¬ 
tion  of  all  the  possible  sources  and  means 
for  meeting  anticipated  water  needs  of 
the  basin,  except  that  no  recommenda¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  on  importation  of 
water  from  any  other  river  basin  without 
the  approval  of  those  States  which  might 
be  affected  by  an  exportation. 

Arizona  recognizes  that  eventually 
some  means  for  augmenting  the  present 
supply  of  water  in  the  basin  must  be 
found.  Apparently  such  means  should 
be  developed  within  the  next  30  to  40 
years  if  serious  shortages  are  to  be 
avoided.  However,  our  Arizona  economy 
cannot  tolerate  a  delay  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  itself  until  the  means  of 
an  augmentation  are  developed  and 
achieved. 

The  investigations  authorized  by  title 
II  include  water  quality  and  conserva¬ 
tion  concerns,  matters  which  are  of 
prime  interest  to  us  as  they  are  to  the 
nation  as  a  whole. 

Section  201(a)  (5)  of  title  II  instructs 
the  Secretary  to  prepare  estimates  of 
long-range  water  supply  in  states  from 
which  water  could  be  imported  after 
their  own  long-range  needs  are  fully  ac¬ 
commodated.  He  must  do  this  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  principles,  standards  and 
procedures  established  by  the  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Council  in  conformity  with  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act. 

Next  the  Secretary  is  to  submit  a  re¬ 
connaissance  report  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress  by  1973,  covering  the 
results  of  all  of  his  investigations  of  the 
means  of  augmentation.  And  by  1975  he 
is  to  submit  a  feasibility  report  on  a  plan 
for  augmenting  the  supply  of  water 
available  in  the  river  below  Lee  Ferry 
by  2.5  million  acre-feet  annually. 

Arizona  is  aware  of  the  opposition  to 
section  201  of  title  II  by  the  States  of 
the  Columbia  River  Basin,  and  we  are 
sympathetic  with  their  desire  and  need 


to  reserve  and  protect  the  vast  water 
resources  of  their  basin  for  long-range 
future  uses  in  that  basin.  However,  we 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  as  a  result 
of  the  opposition  arguments  of  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  Basin  States,  section  203  of  title 
II  provides  very  specific  protection  for 
all  possible  States  and  areas  or  origin. 
We  also  submit  our  opinion  that  it  is 
quite  likely  that  the  authorized  investiga¬ 
tions  will  ultimately  determine  that  the 
best  and  most  economical  way  to  in¬ 
crease  the  supply  of  water  available  to 
the  Colorado  Basin  is  by  means  of  a 
combination  of  desalting  plants,  weather 
modification  and  various  conservation 
measures. 

This  opinion  is  fully  substantiated  by 
Commissioner  Dominy’s  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  House  committee  in  January 
and  February  of  this  year,  as  illustrated, 
in  part,  by  the  following  dialog: 

Mr.  Hosmer.  Don’t  you  think  when  these 
studies  are  turned  out,  when  they  do  take 
in  all  these  alternatives,  they  will  find  any¬ 
thing  from  the  Northwest  is  equally  pro¬ 
hibitive,  that  nobody  would  consider  trying 
to  go  that  route? 

Mr.  Dominy.  I  think  that  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Foley.  Is  it  not  a  fact,  Mr.  Commis¬ 
sioner,  that  there  is  really  not  much  of  an 
impression  in  your  Department  that  it  is 
economic  to  move  water  from  the  Columbia 
Basin  southwest  compared  to  other  avail¬ 
able  alternatives? 

Mr.  Dominy.  We  have  no  final  judgment 
and,  of  course,  the  quantities  involved  would 
play  an  important  part  in  it. 

Mr.  Foley.  If  you  had  to  make  a  present 
estimate  based  on  the  amounts  required  to 
make  the  Colorado  River  whole,  would  you 
judge  that  transmission  of  water  or  diversion 
of  water  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  is  more 
expensive  than  any  of  the  other  proposals, 
assuming  that  they  work  out  as  projected? 

Mr.  Dominy.  Assuming  conveyance  limited 
to  2.5  million  acre-feet,  yes;  I  would  say  the 
cheapest  source  is  in  the  Southwest  rather 
than  to  go  as  far  as  the  Columbia  River. 
***** 

Mr.  Foley.  In  that  context,  it  is  your  opin¬ 
ion,  is  it  not,  that  if  we  were  looking  to  costs, 
we  would  have  to  place  diversions  from  the 
Pacific  Northwest  as  the  most  expensive  of 
the  current  suggested  means  of  augmenta¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  Dominy.  When  you  are  thinking  in 
terms  of  2.5  million  acre-feet;  I  think  this 
is  correct. 

Title  II  does  not  point  a  gun  at  the 
States  of  the  Columbia  River  Basin.  If 
it  points  anything  at  all,  it  is  but  a  small 
and  very  tentative  question  mark,  and 
control  of  the  answer  is  left  in  the  hands 
of  the  Columbia  Basin  States. 

Section  202  of  title  II  simply  confirms 
that  satisfaction  of  the  requirement  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  a  national 
obligation.  I  will  discuss  this  in  some  de¬ 
tail  a  little  later  in  my  remarks. 

Section  205  authorizes,  but  does  not 
appropriate  money  for  the  purposes  of 
title  II. 

Title  III  is  of  primary  interest  to  Ari¬ 
zona  because  it  is  most  closely  addressed 
to  our  immediate  needs.  Section  301(a) 
authorizes  the  physical  works  and  fa¬ 
cilities  required  for  delivery  of  Colorado 
River  water  into  the  central  part  of  the 
State. 

I  call  your  attention  to  the  Granite 
Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants  which 
are  sized  to  have  a  capacity  of  2,500  cubic 
feet  per  second. 


The  matter  of  central  Arizona  project 
aqueduct  capacity  was  once  a  subject  of 
intense  controversy  between  Arizona  and 
California.  The  original  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  design  for  the  Granite  Reef 
aqueduct  was  a  capacity  of  1,800  cubic 
feet  per  second,  which  would  handle  a 
maximum  diversion  of  1.2  million  acre- 
feet  annually  on  the  basis  . of  11  months 
of  continuous  operation. 

When  the  system  was  designed  more 
than  25  years  ago,  it  was  assumed  that 
there  would  never  be  less  than  1.2  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year  available;  and 
an  aqueduct  of  that  capacity  was  there¬ 
fore  adequate.  Since  then,  however,  the 
need  for  water  in  central  Arizona  has 
greatly  increased  and  the  eventual  pos¬ 
sibility  of  recurring  shortages  of  water 
available  for  diversion  from  the  river  has 
become  a  real  possibility. 

Simply  stated,  while  there  may  ulti¬ 
mately  be  years  in  which  there  is  less 
than  1.2  million  acre-feet  of  water  for 
the  central  Arizona  project  aqueduct, 
there  will  also  be  years  in  which  substan¬ 
tially  more  than  1.2  million  acre-feet  are 
available  to  central  Arizona.  In  the  latter 
case,  the  central  Arizona  project  aque¬ 
duct  should  have  a  capacity  to  carry 
more  water  in  order  to  average  out  the 
years  of  short  supply.  A  capacity  of  2,500 
cubic  feet  per  second  makes  this  averag¬ 
ing  process  physically  possible.  Fortu¬ 
nately,  Arizona’s  development  and  use  of 
groundwater  makes  such  management  of 
varying  surface  water  supply  very  prac¬ 
tical.  When  more  than  the  average  quan¬ 
tity  of  Colorado  River  water  is  available 
and  being  delivered — deep  well  pumps  in 
central  Arizona  can  be  shut  down  to  re¬ 
duce  the  deliveries  of  groundwater  in 
precise  proportion  to  the  amount  of  Col¬ 
orado  River  water  being  delivered  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  the  average.  In  this  way,  water 
conservation  management  becomes  a  re¬ 
sult  and  a  function  of  adequate  sizing 
at  a  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  capacity. 

With  this  understanding  of  the  pur¬ 
pose  and  function  of  a  central  Arizona 
project  aqueduct  capacity  greater  than 
1,800  cubic  feet  per  second,  California 
agreed  to  a  designated  capacity  of  2,500 
cubic  feet  per  second.  In  fact,  in  H.R. 
4671  California  agreed  to  a  capacity  even 
greater  than  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second 
providing  Arizona  itself  financed  the  dif¬ 
ference  in  cost  above  the  cost  of  the  2,500 
cubic  feet  per  second  capacity. 

In  subcommittee  hearings  on  H.R. 
4671,  Bureau  of  Reclamation  testimony 
showed  that  the  benefits-cost  ratio  of 
the  central  Arizona  project  actually  im¬ 
proves  with  increased  aqueduct  capacity, 
at  least  up  to  3,800  cubic  feet  per  second. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  301  is  the 
real  basis  for  California  support  of  the 
central  Arizona  project.  It  provides  a 
shortage  formula  in  any  year  in  which 
there  may  be  too  little  water  to  satisfy 
a  consumptive  use  of  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada. 
In  the  case  of  California,  this  protection 
is  limited  to  not  more  than  the  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  to  which  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  said  was  allocated  by  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  to  California. 

Arizona  faced  a  political  fact  of  life  as 
it  turned  from  the  victory  in  court  to  re¬ 
sume  the  legislative  effort  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  California’s  representation  in  the 
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Congress  was  overwhelming  superior  in 
numbers  to  Arizona’s  .three  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  It  became 
abundantly  clear  to  us  that  although  the 
court  had  not  provided  a  formula  for 
sharing  any  shortage  which  might  occur 
in  the  lower  basin  supply  of  mainstream 
Colorado  River  water,  California  would 
insist  upon  a  formula  being  written  into 
any  central  Arizona  project  bill  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  its  approval. 

Our  urgency  of  need,  and  recognition 
of  California’s  power  and  influence  to 
prevent  enactment  of  any  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  bill  of  which  it  did  not  ap¬ 
prove,  persuaded  Arizona  to  negotiate 
the  issue  in  search  of  a  basis  for  agree¬ 
ment.  This  was  also  in  line  with  our  in¬ 
terpretation  of  Chairman  Aspinall’s 
plea  to  Arizona  on  September  8,  1963, 
that  we  compose  our  differences  with  our 
neighbors  in  the  basin  before  submitting 
our  project  to  his  committee  and  the 
Congress. 

Incidentally,  though  significantly,  the 
priority  of  use  over  the  central  Arizona 
project  under  shortage  conditions  is  ex¬ 
tended  by  this  provision  to  existing  con¬ 
tract  users  in  Arizona,  as  well  as  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Nevada.  It  is  not  our  intention 
in  any  year  of  Colorado  River  shortage 
to  reduce  or  limit  contract  deliveries  of 
water  to  other  established  projects  in 
Arizona  for  the  advantage  of  the  central 
Arizona  project. 

The  first  agreement  with  California 
on  this  issue  was  negotiated  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  Senate  bill  1658  which  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senators  Hayden  and  Gold- 
water  in  the  88th  Congress. 

About  that  time,  too,  in  a  letter  to  my 
constituents  in  Arizona,  I  said: 

Both  Arizona  and  California  have  pressing 
water  needs  which  cannot  be  long  delayed. 
It’s  time  we  came  out  of  the  old  trenches, 
shook  hands  and  began  working  together  to 
solve  our  common  problems.  To  this  end  we 
should  not  decide  in  advance  to  reject  any 
and  all  overtures,  however  constructive, 
which  our  neighbors  to  the  west  might  take. 
Let  us  remember  that  our  goal' is  water  for 
Arizona  at  the  earliest  possible  date.  Which 
path  is  most  likely  to  achieve  that  goal? 
This  should  be  our  only  question. 

At  about  that  same  time  Northcutt 
Ely,  California’s  chief  counsel  in  the 
Colorado  litigation,  was  reported  telling 
his  people  that  in  all  further  proceedings 
the  interstate  priorities  of  existing  Cali¬ 
fornia  projects  “must  be  protected 
against  future  Arizona  projects”  to  the 
extent  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  annually. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Governors  of  Ari¬ 
zona,  California,  and  Nevada  on  July  25, 

1963,  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart 
Udall  appealed  to  them  to  try  to  resolve 
interstate  controversies  and  thus  avoid 
carrying  their  differences  before  the 
Congress.  He  said: 

I  hope  you  will  explore  every  possible  route 
of  compromise. 

On  September  8,  1963,  speaking  in  Ari¬ 
zona,  Gov.  Paul  Fannin  warned  that: 

We  have  a  long  and  difficult  job  ahead  of 
us,  and  the  major  battle  will  be  in  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  probably  after  the 
Senate  has  passed  the  Hayden-Goldwater 
bill. 

Shortly  after  the  Supreme  Court 
handed  down  its  final  decree  on  March  9,  • 

1964,  Mr.  Ely  publicly  offered  the  4.4 


priority  for  California  as  the  key  for 
ending  the  Arizona-California  deadlock 
over  central  Arizona  project  legislation. 
Later  this  suggestion,  or  demand,  coming 
from  both  Mr.  Ely  and  California  At¬ 
torney  General  Stanley  Mosk,  was  pro¬ 
posed  as  an  amendment  to  S.  1658  by 
Senator  Kuchel,  of  California.  Com¬ 
menting  on  it  at  that  time,  Attorney 
General  Mosk  said : 

If  the  amendment  I  have  proposed  be¬ 
comes  law,  I  shall,  so  long  as  life  and  health 
remain,  appear  before  any  committee  of 
Congress  if  requested  and  testify  in  favor 
of  appropriations  to  complete  as  rapidly  as 
possible  the  proposed  Central  Arizona  Project. 

And  Mr.  Ely,  in  testifying  before  the 
Senate  committee,  said  of  the  4.4  million 
acre-foot  California  priority  proposal: 

Accept  this  and  your  new  project  (CAP) 
can  be  authorized  at  once,  with  our  support 
not  only  for  authorization  but  for  appropria¬ 
tion. 

It  was  against  this  backdrop  of  pro¬ 
posals,  threats,  and  promises  that  nego¬ 
tiation  of  this  issue  was  quietly  begun 
between  Governor  Brown,  of  California, 
and  Senator  Hayden,  of  Arizona,  in  May 
of  1964.  On  July  27,  1964  the  Senate  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclama¬ 
tion  recommended  passage  of  S.  1658 
which  then  included  the  4.4  California 
priority  for  a  period  of  25  years. 

The  agreement  which  this  expressed  in 
proposed  legislation  certainly  meant 
that  when  California’s  diversions  were 
reduced  to  the  court-decreed  right  of  4.4 
million  acre-feet  annually  from  the  5.1 
million  acre-feet  then  being  diverted  by 
California,  the  Metropolitan  Water  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Southern  California  would  lose 
about  700,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually 
due  to  the  California  intrastate  system 
of  priorities.  For  Arizona  it  meant  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  principle  that  its  central 
Arizona  project  water  supply  right  is  in¬ 
ferior  to  California’s  right  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet.  In  the  sense  that  both  States 
yielded  something  of  value  in  return  for 
something  of  apparent  value,  a  true  com¬ 
promise  was  reached. 

The  terms  of  the  compromise  have, 
however,  been  changed  from  time  to 
time  since  1964.  In  H.R.  4671  in  the  89th 
Congress,  at  California’s  insistence,  the 
4.4  million  acre- foot  priority  for  that 
State  became  a  forever-and-ever  guar¬ 
antee  rather  than  being  time-limited  to 
25  years.  In  S.  1004,  the  bill  passed  in  the 
first  session  of  this  90th  Congress,  the 
priority  time  period  was  increased  from 
25  years  to  27  years  to  conform  with  the 
payout  schedule  of  MWD  bonds.  In  H.R. 
3300  the  California  priority  extends  until 
the  available  supply  of  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  system  is  augmented  in 
such  quantity  as  to  make  sufficient  main¬ 
stream  water  available  for  release  to 
satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  7.5 
million  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada. 

Arizona  is  not  happy  with  this  com¬ 
promise — neither  are  many  Californians. 
Nevertheless,  we  will  support  it  because  it 
is  a  necessary  condition  imposed  by  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  return  for  a  promise  of  that 
State’s  support  of  a  bill  authorizing  the 
central  Arizona  project  and  ensuing  ap¬ 
propriations. 

Section  302  of  title  III  deals  fairly  and 
handsomely  with  the  rights  of  certain 
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Arizona  Indians  as  they  are  affected  by 
the  central  Arizona  project.  Our  Indian 
citizens  deserve  equitable  consideration 
by  both  Federal  and  State  Governments 
and  section  302  provides  just  that  in 
terms  of  money,  lands,  and  other  bene¬ 
fits. 

Section  303  is  a  highly  significant 
resolution  of  the  problem  created  by  the 
omission  from  this  bill  of  the  hydroelec¬ 
tric  dams  on  the  main  stem  of  the 
Colorado  River.  This  method  of  provid¬ 
ing  the  essential  power  requirements  for 
the  central  Arizona  project  was  among 
the  Sierra  Club’s  suggested  alternatives 
for  the  dams  to  which  they  so  militantly 
objected. 

Section  303  provides  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  should  study  all  alterna¬ 
tive  methods  of  supplying  power  to  meet 
the  pumping  needs  of  the  central 
Arizona  project,  but  none  of  the  plans 
are  to  include  dams  on  the  mainstream 
of  the  Colorado  River. 

Any  plan  which  the  Secretary  selects 
must  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  with¬ 
in  one  year  after  the  date  of  this  act, 
unless  the  plan  selected  is  for  participa¬ 
tion  in  a  thermal  steamplant  by  prepay¬ 
ment  as  provided  in  subsection  303(b) 
of  this  act.  If  participation  in  a  thermal 
steamplant  is  selected,  the  Secretary 
may  enter  into  contracts  with  the  non- 
Federal  interests  who  propose  to  con¬ 
struct  and  own  a  large  thermal  generat¬ 
ing  powerplant,  under  which  the  United 
States  will  acquire  sufficient  capacity  in 
the  plant  to  operate  the  pumps  and 
associated  facilities  of  the  central 
Arizona  project. 

The  Federal  Government  will  pay  not 
more  than  its  share  of  the  costs  of  the 
powerplant  and  facilities  under  the 
power  prepayment  plan.  The  Federal 
Government’s  share  of  the  capacity  of 
the  thermal  powerplant  shall  not  exceed 
the  ratios  of  the  respective  capacities  to 
be  provided  for  the  use  of  the  United 
States  to  the  total  capacity  of  the 
thermal  plant.  For  example,  if  the  United 
States  requires  400,000  kilowatts  of 
power,  the  Federal  Government’s  share 
of  capacity  of  a  2-million-kilowatt  ther¬ 
mal  plant  would  be  400  two-thousandths, 
or  20  percent.  The  prepayment  by  the 
United  States  would  be  20  percent. 

The  Federal  Government  will  also 
share  in  transmission  capacity  from  the 
powerplant  to  the  pumping  plants.  The 
Government  will  pay  for  and  use  a  pro¬ 
portionate  share  of  any  line  capacity 
needed  to  meet  the  pumping  require¬ 
ments. 

The  policy  of  the  State  of  Arizona,  and 
a  basic  concept  of  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  plan  for  the  central  Arizona 
project,  is  that  no  water  delivered  by  the 
project  shall  be  used  to  develop  new 
irrigated  lands.  It  always  has  been  and 
is  now  a  rescue  project  to  provide  sup¬ 
plemental  water  to  sustain  existing  agri¬ 
cultural  uses  and  future  municipal  and 
industrial  uses. 

Section  304(a)  provides  that  no  water 
delivered  by  the  central  Arizona  project 
shall  be  made  available  for  irrigation  of 
lands  which  have  no  recent  irrigation 
history.  Indian  lands  and  national  wild¬ 
life  refuges  are,  of  course,  excepted. 

Our  annual  overdraft  upon  ground- 
water  in  central  Arizona  is  estimated  to 
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be  in  excess  of  2  million  acre-feet.  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  water  simply  must 
be  used  to  the  fullest  possible  extent  to 
reduce  that  overdraft  upon  limited 
groundwater  reserves.  This  gets  at  the 
heart  of  our  most  pressing  and  imme¬ 
diate  need. 

Subsections  (b),  (c) ,  (d),  and  (e)  of 
section  304  set  forth  the  conditions  which 
will  govern  central  Arizona  project  water 
delivery  contracts  with  the  Secretary. 
The  Secretary  may,  if  necessary,  require 
that  contracting  organizations  possess 
the  power  to  levy  assessments  against 
real  property  to  assure  repayment.  The 
basic  project  cost  repayment  period  is  50 
years.  The  price  of  water  for  each  class 
of  use  shall  be  the  same  at  all  points  of 
delivery.  Water  contracted  for  irrigation 
use  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  municipal  and  industrial  use  if 
such  water  is  no  longer  required  by  the 
contractor  for  irrigation  purposes.  This 
last  provision  is  intended  to  accommo¬ 
date  change  in  water  use  as  agricultural 
lands  in  the  central  Arizona  project  serv¬ 
ice  area  are  urbanized.  It  is  a  wise  pro¬ 
vision  in  light  of  Arizona’s  rapidly  ex¬ 
panding  urban  population  and  industrial 
development,  and  in  view  of  limited 
water  resources. 

With  growing  pressures  of  population 
and  the  very  real  need  by  people  for 
recreation  facilities  to  enrich  their  lives, 
it  is  logical  and  reasonable  that  water 
should  contribute  to  meeting  that  need. 
The  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department 
is  making  a  valiant  effort  to  keep  up  with 
the  demand  for  such  facilities.  It  has  a 
tentative  plan  for  development  of  a  few 
small  water  impoundments  in  the  high, 
cool  elevations  of  Arizona  where  evapo¬ 
ration  rates  are  relatively  low.  Water, 
even  in  the  small  amounts  required  for 
such  nonconsumptive  use,  is  available 
only  if,  by  means  of  the  central  Arizona 
project,  exchanges  can  be  negotiated. 
Subsection  304(d)  provides  authority  for 
such  exchange  contracts. 

Central  Arizona  project  contracts  are 
also  tied  to  conservation  of  both  surface 
and  ground  water.  Contracts  will  require 
measures  in  effect  and  adequate  to  con¬ 
trol  expansion  of  irrigation  from  ground 
water  aquifers  receiving  recharge  from 
irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area. 
Canals  and  ditches  must  be  lined  to  pre¬ 
vent  conveyance  losses,  and  ground  water 
shall  not  be  pumped  inside  any  central 
Arizona  project  service  area  for  use  out¬ 
side  such  areas  unless  a  surplus  exists 
which  requires  drainage. 

Contractors  may  be  required  to  make 
water  exchange  agreements  in  order  to 
benefit  water-short  communities  beyond 
reach  of  the  central  Arizona  project  main 
aqueducts. 

Section  304(f)  provides  a  potential 
central  Arizona  project  benefit  for  users 
of  Gila  River  water  in  New  Mexico  by 
exchange.  An  average  of  18,000  acre-feet 
annually  may  be  made  available  in  New 
Mexico  in  this  way  providing  that  such 
an  exchange  produces  no  economic  in¬ 
jury  or  cost  to  exchange-conditioned 
contractors  in  Arizona.  If  and  when  the 
Colorado  River  system  is  augmented  suf¬ 
ficiently  to  make  more  than  2.8  million 
acre-feet  annually  available  in  Arizona, 
an  additional  30,000  acre-feet  may  be 


made  available  from  the  Gila  River  by 
exchange. 

This  again  is  the  result  of  an  interstate 
compromise,  negotiated  somewhat  reluc¬ 
tantly  on  Arizona’s  part,  but  agreed  to 
and  kept  in  good  faith  insofar  as  this 
particular  bill,  H.R.  3300,  is  concerned. 
Arizona  considers  it  a  part  of  the  pack¬ 
age  which  it  supports  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  central  Arizona  project 
authorization  contained  in  H.R.  3300.  If 
this  bill  is  not  enacted  the  agreement  be¬ 
tween  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  on  this 
matter  is,  of  course,  nullified. 

Section  305  is  a  further  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  principle  that  the  water  re¬ 
quirement  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  is  a 
national  obligation.  It  specifies  that  wa¬ 
ter  added  to  the  river  to  meet  this  obliga¬ 
tion — to  the  extent  that  the  treaty  deliv¬ 
eries  reduce  the  available  supply  for  Cal¬ 
ifornia’s  4.4  million  acre-feet,  Arizona’s 
2.8  and  Nevada’s  0.3 — shall  cost  users  in 
these  States  no  more  than  it  would  have 
had  it  been  available  without  the  aug¬ 
mentation.  This  is  a  part  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  package  which  Arizona  supports  be¬ 
cause  of  the  agreement  on  a  regional  ap¬ 
proach  to  Colorado  River  problems  in¬ 
cluding  authorization  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project.  But  although  we  support 
this  and  other  regional  factors  of  the  bill, 
and  regard  it  in  good  faith  as  a  part  of 
the  package  on  which  an  agreement 
exists,  we  wish  to  point  out  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  has  repeatedly  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  central  Arizona  project  is 
completely  feasible  in  all  respects  on  its 
own  merits  alone. 

Section  306  directs  the  Secretary  to 
undertake  programs  for  water  salvage 
and  groundwater  recovery  along  the 
mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River.  This 
highly  important  program  can  ultimate¬ 
ly  make  several  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
acre-feet  of  water  available  in  the  river 
according  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
and  to  the  extent  that  it  does,  the  short¬ 
ages  which  may  develop  could  be  delayed 
or  even  prevented  entirely.  Water  users 
in  the  Colorado  Basin,  including  Arizona, 
can  ill  afford  preventable  waste  or  losses 
of  water. 

A  compromise  between  Arizona  and 
Utah  is  given  force  in  section  307  which 
reauthorizes  the  Dixie  project  and  pro¬ 
vides  for  its  participation  in  the  repay¬ 
ment  arrangement  of  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Development  fund.  The 
estimated  costs  of  the  Dixie  project  have 
increased  and  Arizona  cannot  deny  Utah 
the  advantages  made  available  to  other 
basin  States  by  the  regional  approach 
of  H.R.  3300. 

While  section  309  authorizes  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  funds  required  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
works  and  facilities,  it  does  not  actual¬ 
ly  appropriate  any  money. 

Of  course,  Arizona  wishes  and  badly 
needs  an  immediate  start  of  construc¬ 
tion.  Even  with  a  start  this  year  it  would 
be  1976  at  the  earliest  before  water  de¬ 
liveries  could  be  made — nearly  another 
decade  of  groundwater  overdrafting  to 
stay  alive.  Eight  years  in  which  more 
farmland  will  go  back  to  the  desert,  and 
more  economic  losses  will  be  sustained 
by  Arizona  businessmen  whose  incomes 


depend  in  whole  or  in  part  on  agricul¬ 
ture. 

But  we  respect  the  judgment  of  so 
many  of  our  colleagues  that  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  our  national  economy  recom¬ 
mends  a  temporary  postponement  of 
spending,  even  for  wealth  producing  re¬ 
source  development  projects  such  as  ours. 

TITLE  IV 

As  in  most  present  day  major  reclama¬ 
tion  projects,  the  bill  provides  for  the 
establishment  of  a  development  fund 
covering  the  authorized  lower  basin 
projects  and  future  augmentation  of  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River. 

A  development  fund,  as  used  in  rec¬ 
lamation  project  legislation,  is  nothing 
more  than  a  special  bank  account  set  up 
in  the  Federal  Treasury  in  and  out  of 
which  flow  all  funds  related  to  project 
construction  and  operation.  The  revenues 
which  will  flow  into  the  fund  from  water 
and  power  sales  will  be  used  to  repay  the 
Federal  Government  for  a  major  portion 
of  the  money  advanced  for  the  construc¬ 
tion.  These  revenues  will  later  be  used  to 
help  finance  future  programs  needed  to 
augment  the  Colorado  River  water  sup¬ 
ply. 

Project  revenues  are  derived  princi¬ 
pally  from  water  and  power  sales  from 
projects  which  are  authorized  by  this 
legislation,  as  well  as  from  other  projects 
after  amortization.  Repaying  the  Federal 
Government  for  water  resource  projects 
such  as  the  central  Arizona  project  is 
a  long-established,  time-honored  proce¬ 
dure  in  the  reclamation  program. 

As  a  practical  matter,  this  bill  actually 
creates  two  development  funds.  One  fund 
will  be  used  principally  for  assistance  to 
the  central  Arizona  project — including 
Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  New 
Mexico — and  Utah’s  Dixie  project.  Into 
this  fund  will  go  23  percent  of  Hoover- 
Parker-Davis  postamortization  power 
revenues — the  portion  flowing  from  sales 
in  Arizona — plus  surplus  revenues  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Southwest  intertie 
attributable  to  Arizona  and  Nevada. 

The  other  fund — the  remaining  77 
percent  of  Hoover-Parker-Davis  rev¬ 
enues — will  be  credited  to  the  fund  and 
earmarked  for  the  long-range  augmenta¬ 
tion  program.  These  moneys  come  from 
Califomia-Nevada  sales. 

After  the  50-year  payout  period  of  the 
central  Arizona  project,  the  two  funds 
will  then  be  consolidated  with  all  rev¬ 
enues  combining  to  finance  whatever 
plan  has  proven  feasible  for  the  ultimate 
stages  of  augmenting  the  water  supply 
of  the  river. 

This  two-fund  arrangement  is  the 
result  of  another  basic  compromise  be¬ 
tween  California  and  Arizona  which  has 
permitted  this  legislation  to  move  for¬ 
ward. 

TITLE  V 

The  principal  section  of  this  legislation 
relates  to  the  authorization  of  five  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  upper  basin — Animas-La 
Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide, 
arid  San  Miguel.  Since  these  projects 
will  be  discussed  in  detail  by  my  col¬ 
leagues  representing  the  areas  where  the 
projects  are  to  be  located,  I  shall  refrain 
from  speaking  on  them — other  than  to 


H3808 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


say  that  they  are  necessary  projects  and 
have  the  complete  support  of  my  State. 

TITLE  VI 

Title  VI  is  the  result  of  long  and  ardu¬ 
ous  negotiations  between  representatives 
of  the  basin  States  relating  to  many  im¬ 
portant  and  hotly  contested  issues.  The 
negotiations  were  carried  on  by  the 
technical  staffs  of  the  States  and  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  dealt 
with  extremely  complex  technical  and 
difficult  matters.  The  final  agreement 
establishes  guidelines  for  water  manage¬ 
ment  and  power  generation  on  the  river 
and  are  intended  to  assure  equitable 
treatment  for  all  seven  States  of  the 
basin  now  and  in  the  future. 

Also  included  as  a  later  compromise  is 
section  605  which  removes  the  stretch  of 
the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam 
and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  from  licensing 
authority  of  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion,  reserving  decision  respecting  any 
new  power  development  on  this  stretch 
of  the  river  to  the  Congress  itself  at  some 
future  time. 

THE  MEXICAN  TREATY  OBLIGATION 

To  win  friends  in  Mexico  in  1944,  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  gave 
away  a  large  part  of  the  Colorado  River. 
However  justified  the  giant  giveaway 
may  have  been  in  terms  of  international 
relations,  it  created  the  water  supply 
shortage  that  now  threatens  the  eco¬ 
nomic  life  of  seven  American  States  and 
more  than  11  million  American  citizens. 

The  treaty  negotiated  by  the  Federal 
Governments  of  Mexico  and  the  United 
States,  and  ratified  in  1945  by  the  U.S. 
Senate,  skimmed  1.5  million  acre-feet  of 
water  off  the  top  of  the  annual  flow  of 
the  Colorado  River  for  delivery  to  Mexico, 
where  no  more  than  half  that  much  was 
required  at  the  time.  Thus,  at  the  expense 
of  an  area  covering  one-twelfth  of  the 
continental  United  States,  the  future  ex¬ 
pansion  of  irrigation  in  Mexico  was  guar¬ 
anteed  by  the  U.S.  Government. 

Since  the  Federal  treaty  created  the 
water  shortage  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  assume  full  respon¬ 
sibility  for  replacing  the  water  it  gave 
away.  This  is  what  is  proposed  by  sec¬ 
tion  202  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project  bill,  H.R.  3300. 

Now  a  few  of  our  colleagues  have 
declared  war  against  this  provision  of  the 
bill.  They  express  outrage  against  it. 
They  have  been  heard  to  claim  that  it 
will  cost  taxpayers  $8  billion — or  is  it  $80 
billion  or  $800  billion — and  that  Arizona 
and  its  sister  States  ought  to  pay  it. 

This  is  basic  nonsense.  The  provision 
is  fair  and  reasonable.  It  is  based  on 
solid  precedent.  In  any  event,  it  will  not 
become  effective  before  the  latter  part  of 
this  century,  and  when — and  if — it  is 
finally  implemented  by  a  future  Congress, 
it  will  not  cost  any  outrageous  amount  of 
money. 

All  we  are  asking  now  is  the  adoption 
of  a  simple  statement  of  intention  and 
good  faith  by  this  Congress  that  when  a 
sound  and  reasonable  plan  is  developed, 
the  50  States  will  some  day  help  the 
seven  states  get  out  of  the  box  that  they 
put  us  into  with  the  Federal  treaty  in 


I  am  a  litle  outraged  myself  on  one 
point.  If  my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania 
had  not  so  effectively  led  the  battle  in 
committee  against  Hualapai  and  Mar¬ 
ble  Canyon  Dams,  we  would  have  the 
means  to  pay  for  augmentation  works 
through  the  sale  of  hydroelectric  power 
without  this  provision  which  he  also  now 
does  not  like. 

If  the  Colorado  River  were  controlled 
by  the  seven  States  through  which  it 
flows  and  from  which  it  receives  its 
water,  the  case  might  be  quite  different. 
But  the  States  do  not  control  it. 

The  Colorado  is  an  interstate  river,  an 
international  river,  and  a  Federal  river. 
That  is  trouble,  trouble,  trouble.  It  has 
been  anybody’s  river,  nobody’s  river,  and 
everybody’s  river.  But  through  all  of  its 
trouble-ridden  history  Uncle  Sam  has  in¬ 
sisted  on  his  right  to  hold  the  nozzle 
for  everybody  who  has  a  bucket  to  fill. 

Before  the  turn  of  the  century,  boats 
carried  freight  from  the  Gulf  of  Califor¬ 
nia  up  the  river  at  least  as  far  as  Yuma, 
Ariz.,  and  that,  by  definition  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce,  established  it  as 
a  navigable  stream  and,  therefore,  sub¬ 
ject  to  Federal  control. 

Before  the  States  of  Arizona,  Califor¬ 
nia,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico, 
Utah,  and  Wyoming  could  negotiate  a 
compact  among  themselves  concerning 
use  of  water  from  the  river,  they  had  to 
be  given  the  authority  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States. 

When  the  Boulder  Canyon  project  was 
authorized  by  the  Congress  in  1928,  Fed¬ 
eral  control  of  the  Colorado  was  even 
more  thoroughly  established.  Thereafter 
the  only  way  a  right  to  divert  water 
could  be  acquired  in  the  lower  basin  was 
by  means  of  a  contract  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

If  there  was  after  that  any  doubt  that 
the  Colorado  River  was  completely  owned 
and  controlled  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  such  doubt  surely  died  when  in 
1944  the  State  Department  negotiated  a 
treaty  with  the  United  States  of  Mexico 
taking  1.5  million  acre-feet  annually  of 
the  river’s  flow  and  giving  it  to  Mexico. 
The  right  to  do  just  that  had  been  re¬ 
served  in  the  Colorado  River  compact, 
and  when  it  was  done,  it  was  a  Federal 
action,  not  an  action  of  the  seven  States 
of  the  basin. 

Later,  in  1964,  in  the  case  of  Arizona 
against  California,  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court’s  final  decree  reserved  the  right  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  deliver  water 
from  the  river  to  federally  reserved  land, 
Indian  reservations,  and  in  satisfaction 
of  the  Mexican  Treaty  obligation. 

No  more  evidence  is  needed  to  prove 
that  the  Colorado  River  is  possessed, 
owned,  controlled,  operated  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  It  is  in  that  light  that 
we  must  examine  and  act  upon  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill  which  deal  with  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

So  far  the  Federal  Government  has 
exercised  its  right  to  divide  and  distrib¬ 
ute  the  water  of  the  river,  but  that  is 
only  half  of  the  authority  of  ownership 
and  control.  The  other  half  is  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  deliver  what  has  been 
promised. 

The  Mexican  Water  Treaty  of  1944  is 
a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  Fed¬ 
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eral  Government  to  deliver  a  net  1.5 
million  acre-feet  annually  from  the 
Colorado  River  to  Mexico.  Furthermore, 
it  is  a  first  priority  draft  upon  a  river 
that  flows  entirely  in  the  United  States 
for  all  but  75  miles  of  its  1,300-mile 
length. 

It  is  beside  the  point  to  argue  that  at 
the  time  the  treaty  was  negotiated  many 
experts  thought  there  was  more  than 
enough  water  in  the  Colorado  to  satisfy 
all  of  the  allocations  made  to  the  seven 
American  States  by  the  Santa  Fe  Com¬ 
pact,  plus  the  estimated  1.8  million  re¬ 
quired  to  deliver  1.5  million  to  Mexico. 

This  bill  H.R.  3300  does  not  propose 
the  use  of  any  more  water  than  was  al¬ 
located  to  the  American  States  by  the 
Santa  Fe  compact  of  1922.  The  fact  that 
there  may  not  be  enough  water  in  the 
river  to  supply  all  of  those  allocations 
is  traceable  to  just  two  causes: 

First.  The  1.8  million  acre-foot  re¬ 
quirement  to  meet  the  obligation  of  the 
federally  negotiated  Treaty  with  Mexico; 
and 

Second.  The  decreasing  flow  of  the 
river  due  to  prolonged  drought. 

We  can  ask  the  Lord  to  end  the 
drought,  but  the  Lord  expects  us  to  help 
ourselves,  too,  and  that  is  what  section 
202  of  this  bill  proposes  in  the  following 
words : 

Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the 
satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River 
constitutes  a  national  obligation  which  shall 
be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water  augmen¬ 
tation  project  planned  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  ths  Act  and  authorized,  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  Upper  En¬ 
vision  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the  Lower  En¬ 
vision  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada) 
shall  be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which 
may  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  ar¬ 
ticle  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in 
operation  which  augment  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  in  such  quan¬ 
tity  as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  together  with  any 
lasses  of  water  associated  with  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  that  treaty. 

Here  in  brief  is  what  this  provision 
means: 

First.  The  Congress  declares  that  in 
all  good  conscience  and  fairness  the  ob¬ 
ligation  to  deliver  the  Mexican  water 
under  the  1944  treaty  should  be  a  bur¬ 
den  of  the  50  States  which  made  the 
treaty,  and  not  a  burden  of  just  the 
seven  States  from  which  the  water  was 
taken. 

Second.  The  enactment  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  not  an  authorization  nor  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  a  single  Federal  dollar 
Except  for  any  force  it  might  have  as 
a  moral  commitment,  it  would  not  bind  a 
future  Congress  to  authorize  or  appro¬ 
priate  money  for  water  augmentation 
works. 

Third.  It  simply  confirms  and  supple¬ 
ments  article  12(b)  of  the  1944  treaty 
which  provides: 

Tbe  United  States,  within  a  period  of  five 
years  from  the  date  of  the  entry  into  force 
of  this  Treaty,  shall  construct  in  its  own  ter¬ 
ritory  and  at  its  expense,  the  Davis  storage 
dam  and  reservoir,  a  part  of  the  capacity  of 
which  shall  be  used  to  make  possible  the  reg¬ 
ulation  at  the  boundary  of  the  waters  to  be 
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delivered  to  Mexico  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  Article  15  of  this  Treaty.”  (Un¬ 
derscoring  added.) 

And  further,  by  requiring  that  water 
to  serve  the  treaty  burden  shall  be  “the 
first  obligation  of  any  water  augmenta¬ 
tion  project  authorized  by  the  Congress.” 

Fourth.  It  conditionally  relieves  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  “from  all 
obligations  which  may  have  been  im¬ 
posed  upon  them  by  article  III(c)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact” — if  in  fact  such 
an  obligation  did  continue  to  exist  after 
the  negotiation  and  ratification  of  the 
Mexican  Treaty  containing  article  12(b) 
above. 

Fifth.  It  conditions  final  and  complete 
relief  upon  an  augmentation  program 
having  been  put  into  operation  adequate 
to  provide  for  Mexico’s  treaty  entitle¬ 
ment. 

The  provision  is  addressed  to  a  long- 
range  problem  of  anticipated  water 
shortage  which  is  at  the  very  root  of 
the  controversy  that  has  raged  among  the 
Colorado  Basin  States  for  many  years. 
The  augmentation  will  not  be  required 
all  at  once,  but  rather,  in  stages  and  in 
relatively  small  amonuts  beginning  prob¬ 
ably  about  the  year  1990  when  102,000 
acre-feet  of  “new”  water  may  be  needed 
to  satisfy  total  minimum  contract  en¬ 
titlements. 

I  want  to  emphasize  again  that  if  this 
bill  authorized  the  Hualapai  and  Marble 
Canyon  Dams  on  the  main  stem  of  the 
Colorado  River,  as  was  the  case  in  pre¬ 
vious  bills,  there  would  be  very  little 
problem  with  paying  the  cost  of  the 
augmentation  of  water  supply  made 
necessary  by  the  Mexican  Treaty. 

In  the  1966  subcommittee  report  on 
H.R.  4671,  page  40,  report  No.  1849) ,  the 
statement  was  made  that  over  a  period 
of  100  years,  the  sale  of  power  generated 
at  Hualapai  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams 
would  put  $1,996,000,000  into  a  develop¬ 
ment  fund  to  help  pay  the  cost  of  aug¬ 
menting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin. 

But  neither  Hualapai  nor  Marble 
Canyon  Dams  are  proposed  or  author¬ 
ized  by  H.R.  3300.  We  can  all  remember 
the  stacks  of  frantic  letters  that  came  to 
our  desks  from  the  organized  opponents 
of  the  dams.  We  can  remember  the  hos¬ 
tile  testimony  by  those  opponents  during 
committee  hearings  on  H.R.  4671.  We 
can  remember  the  full  page  advertise¬ 
ments  in  the  New  York  Times  and  the 
Washington  Post  raising  a  fearful  cry 
of  alarm  at  the  very  though  of  building 
the  dams.  It  was  a  political  nightmare 
for  many  of  you  who  otherwise  wished 
to  give  us  wholehearted  support  for  the 
bill. 

In  those  dams  we  had  a  traditional 
reclamation  way  of  paying  for  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  and  of  making 
nearly  two  billions  of  dollars  available 
from  the  sale  of  power  for  eventual 
augmentation  of  the  water  supply.  We 
had  that  way,  but  it  was  denied  to  us 
by  the  political  pressures  of  opposition. 

The  provisions  of  section  202  of  this 
bill  are  therefore  proposed  and  are  es¬ 
sential  as  the  only  available  and  prac¬ 
tical  alternative  for  those  dams. 

Returning  now  to  the  water  treaty 
with  Mexico,  let  me  give  you  some  of  its 
background  and  history. 


Early  diversions  of  Colorado  River 
water  for  use  in  Mexico  were  made 
about  the  same  time  diversions  were 
made  for  Imperial  Valley  and  others  in 
the  lower  Colorado  River  area.  Inasmuch 
as  the  Colorado  is  a  “feast  or  famine” 
river,  these  uses  did  not  reach  sub¬ 
stantial  proportions  until  after  Hoover 
Dam  was  built — resulting  in  the  control 
of  floods  and  storage  of  water  for  use 
during  summer  low  periods  of  flow. 

Following  this,  during  World  War  II, 
water  uses  of  Mexico  and  the  United 
States  from  both  the  Colorado  and  the 
Rio  Grande  Rivers  gradually  increased. 
Although  never  officially  recognized,  it 
seems  to  be  no  secret  that  Senator  Con- 
nally,  of  Texas,  was  the  chief  proponent 
of  a  new  treaty  with  Mexico  relating  to 
these  rivers.  The  only  existing  treaty  re¬ 
lated  to  a  relatively  small  stretch  of  the 
Rio  Grande  in  the  El  Paso-Juarez  area. 
The  proposed  new  treaty  would  relate 
to  the  remainder  of  the  river — clear  to 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico —  and  would  provide 
Texas  with  a  firm  right  to  a  substantial 
quantity  of  water  otherwise  under  dis¬ 
pute  with  Mexico.  At  the  same  time,  the 
Mexicans  were  only  taking  about  750,- 
000  acre-feet  out  of  the  Colorado — but 
wanted  more  for  their  long-range  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  Mexicali  area  of  the 
Colorado  River  delta.  So  the  “trade”  was 
made  by  which  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  gave  up  a  big  part  of  its  claim  on 
the  Rio  Grande — in  exchange  for  dou¬ 
bling  Mexico’s  supply  on  the  Colorado. 
The  State  of  California — the  largest  user 
of  Colorado  River  water — led  the  bitter 
fight  against  ratification  of  the  treaty, 
but  without  success.  The  treaty  became 
effective  in  November  of  1945,  giving 
Mexico  first  call  on  the  river  for  a  net 
of  1,500,000  acre-feet. 

At  the  treaty  hearings  numerous  op¬ 
position  witnesses  warned  that  a  short¬ 
age  situation  would  ultimately  come  to 
pass — as  it  now  seems  clear  will  be  the 
case.  The  United  States  having  made  this 
treaty,  it  should  now  bear  the  burden 
of  making  good  on  the  obligation.  Mr. 
Northcutt  Ely,  counsel  for  the  Colorado 
River  Board  of  California,  in  his  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  H.R.  4671,  discussed  the  matter 
this  way : 

As  I  say,  In  1944,  tinder  wartime  conditions, 
this  generous  treaty  was  made  with  Mexico  in 
which  we  guaranteed  her  the  availability  of 
1,500,000  acre-feet  at  the  boundary  in  per¬ 
petuity.  There  were  assertions  then  before 
the  committee  that  this  would  in  fact  create 
bankruptcy  in  the  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River.  This  was  denied  by  the  State  De¬ 
partment.  We  now  have,  released  20  years 
after  the  event,  some  of  the  memoranda  ex¬ 
changed  between  our  State  Department  and 
Mexico  during  the  negotiations  of  the  treaty. 
One  of  them  is  a  communication  from  our 
Government  to  the  Mexican  Government 
saying  that  any  delivery  to  Mexico  in  excess 
of  about  1,100,000  acre-feet  would  automati¬ 
cally  create  a  built-in  shortage  in  the  United 
States.  Notwithstanding  this,  the  treaty 
guaranteed  perpetually  the  delivery  of 
1,500,000.  We  think  that  the  United  States 
having  undertaken  this  as  a  national  obli¬ 
gation  for  a  valid  international  reason, 
should  not  require  the  farmers,  the  water 
users,  the  cities  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin, 
to  make  good  on  this  any  more  than  when 
it  gives  away  millions  of  tons  of  wheat  from 
the  Middle  West  it  should  expect  the  farmers 
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to  furnish  that  wheat  without  proper  com¬ 
pensation. 

Although  shortages  were  certainly  an¬ 
ticipated  by  many  witnesses  during  the 
treaty  hearings,  we  must  assume  that  the 
Senate  must  have  mistakenly  concluded 
that  the  river  would  have  a  water  sup¬ 
ply  adequate  for  all.  Such  being  the  case, 
the  Nation — not  the  basin  States — should 
rectify  the  error. 

There  is  a  whole  body  of  precedent  for 
Federal  financial  responsibility  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Mexican  Treaty.  Con¬ 
struction  of  Davis  Dam  on  the  main  stem 
of  the  Colorado  and  Painted  Rock  Dam 
on  the  Gila  and  Elephant  Buttes  Dam 
on  the  Rio  Grande  was  paid  for  by  the 
Federal  Government  without  question  in 
order  to  fulfill  the  promises  and  purposes 
of  the  treaty.  When  Mexico  complained 
about  the  salinity  of  Colorado  River 
water  3  years  ago,  a  bypass  canal  was 
built  at  Federal  expense  to  carry  salty 
return  flows  around  Mexico’s  diversion 
point.  The  treaty  obligation  does  not  de¬ 
mand  any  such  action,  but  it  was  done 
to  accommodate  an  accepted  moral  ob¬ 
ligation,  and  at  Federal  expense. 

Furthermore,  as  reported  on  page  44  of 
House  committee  report  No.  1312  on 
H.R.  3300,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recognizes  and  supports  our  position  in 
this  matter  in  the  following  words: 

The  Bureau  [of  the  Budget]  does  recog¬ 
nize,  however,  that  one  of  the  important  de¬ 
mands  on  the  river  is  to  provide  water  nec¬ 
essary  to  meet  the  commitments  made  by  the 
U.S.  Government  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico 
in  the  Treaty  of  1944.  Should  the  Congress 
decide  that  the  situation  is  unique,  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  price  guarantee  should  be 
further  limited  to  not  more  than  1.5  million 
acre-feet  of  water  annually,  the  amount  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  the  U.S.  treaty  obligation. 
With  this  proviso,  the  chances  would  appear 
minimal,  based  on  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  estimates,  that  any  imported  water 
would  have  to  carry  a  price  higher  than 
mainstream  water— at  least  in  the  period 
through  year  2030. 

Among  knowledgeable  people  there 
seems  to  be  little  if  any  disagreement 
that  the  Mexican  Treaty  is  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation  on  the  Colorado  River  just  as 
much  as  it  is  on  the  Rio  Grande — and 
that  the  United  States  should  clearly  as¬ 
sume  and  acknowledge  this  obligation — 
as  the  language  of  H.R.  3300  would  have 
it  do.  Secretary  Udall,  on  being  asked 
his  opinion  on  the  question  during  last 
year’s  hearings  on  H.R.  3300,  gave  this 
concise  reply : 

This  is  my  own  personal  feeling:  I  think 
most  of  my  people  feel  the  same  way,  as  far 
as  the  Colorado  River  is  concerned,  that  we 
ought  to  see  and  assume  this  as  a  paramount 
national  obligation  and  that  we  ought  to 
have,  roughly,  the  same  pattern  on  the  Col¬ 
orado  that  we  have  on  the  Rio  Grande, 
which  is  the  other  river  that  this  country 
shares  with  Mexico. 

Not  only  is  such  an  assumption  fair 
and  proper — it  is  the  key  to  the  political 
problem  of  “compromising”  the  difficult 
issues  between  California  and  Arizona 
with  reference  to  California’s  claim  for 
a  priority  in  times  of  shortage.  Unless 
the  Mexican  Treaty  is  assumed  as  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  all  coming  shortages  in 
the  river  fall  on  the  central  Arizona 
project  alone.  With  the  hydroelectric 
dams  having  been  deleted  from  the  bill 
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there  is  no  practical,  economical,  or  po¬ 
litical  way  for  Arizona,  as  an  inland 
State,  to  provide  this  badly  needed  water 
for  all  others  in  times  of  river  shortage. 

The  United  States  itself — not  the 
basin  States — made  the  treaty  with 
Mexico.  The  United  States  alone  agreed 
to  construct  and  operate  Davis  Dam  and 
other  facilities  “at  its  expense”  to  fulfill 
the  Mexican  Treaty  burden.  If  at  some 
future  date  it  can  only  fulfill  its  treaty 
commitment  by  curtailing  deliveries  of 
Colorado  River  water  already  allocated 
to  California,  Arizona,  and  Nevada  by 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  then  in 
all  honesty  and  good  conscience  it  alone 
should  be  responsible  for  augmenting 
the  water  supply  of  the  river  to  this  ex¬ 
tent. 

In  any  event,  there  is  nothing  un¬ 
precedented,  outrageous,  or  unusual 
about  the  Federal  Government  paying 
for  flood  control,  water,  or  other  resource 
development  projects,  even  though  the 
main  benefit  goes  to  a  single  State  or 
region.  Indeed,  the  basic  pattern  of  har¬ 
bor,  flood  control,  river  channeling, 
navigation  improvements — particularly 
where  several  States,  or  an  entire  river 
basin  is  involved — is  for  Federal  financ¬ 
ing  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis. 

The  fact  that  we  have  two  different 
standards  and  approaches  in  this  coun¬ 
try  toward  financing  Federal  water  proj¬ 
ects  is  often  overlooked.  In  all  States  but 
the  Western  reclamation  States  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  largely  through  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  has  provided  tens  of 
billions  of  dollars  for  harbors,  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  other  works  and 
facilities  usually  without  any  repayment 
by  the  local  beneficiaries.  Few  com¬ 
plaints  are  heard  when  the  Federal 
Treasury  picks  up  the  check  for  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway,  Tocks  Island  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  the  Intercoastal  Water¬ 
way,  and  many  similar  projects. 

In  the  West,  however,  the  pattern  is 
entirely  different.  Few  water  projects 
have  ever  been  built  in  the  Western 
States  without  strict  provisions  for  user 
repayment  of  the  costs  with  interest. 
Thus  central  Arizona  project  water  users 
will  repay  some  90  percent  of  the  costs 
of  our  project,  most  of  it  with  interest. 

In  the  light  of  the  above  discussion,  I 
believe  Arizona  and  the  Colorado  River 
States  can  ask  the  National  Government 
fairly — in  this  unusual  sitaution  which 
the  National  Government  brought 
about — to  make  an  expression  of  good 
faith,  a  tentative,  moral  commitment  to 
pay  for  the  works  necessary  to  enable 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  to  carry 
out  a  burdensome  foreign  treaty  they  did 
not  make. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  has  not  been  easy 
legislation  to  put  together.  In  fact,  with 
the  diverse  interests  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  Basin  States  and  their  respective 
water  agencies,  the  States  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  the  recreation-conservation 
gioups,  the  private  and  public  power  in¬ 
terests,  the  coal  industry,  the  affected 
Indian  tribes,  the  Mexican  Treaty  prob¬ 
lem,  and  many  others,  this  bill  has  be- 
come  one  of  the  most  complex  reclama¬ 
tion  bills  ever  considered  by  this  body. 
But  with  its  complexities,  its  compro¬ 


mises  and  its  long  look  into  the  future 
of  the  Southwest,  it  is  a  bill  which  will — 
after  50  years  of  battle — finally  bring 
peace  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and 
its  people. 

Every  provision,  every  section,  is  im¬ 
portant  to  final  passage  of  the  bill.  I 
urge  each  of  you  to  accept  the  bill  as  a 
“package” — as  a  complete  foundation 
upon  which  to  solve  the  water  supply 
problems  of  the  great  Pacific  Southwest 
area  of  our  country.  Never  was  more 
time,  more  thought  and  more  serious 
consideration  given  to  a  great  regional 
problem  by  any  committee  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Changes  and  amendments  at  this 
time  could  be  fatal  to  the  entire  effort. 
I  respectfully  request  that  each  of  you 
accept  the  committee’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  without  any  amendment. 

I  know  of  no  one  who  opposes  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  says  he  is  for  it.  My 
good  friends  from  the  Northwest  tell  us 
they  are  for  the  central  Arizona  project. 

The  opposition  is  centered  on  some  of 
the  peripheral  things,  on  some  of  the 
additional  things,  which,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Hosmer] 
pointed  out,  have  helped  to  solidify  the 
seven  States  and  to  compromise  the  dif¬ 
ferences  which  have  divided  us. 

I  should  like  to  spend  about  10  minutes 
on  one  of  those  controversial  things,  a 
matter  which  has  resulted  in  a  flood  of 
letters  to  your  offices. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  and 
others  have  been  making  war  on  this 
Mexican  Treaty  provision.  They  are  out¬ 
raged  by  it.  They  tell  us  it  will  cost  $6 
billion  or  $8  billion.  I  saw  “$19  billion” 
in  a  letter  today.  By  tomorrow  morning 
I  expect  it  will  be  $190  billion,  and  we 
will  be  bringing  the  water  from  Jupiter 
by  space  ship. 

They  say  that  we  are  saddling  the  tax¬ 
payers  with  a  blankcheck,  with  an  obli¬ 
gation  no  one  can  really  determine,  and 
that  this  outrageous  thing  will  fall  upon 
the  taxpayers  of  New  York  and  of  Michi¬ 
gan  and  of  other  States. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
said  in  his  remarks  that  we  have  no  idea 
what  this  provision  will  cost.  I  will  tell 
the  Members  exactly  what  it  will  cost. 
I  hope  someone  will  get  out  a  pencil  and 
write  it  down.  I  want  to  tell  precisely 
what  the  Mexican  Treaty  provision  in 
this  bill  will  cost. 

It  will  cost  nothing.  This  provision 
does  not  authorize  a  dollar.  It  does  not 
appropriate  a  dollar.  It  does  not  promise 
to  authorize  or  to  appropriate  a  dollar.  It 
is  merely  a  statement  of  good  faith  and 
of  good  intention  by  the  people  of  this 
country  to  someday,  perhaps,  help  out 
the  Southwest  States  with  a  very  serious 
problem. 

What  they  have  been  saying  about  this 
provision  is  really  nonsense. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  And  that  is  only  after 
the  study  shows  feasibility. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Precisely. 

If  there  is  any  doubt  on  that,  send  to 
the  back  of  the  room  and  get  a  copy  of 
the  bill  or  of  the  committee  report.  It  is 
section  202  of  the  bill,  on  page  52. 
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This  provision  is  not  complicated.  It 
is  not  outrageous.  It  is  not  unfair.  It  has 
precedent  for  it.  It  is  based  on  sound 
reason.  It  will  not  become  operative  un¬ 
til  at  least  a  large  number  of  years  have 
passed  and  studies  have  been  made,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  suggests. 

All  we  ask  now  and  all  this  provision 
contains  is  a  kind  of  tentative  moral 
commitment  and  statement  of  good  in¬ 
tention  by  the  Congress  toward  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  our  seven  States.  It  is  a  simple 
little  “sense  of  Congress”  thing  that  has 
caused  a  great  deal  of  comment  around 
here,  and  I  believe  a  great  deal  of  unfair 
and  distorted  comment. 

Now,  the  single  most  important  fact 
about  the  Southwest  is  that  we  are  short 
of  water.  This  Colorado  River  area  is 
short  of  water.  Let  us  get  plainly  clear 
here  that  we  are  short  of  water,  in  part, 
because  twice — twice  now — the  Federal 
Government,  for  reasons  which  prob¬ 
ably  made  sense  to  the  people  of  this 
Nation  and  probably  made  sense  in  terms 
of  national  policy,  has  imposed  upon  our 
States,  and  particularly  upon  my  State. 
First  in  1944,  in  a  wartime  situation, 
in  order  to  settle  a  whole  host  of  prob¬ 
lems  with  Mexico  involving  the  Rio 
Grande  and  the  Colorado,  in  a  situation 
when  we  were  about  to  go  to  the  United 
Nations,  when  we  were  fearful  of  arbi¬ 
tration  or  a  suit  in  the  World  Court  by 
Mexico,  the  United  States  of  America 
gave  away  our  water  we  did  not  have  to 
give.  It  was  done  in  good  faith  and  sin¬ 
cerely  and  with  good  intentions,  but  the 
financial  burden  of  this  falls  upon  seven 
States,  just  as  if  it  had  been  done  vin¬ 
dictively. 

As  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Hosmer]  pointed  out,  when  we  make  a 
treaty,  a  NATO  Treaty,  for  example,  its 
cost  does  not  fall  on  Pennsylvania  or 
New  York.  The  cost  of  such  a  Federal 
treaty  falls  upon  the  50  States. 

So  all  we  are  asking  here  is  that  Uncle 
Sam,  through  the  Congress,  will  consider 
these  things  and  say  to  the  seven  States, 
that  some  day  down  the  road,  if  your 
States  will  come  up  with  a  reasonably 
designed  plan  which  does  not  cost  too 
much  money  and,  if  you  will  let  us  take 
a  look  at  it  before  any  final  commitment, 
we  in  the  Congress  will  be  inclined  to 
look  at  it  with  favor.  That  is  all  it  says. 

The  second  thing  done  by  the  Federal 
Government  is  just  as  damaging.  Some 
of  you  who  have  been  complaining  about 
this  bill  will  remember  some  of  this.  In 
the  year  1919  Congress  decided  that  we 
ought  to  have  a  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park.  Senator  Hayden,  who  was  then  in 
the  House,  said:  All  right,  let  us  have 
one,  but  let  us  not  forget  one  of  the  best 
damsites  in  the  whole  Western  United 
States,  which  is  in  the  bottom  of  that 
canyon.  The  United  States  of  America, 
acting  through  the  Congress,  wrote  into 
that  law  a  provision  saying  to  the  seven 
States  and  to  Arizona  that,  when  you 
need  that  damsite,  it  will  be  available. 
The  creation  of  the  park  will  not  pre¬ 
vent  the  construction  of  the  dam. 

We  came  in  a  couple  of  years  ago  and 
said :  All  right,  we  are  ready  to  go  ahead 
with  water  development  in  this  area.  We 
want  a  couple  of  dams  in  the  Colorado 
River  as  the  Government  said  we  could 
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have.  Well,  a  great  storm  of  controversy 
arose.  You  remember  the  full-page  ads, 
the  letters,  and  the  books  that  were  put 
out.  We  had  all  of  this  great  controversy 
about  it.  One  of  the  things  they  said  was 
that  these  were  just  “cash  registers,” 
they  are  just  money  raisers  to  help  you 
build  water  facilities  in  your  State.  In¬ 
deed,  they  were  just  cash  registers.  The 
truth  is  that  Hualapai  Dam  would  have 
provided  excess  revenues  of  $2  billion  to 
help  us  replace  water  given  away  to  Mex¬ 
ico  in  1944.  When  we  came  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  we  fought  that  fight,  and  appar¬ 
ently  it  was  the  will  of  the  majority  of 
the  Congress  that  these  dams  not  be 
built,  and  they  are  not  in  this  bill.  We 
have  done  what  the  Sierra  Club  and 
other  conservation  groups  said  for  us  to 
do,  that  is,  take  out  these  dams.  They 
said  that  the  people  of  the  country  would 
help  us.  During  that  debate  people  were 
testifying  that,  if  it  were  just  money  that 
Arizona  wanted,  then  let  us  give  them 
the  money.  However,  for  reasons  that  the 
people  of  the  United  States  have  consid¬ 
ered  adequate,  we  have  had  taken  away 
from  us,  for  the  time  being  at  least,  this 
right  to  build  a  $2  billion  asset.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  reneged  on  a  promise  to  our 
State  and  the  States  of  the  region. 

So  I  say  once  again  that  the  United 
States  of  America,  for  reasons  which 
were  considered  adequate,  has  imposed 
this  upon  our  State. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  10  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  accept 
these  decisions.  The  treaty  is  done.  This 
is  an  obligation  of  the  Nation  which  will 
be  a  first  mortgage  on  the  river.  We  bear 
the  consequences  and  accept  them.  We 
accept  the  decision,  at  least  for  now,  that 
there  will  not  be  any  dams  built  in  the 
Grand  Canyon.  We  are  willing  to  do 
that,  and  our  project  in  Arizona  will 
pay  back  90  percent  of  its  cost  with 
interest  into  the  Federal  Treasury.  We 
point  out  to  our  sister  States  and  to  the 
people  of  this  country  and  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Congress  who  represent  them 
that  you  have  done  these  two  things  to 
us,  but  here  is  what  we  would  like  you 
to  do  for  us.  We  are  going  to  have  a  5- 
year  study  made  to  see  how  to  augment 
that  river.  This  is  in  Title  n  of  the  bill. 
This  is  what  they  are  complaining  about 
here.  At  the  end  of  that  5-year  period  we 
will  have  an  augmentation  plan  based 
on  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  taking  a 
full  look  at  all  of  the  possibilities.  He  will 
then  come  in  here  with  a  plan  as  to  how 
to  augment  the  river.  This  might  be 
composed  of  various  things  such  as 
weather  modification,  channeling,  water 
recovery  programs,  desalting,  or  imports. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  This  is  limited  to  the 
amount  of  2.5  million  acre-feet,  which 
makes  it  a  very  small  project  as  far  as 
any  such  program  is  concerned.  Is  that 
right? 

Mr.  UDALL.  That  is  right.  The  testi¬ 
mony  before  our  committee  was  that  of 
all  the  alternatives,  from  what  we  now 


know,  importing  water  from  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  is  the  most  expensive  and  the 
most  unlikely.  It  would  cost  120  times  as 
much  to  do  it  this  way  as  by  weather 
modification,  if  we  could  prove  it  out. 
We  do  not  have  the  answers  yet,  which 
is  why  we  need  this  study.  It  would  cost 
something  like  five  times  as  much  or  $30 
versus  $150  to  provide  this  water,  from 
what  we  now  know,  by  desalinization. 
So  Columbia  River  export  is  one  of  the 
most  unlikely  of  all  of  the  possibilities. 
But  we  want  to,  and  think  we  are  en¬ 
titled  to  look  at  all  the  possibilities  be¬ 
fore  a  decision  is  made. 

Now,  we  are  saying  to  the  country,  in 
the  1970’s  we  will  come  in  with  a  plan 
and  present  it  to  Congress  and  at  that 
time  give  you  the  details  thereof.  We  will 
then  have  a  price  tag  on  it.  At  that  time 
we  want  to  be  able  to  point  out  the  fact 
that  back  in  1968  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  said  that  having  taken  away 
our  dams  and  our  water,  we  would  feel 
inclined  to  give  you  a  hand  to  pay  for 
this  kind  of  a  reasonable  program. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Does  not  this  also  go 
to  the  point  that  when  the  upper  basin 
begins  to  use  its  entitlement  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  compact  area,  you  do  not 
then  wish  to  be  placed  in  the  position 
that  the  facilities  for  the  central  Arizona 
Valley  project  could  no  longer  be  operat¬ 
ed  satisfactorily. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Precisely. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  According  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  the  Federal  Government  seems  to 
have  done  nothing  really  worthwhile  and 
it  has  been  niggardly  with  the  State  of 
Arizona.  I  hope  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona  tMr.  Udall]  does  appreciate  the 
help  and  assistance  which  was  provided 
to  his  State  during  last  winter’s  blizzard 
when  the  Air  Force  fed  and  kept  alive 
thousands  of  head  of  livestock. 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  extend  our  heartfelt 
thanks  to  a  generous  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  which  helped  feed  our  livestock 
during  the  period  of  that  snowstorm. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  sum  it  up, 
if  I  may,  with  an  analogy.  A  father  has 
seven  sons  and  he  has  a  big  estate  and 
all  of  it  is  not  being  farmed.  He  plans 
someday  to  carve  out  smaller  separate 
farms  for  each  of  the  sons.  He  has  a  river 
running  through  it  and  thinks  he  has 
more  than  enough  water  for  eventual 
development  of  all  the  land,  and  he  makes 
available,  some  of  it,  to  a  neighbor,  on  a 
permanent  basis.  Time  passes  and  the 
sons  grow  up  and  the  father  finds  that 
he  does  not  have  sufficient  water  for  the 
operations  of  his  sons.  He  says  to  them, 
“I  am  not  going  to  sign  a  blank  check, 
but  I  think  I  ought  to  help  you.”  I  ask 
you  to  go  out  and  obtain  plans  to  get  the 
water  which  you  need.  You  check  with 
the  water  engineers,  you  get  a  well 
driller  and  you  get  an  engineer  and  find 
some  water  resource  nearby  and  get  some 
bids  on  wells  and  canals  necessary  to 
bring  it  in  here.  Then  come  back  to  me 
with  some  sound  cost  figures.  If  that  is 


done  it  is  my  intention  as  your  father  to 
help.  If  the  cost  is  reasonable  and  my 
financial  positions  permits,  I’ll  be  in¬ 
clined  to  help  my  sons,  since  I  helped  my 
neighbor  at  your  expense.  In  terms  of  an 
analogy  our  States  in  this  bill  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  Mexican  Treaty  are  about  in 
the  same  position  as  the  seven  sons. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Are  you  the  same  Mor¬ 
ris  K.  Udall  who  delivered  a  speech  at 
the  Biltmore  Hotel  in  Los  Angeles  on 
Tuesday,  Dec.  19,  1967? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  am  the  same  individual 
who  delivered  that  heroic  and  noble 
speech;  yes.  Will  the  gentleman  agree 
that  that  was  one  of  the  finest  orations 
of  modem  times? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  would  not  go  quite  that 
far.  But,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  should  know  what  the 
gentleman  said  on  that  occasion  because 
in  my  opinion  it  has  a  great  deal  to  do 
with  this  treaty,  and  this  is  what  you 
said: 

In  our  bill  last  year  we  had  a  little  feature 
that  went  almost  completely  unnoticed,  and 
there  was  little  controversy  about  it.  That 
feature  provided  that  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment  would  assume  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden,  picking  up  the  tab  for  the  first  2.5 
million  acre  feet  of  augmentation  of  the 
river.  That  little  item,  all  by  itself,  could 
mean  perhaps  about  $2.5  billion  to  the  states 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  the  equivalent 
of  about  two  Hualapai  Dams.  I  think  such 
a  transfer  of  that  burden  is  still  possible 
and  ought  to  be  getting  our  maximum  at¬ 
tention  and  effort.  I  think  that  what  we  can 
do  for  ourselves  in  this  area  is  a  lot  more 
important  than  grousing  about  the  loss  of 
those  two  dams. 

Those  were  your  figures,  were  they 
not? 

Mr.  UDALL.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  read  a  part  of  my  speech 
with  reference  to  the  cost  figures.  In 
the  quote  he  read  I  said,  “could  mean, 
perhaps,  about  $2.5  billion.”  I  went  on 
to  say  that  we  did  not  have  definite 
figures ;  that  we  needed  to  make  a  study. 
Those  figures  you  quote  were  based  on  a 
rule  of  thumb  figure  given  in  testimony 
before  the  committee.  The  estimated 
figure  was  $1  million  for  every  1,000 
acre-feet.  That  is  the  only  kind  of  figure 
we  will  have  now.  On  further,  refined 
study,  the  cost  may  be  less  or  it  may  be 
more.  This  is  why  we  need  this  study, 
because  we  want  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  on  our  side 
and  want  to  give  to  him  pretty  solid 
information  on  this  project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  my  time  runs 
out,  permit  me  to  make  two  other  points. 

This  outrageous  provision  they  are 
talking  about,  this  raid  on  the  Treasury, 
has  survived  the  scrutiny  of  the  Budget 
Bureau.  The  Budget  Bureau  is  not  noted 
for  approving  wild-eyed,  blankcheck, 
open-ended  spending  schemes,  and  the 
Budget  Bureau  in  the  report  on  this 
bill  said  they  did  not  oppose  it  if  the 
Congress  found  it  was  an  appropriate 
provision. 

Finally  let  me  make  this  last  point - 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  at  that  point? 
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Mr.  UDALL.  My  time  Is  running  out, 
but  I  will  yield  briefly  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
Budget  Bureau  specified  that  it  was  a 
matter  for  Congress  to  determine;  that 
they  were  not  urging  the  Congress  to 
undertake  this.  They  only  said  they  had 
no  objection  as  long  as  the  undertaking 
was  considered  “unique”  by  Congress  and 
did  not  exceed  1.5  million  acre-feet;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  do  not  have  the  report 
in  front  of  me.  I  know  the  Budget  Bureau 
said  it  was  a  matter  for  the  Congress, 
and  if  Congress  wanted  to  do  this  they 
would  not  choose  to  stop  it. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  is  it  not  also  true  that  the 
Justice  Department  in  its  report  on  the 
bill  in  1966  opposed  the  assumption  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  burden,  and 
that  nothing  has  happened  to  indicate  a 
change  of  opinion  by  the  Department  of 
Justice? 

Mr.  UDALL.  The  official  position  of  the 
administration  is  through  the  Budget 
Bureau,  and  the  Budget  Bureau  in  the 
hearings,  and  in  the  report,  did  not  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  one 
more  point  before  my  time  runs  out. 

The  irony  about  the  consideration  on 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  that  we 
are  saying  that  the  Nation  is  asked  to 
give  us  an  expression  of  good  faith,  to 
say  that  someday  maybe  it  will  help 
assume  this  as  a  national  obligation  in 
the  light  of  what  was  done  to  the  seven 
States. 

Certainly  in  every  other  section  of  the 
Nation,  when  we  dam  the  Mississippi 
River,  establish  flood  controls  on  the 
Ohio  River,  fix  the  harbor  at  Phila¬ 
delphia,  build  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway, 
and  build  the  Intercoastal  Shipping 
Channel,  in  each  and  every  one  of  those 
cases  the  Federal  Government  picks  up 
the  tab  as  a  national  obligation.  The 
States  are  not  required  to  pay  that  back, 
as  has  been  done  traditionally  in  the 
West. 

Now  in  this  one  case,  based  on  these 
two  peculiar  events,  two  peculiar  occur¬ 
rences,  where  our  States  ask  the  Federal 
Government  to  help  them  assume  this 
one  problem  as  a  national  obligation, 
then  there  are  great  cries  of  outrage, 
and  these  have  included  cries  of  outrage 
from  the  Pacific  Northwest  which  has 
had  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  as¬ 
sumed  as  a  national  obligation  to  help 
in  the  resource  development  of  that  great 
area. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  in  closing 
that  this  provision  which  has  been  so 
distorted  around  here  in  the  last  few 
days  is  a  sound,  sensible,  just,  fair 
provision;  it  does  not  cost  anything,  it 
does  not  authorize  any  money,  it  does 
not  promise  the  authorization  of  any 
money,  but  it  is  a  tentative  statement  of 
good  faith.  It  ought  to  be  approved  by 
this  House  in  this  debate. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 


Just  so  that  we  all  understand  what 
the  Budget  Bureau  had  to  say,  here  is 
the  report — and  I  want  to  read  it  to 
the  Members: 

The  Bureau  does  recognize,  however,  that 
one  of  the  important  demands  on  the  river 
is  to  provide  water  necessary  to  meet  com¬ 
mitments  made  by  the  U.S.  Government  to 
the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  the  treaty  of 
1944.  Should  the  Congress  decide  that  the 
situation  is  unique,  we  believe  that  the  price 
guarantee  should  be  further  limited  to  not 
more  than  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water 
annually,  the  amount  required  to  meet  the 
U.S.  treaty  obligation.  With  this  proviso, 
the  chances  would  appear  minimal,  based 
on  Department  of  the  Interior  estimates, 
that  any  imported  water  would  have  to  carry 
a  price  higher  than  main  stream  water — at 
least  in  the  period  through  year  2030. 

Is  there  any  provision  in  this  bill,  I  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Udall], 
that  the  U.S.  Government  will  be  required 
to  put  up  any  funds  later  on,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  feasibility  study,  for  more 
than  the  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water 
annually,  taking  into  consideration  the 
losses  which  might  be  chargeable? 

Mr.  UDALL.  No,  indeed;  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  stated  the  situation  correctly. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Reimecke]  . 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  Congressman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  here  today  in  a 
little  different  role  than  I  would  have 
been  last  year  or  the  year  before,  because 
I  was  violently  opposed  to  this  legislation 
for  the  past  2  or  3  years,  and  worked  very 
diligently  to  eliminate  all  dams  that  were 
proposed  to  be  constructed  in  the  Grand 
Canyon. 

I  also  have  sponsored  some  significant 
changes  which  have  been  made  in  this 
legislation  in  the  last  2  or  3  years,  and  I 
am  happy  and  pleased  to  be  able  to  stand 
here  along  with  the  rest  of  my  colleagues 
from  California,  and  the  Pacific  South¬ 
west,  to  support  this  with  a  great  deal  of 
enthusiasm,  and  feel  that  what  we  are 
doing  here  is  correct,  reasonable,  and 
feasible. 

Specifically,  I  would  like  to  talk  about 
the  proposed  investigation.  I  want  to  get 
at  what  is  really  involved  in  such  an  in¬ 
vestigation.  We  are  doing  it  every  day  in 
almost  every  conceivable  area  of  our 
Government  that  we  have  today.  We  are 
investigating  water.  We  are  investigating 
air  pollution.  We  are  investigating  water 
pollution.  We  are  investigating  mass 
transit  problems  and  everything  we  do 
today — sometimes  we  say  we  are  studying 
the  problems  to  death — and  occasionally 
I  think  we  do. 

Nonetheless  we  cannot  proceed  in  a 
reasoned  and  responsible  manner  unless 
we  know  and  have  the  facts  before  us  so 
we  can  come  to  a 'reasonable  conclusion. 

The  studies  we  are  talking  about  are 
not  specifically  directed  to  importation, 
as  I  believe  you  have  been  led  to  believe. 
The  studies  we  are  talking  about  here  is 
what  are  we  going  to  do  about  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  water  in  the  Southwest. 

There  are  several  sources  of  water  that 
will  be  investigated  very  thoroughly  be¬ 
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fore  we  ever  come  to  the  position  of  sug¬ 
gesting  that  we  are  going  to  propose  im¬ 
portation.  I  know  for  a  fact,  because  I 
made  a  study  myself,  that  importation  is 
the  most  costly  method  that  will  come 
about  and  I  seriously  doubt  we  will  ever 
have  a  feasible  project  by  importation 
from  the  Northwest. 

What  we  have  to  do  is  to  start  by  re¬ 
viewing  our  needs  and  what  will  our 
needs  be  by  the  year  2000  or  2030,  taking 
into  consideration  the  increased  per 
capita  use  of  water  and  the  increased  in¬ 
dustrial  activity  in  the  Southwest  and 
the  increase  in  population,  We  simply 
make  the  projection  as  to  what  our 
needs  and  requirements  are  going  to  be. 
Then  v/e  look  at  our  resources  and  find 
out  what  our  resources  are  and  what  the 
projection  is  to  be  and  what  we  can  do 
about  conserving  some  of  our  resources 
that  are  already  developed. 

Finally,  we  arrive  at  a  conclusion,  be  it 
a  deficit  or  a  surplus — that  is  what  we 
must  deal  with.  That  is  the  first  step. 

The  second  step  is  to  find  out  what  we 
can  do  about  solving  the  problem.  We 
know,  indeed,  it  affects  our  area  and  we 
have  known  it  long.  We  must  face  the 
problem.  The  fact  that  it  is  regional  does 
not  make  it  any  the  less  a  Federal  ob¬ 
ligation  because  of  that  regional  aspect. 

Certainly,  we  must  legislate  and  deal 
with  it  here.  Simply  because  it  affects  one 
region  far  greater  than  another  region,  I 
do  not  think  we  can  put  it  aside. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Is  it  not  true  that  there 
has  never  been  any  objection  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  any  of  the  previous  considera¬ 
tions  of  this  bill  to  the  investigation  and 
the  studies  that  would  be  directed  to 
meeting  the  water  needs  of  the  South¬ 
west  specifically  those  reconnaissance 
studies  that  are  contained  in  section 
201(a)  2  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I  am  sorry  I  did  not 
hear  the  gentleman;  would  he  repeat  his 
question? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  refer  to  the  reconnais¬ 
sance  studies  authorized  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  There  has  never  been  any  objection 
to  these  studies;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  it  not  true,  may  I 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Foley!  that  you  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  committee  to  strike  all  of  sec¬ 
tion  2?  I  think  that  shows  there  was 
objection. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  think  the  record  will 
also  show,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther,  that  there  is  no  need,  and  I  think 
the  chairman  will  verify  this,  that  there 
is  no  need  for  an  authorization  for  recon¬ 
naissance  studies  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  presently  has  authority  to 
conduct  any  reconnaissance  studies,  and 
conduct  them  subject  only  to  appropria¬ 
tions;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  The  Secretary  has  au¬ 
thority  to  condut  reconnaissance  studies 
but  in  this  case  he  had  to  go  further  be- 
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cause  it  is  a  regional  matter  and  be¬ 
cause  there  are  secondary  problems  in¬ 
volved. 

One  of  the  principal  sources  I  think 
that  we  will  look  to  for  new  water  is  not 
importation,  as  the  Northwest  seems  to 
think,  but  is  weather  modification.  This 
is  where  the  most  dramatic  changes  have 
been  made.  It  is  indicated  that  upwards 
of  a  20-percent  increase  in  precipitation 
has  been  effected  on  the  west  side  of  the 
Continental  Divide. 

This  is  the  place  we  can  do  it,  because 
there  is  no  construction  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  other  than  the  necessary  seeding 
or  the  necessary  nucleation  of  the  clouds 
in  the  air.  This,  to  me,  is  one  of  the  most 
reasonable,  one  of  the  most  practical, 
and  one  of  the  most  probable  methods. 

Second  is  the  area  of  desalting.  We  all 
thought  that  desalting  was  going  to  de¬ 
velop  economically  until  a  few  weeks  ago 
when  we  were  advised  of  new  figures  on 
the  Bolsa  Island  plant.  Now  we  are  a 
little  disillusioned.  Nevertheless,  this  is 
another  method  that  will  be  given  serious 
consideration.  Some  States  have  already 
been  making  studies  in  that  regard. 

Another  area — just  to  prove  that  this  is 
not  the  case  of  the  basin  trying  to  raid 
the  water  of  another  basin — we  have  a 
reconnaissance  study  going  forward  at 
the  present  time  in  respect  to  bringing 
some  water  from  northern  California 
down  to  southern  California  as  a  means 
of  solving  this  problem.  We  are  not  just 
looking  to  the  Northwest.  We  are  not  tak¬ 
ing  a  dog-in-the-manger  attitude,  that 
that  is  the  only  place  we  can  go  for  water. 
But  I  think  it  is  reasonable  for  all  of  us 
to  assume  that  we  must  look  at  all  possi¬ 
ble  sources  in  order  properly  to  effect  a 
solution  of  this  problem. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Is  not  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  satisfied  with  the  provisions  for 
protecting  the  origin  if  that  origin  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  California  itself? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Yes.  In  fact,  I  was 
just  about  to  come  to  the  protection  that 
is  offered  to  areas  of  origin.  Some  peo¬ 
ple  believe  we  are  trying  to  take  what 
is  their  water.  That  is  not  the  case.  The 
bill  specifically  includes  a  provision 
whereby  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
could  not  recommend  an  importation 
program  unless  he  has  the  approval  of 
the  States  to  be  affected.  In  other  words, 
the  Governors  of  those  States  would 
have  a  veto  power  over  any  such  recom¬ 
mendation. 

Likewise,  no  State  affected  would  be 
affected  adversely  from  a  price  point  of 
view  because,  again  written  in  the  bill, 
is  a  provision  which  would  guarantee 
the  States  of  origin  a  firm,  fixed  price 
equal  to  or  less  than  what  they  are  pay¬ 
ing  at  the  present  time.  So  even  if  it 
is  necessary  to  get  water  from  some  other 
area,  the  area  of  origin  would  not  be 
affected  adversely  on  the  price  of  water. 

Likewise,  they  are  given  rights  in 
perpetuity  to  their  title  of  the  water 
and  the  provision  I  just  mentioned  will 
last  for  that  length  of  time. 

Finally,  before  water  can  be  taken 
away,  the  Interior  Department  would 
have  to  make  a  survey  in  those  areas  to 


be  sure  that  there  is  a  surplus  amount 
of  water. 

A  few  years  ago,  when  the  Northwest 
was  fighting  this  particular  proposal, 
they  were  saying,  “We  want  a  study  of 
our  own.”  In  years  gone  by  they  have 
studied  the  problem,  and  by  1971  those 
studies  will  be  completed.  The  recon¬ 
naissance  study  called  for  in  this  bill  is 
not  due  until  1973.  So  there  is  an  over¬ 
lapping  of  2  years.  Finally,  the  feasi¬ 
bility  study  which  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  refers  to  is  not  due  until  2 
years  after  that,  1975,  so  it  is  obvious 
that  the  States  of  origin  in  the  North¬ 
west  that  are  opposing  this  particular 
measure  will  have  had  4  full  years  to 
decide  what  they  want  to  do,  to  decide 
what  their  position  is  with  respect  to 
their  surpluses  of  water  before  they  have 
to  come  to  a  decision. 

I  might  also  say  that  the  Columbia 
River,  which  is  the  river  to  which  they 
are  referring,  has  traditionally  emptied 
on  the  order  of  100  million  acre-feet  of 
water  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  every  year 
for  as  long  as  we  have  figures  available. 
Many  years  it  has  gone  over,  some  years 
it  has  gone  under.  But  100  million  acre- 
feet  a  year  is  a  pretty  good  average.  We 
are  looking  for  only  2x/2  million  acre- 
feet. 

I  wish  also  to  point  out  that  while  our 
friends  in  the  Northwest  sell  their  power 
to  the  Southwest  and  take  the  proceeds 
from  that  sale,  for  some  reason  they  do 
not  want  to  sell  the  water,  which  creates 
that  power,  to  the  Southwest  at  this 
time. 

I  wish  to  make  a  few  comments  about 
the  thermo  plant  that  is  to  be  con¬ 
structed  in  northern  Arizona,  according 
to  the  direction  in  the  bill.  As  you  prob¬ 
ably  realize,  the  dams  in  the  Grand  Can¬ 
yon  were  placed  there  for  the  purpose 
of  generating  pumping  power  to  pump 
the  water  from  the  river  to  the  Phoenix 
and  Tucson  areas.  Likewise,  we  still  need 
the  power  because  we  are  still  pumping 
a  large  amount  of  water. 

Now,  instead  of  putting  hydroelectric 
dams  in  the  Grand  Canyon,  we  are  pro¬ 
posing  a  thermo  plant,  I  am  happy  to 
say,  which  would  bum  coal — I  point  that 
out  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
again — and  this  in  turn,  I  think,  will 
produce  a  very  effective  low-cost  base¬ 
load  powerplant. 

Very  simply,  then,  I  will  briefly  re¬ 
state  the  matter.  This  powerplant  that 
is  being  proposed  would  not  be  built, 
owned,  or  operated  by  Federal  entities. 
They  are  all  non-Federal,  private,  pub¬ 
lic  utilities,  and  there  would  be  no  Fed¬ 
eral  involvement  in  this  other  than  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  prepayment  of  power 
purchased  for  pumping. 

This  prepayment  amounts  to  a  loan, 
which  will  be  paid  back  100  percent,  in¬ 
cluding  interest  at  the  going  rate  of,  I 
believe,  3XU  percent  at  the  present  time. 

The  capacity  is  470  megawatts  of 
power  that  are  required,  and  if  private 
facilities  who  decide  to  go  ahead  with 
this  plant  want  to  build  it  larger,  they 
can,  and  that  power  is  for  them  to  use 
in  any  way  they  want  to. 

Again  I  indicate,  all  that  money  is  be¬ 
ing  returned  to  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States.  This  is  a  loan  and  pre¬ 
payment  of  capacity  which  will  be  taken 


out  later.  The  water  for  this  plant  does 
not  represent  any  new  withdrawal,  any 
new  claims  on  this  river.  This  is  part 
of  Arizona’s  entitlement  and  will  be 
charged  to  Arizona. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  last  year, 
when  we  considered  this  last,  or  another 
version  of  this  bill,  it  contained  a  feasi¬ 
bility  plan  for  8  million  acre-feet.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  It  was  8*4  million 
acre-feet,  I  believe. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Did  not  the  gentleman  in 
the  well,  a  mechanical  engineer,  calcu¬ 
late  for  the  benefit  of  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  how  much  it  would  cost  to  divert 
that  amount  of  water  from  below  Bonne¬ 
ville  Dam  in  the  McNary  pool. 

Mr.  REINECKE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Would  the  gentleman 
mind  telling  this  Committee  how  much 
he  calculated? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Not  at  all.  It  was  7.48 
billion. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Did  the  gentleman  cal¬ 
culate  the  amount  of  power  that  would 
be  required  to  make,  as  I  believe  it  was, 
a  dead  lift  of  7,000  feet? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  The  lift  was  about 
7,000  feet.  I  do  not  recall  what  the 
amount  of  the  power  requirement  was. 
It  was  very  substantial.  I  opposed  the 
bill. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Was  iit  something  like 
three  times  the  output  of  the  Grand 
Coulee  Dam? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Something  on  that 
order;  yes. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  the 
purpose  of  the  studies  contemplated  by 
the  bill  to  clear  away  this  fuzz  of  hazy 
estimates,  which  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  himself  realizes  had  to  be  made, 
and  to  come  up  with  something  that  has 
a  price  tag  on  it  and  specifications  on  it 
that  are  meaningful  to  the  Congress  who 
will  be  looking  at  it  rationally,  instead  of 
hollering  about  speculative  sums  of 
money  that  are  totally  meaningless?  As 
I  said  before,  such  talk  is  calculated  only 
for  the  purpose  of  frightening  people. 

Mr.  REINECKE.  It  was  about  8  V2  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet,  and  it  is  down  to  2  y2 
million  acre-feet  in  this  bill.  It  is  no 
longer  a  feasibility  study,  but  is  a  recon¬ 
naissance;  but  there  is  to  be  a  follow-on 
study,  so  we  can  contemplate  the  project 
at  some  future  time. 

Mr.  PETTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  PETTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  Califor¬ 
nia’s  stake  in  the  Colorado  River  depends 
on  passage  of  H.R.  3300.  This  is  a  “peace” 
bill  and  if  it  does  not  become  law,  the 
past  history  of  Colorado  River  conflict 
and  litigation  will  not  only  continue  but 
probably  intensify.  This  is  a  harsh  fact 
of  life  in  California’s  33rd  Congressional 
District.  San  Bernardino  County  borders 
the  Colorado  River  for  many  miles  and 
the  thousands  of  people  who  live  in  this 
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part  of  California  and  who  depend  on 
that  river  for  their  water  supplies  see  in 
this  legislation  the  long-sought  solution 
of  the  seemingly  endless  bickering. 

The  present  and  anticipated  water 
supply  situation  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  shows  that  a  water  deficiency  al¬ 
ready  exists  in  the  lower  basin  of  the 
Colorado  River  and  that,  as  this  imbal¬ 
ance  between  requirements  and  avail¬ 
ability  continues  to  grow,  the  water  situ¬ 
ation  throughout  the  entire  basin  will 
become  more  critical.  There  is  no  reason¬ 
able  chance  that  the  Colorado  River  will 
supply  enough  water  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mands  of  the  area  which  relies  upon  it. 
The  water  supply  situation,  combined 
with  the  fact  that  there  is  insufficient 
water  in  the  Colorado  River  to  furnish 
the  amounts  specified  in  compacts,  con¬ 
tracts,  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  and 
the  Supreme  Court  decree  in  Arizona 
against  California,  means  continued  con¬ 
troversy  unless  there  is  augmentation  of 
the  water  supplies  available  from  the 
river.  There  can  be  no  lasting  solution 
to  the  water  problems  and  disputes  of  the 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  with¬ 
out  the  addition  of  more  water. 

How  tire  river  should  be  augmented 
cannot  be  answered  with  confidence  until 
the  studies  of  all  alternatives  called  for 
in  the  legislation  have  been  completed. 
Experience  has  shown  that  15  to  25  years 
are  required  to  plan,  authorize,  design, 
and  construct  a  major  water  project. 
Hence,  studies  of  alternative  means  of 
augmenting  the  Colorado  River  should 
be  initiated  immediately  if  tjie  future 
growth  and  economy  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  and  the  Pacific  Southwest 
is  to  be  assured  and  decisions  concern¬ 
ing  augmentation  are  to  be  made  with 
full  knowledge  of  all  alternatives.  Con¬ 
sidering  the  potential  leadtime  needed 
to  develop  some  of  the  alternatives, 
deferral  of  the  studies  could  result  in 
decisions  under  accelerated  conditions 
rather  than  on  the  basis  of  orderly  pro¬ 
cedures.  All  of  the  studies  and  investiga¬ 
tions  taken  together  are  directed  toward 
development  of  a  regional  water  plan  to 
serve  as  the  framework  for  coordinated, 
future  development  throughout  the 
entire  Colorado  River  Basin. 

The  most  pressing  need  is  for  an 
amount  of  new  water  necessary  in  order 
to  satisfy  the  Mexican  treaty  water  re¬ 
quirements  and  the  annual  consumptive 
use  of  7.5  million  acre-feet  in  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada.  This 
amount  has  been  estimated  by  water  ex¬ 
perts  to  be  between  2  and  2.5  million 
acre-feet. 

It  is  this  pressing  need  which  is  the 
basis  for  the  provision  in  this  legislation 
calling  for  preparation  of  a  feasibility 
report  on  the  most  economic  means  of 
augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Haley], 

(Mr.  HALEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks)  , 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  my 
first  observations,  when  this  matter  was 
under  consideration  in  the  Committee 
on  the  Interior,  was  that  I  just  came  over 


here  to  find  out  who  was  stealing  from 
whom.  I  thought  at  that  time  probably 
each  one  of  the  two  basins  was  stealing 
from  the  other,  but  I  sadly  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  what  this  bill  will  do  will 
be  to  steal  from  all  the  people  of  the 
United  States. 

This  river  is  overcommitted,  and  it  was 
well  known  that  it  was  overcommitted 
many,  many  years  ago.  They  talk  about 
214  million  acre-feet.  This  river  is  over¬ 
committed  314  million  acre-feet  right 
now.  I  can  tell  why.  It  is  because  the  up¬ 
per  basin  is  entitled  to  714  million  acre- 
feet,  and  the  lower  basin  is  entitled  to 
714  million  acre-feet,  and  the  Mexican 
Treaty,  which  takes  precedence — -first 
place — over  both  these  basins  is  for  114 
million  acre-feet.  That  is  1614  million 
acre-feet. 

The  only  records — and  I  think  the  best 
records  we  have — as  to  the  flow  of  the 
river  are  in  the  table  which  appears  on 
page  697  of  the  hearings,  and  here  are 
the  figures.  From  1931  to  1967  the  aver¬ 
age  flow  of  the  river  was  12,990  million 
acre-feet  of  water. 

So  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Water  Treaty  is  an  obligation  of  the 
river  and  not  of  the  people  generally 
throughout  the  United  States.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior,  in  response  to  a 
question,  said  “Yes,”  that  was  a  prior 
right. 

As  I  say,  who  is  stealing  from  whom? 
I  do  not  know  where  you  are  going  to  get 
this  amount  of  water.  You  need  314  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet.  If  you  are  going  to  get 
water  from  some  other  place,  you  might 
as  well  get  sufficient.  I  would  say  prob¬ 
ably  814  million  acre-feet  is  what  Is 
eventually  going  to  be  required  for  eco¬ 
nomic  growth,  if  it  continues  in  the 
southwestern  part  of  the  United  States. 

So  let  us  not  figure  here  on  getting  just 
a  little  bit  of  water.  It  is  going  to  cost  a 
lot  of  money.  There  is  only  one  place  that 
amount  of  water  is  available,  and  that 
is  from  the  Columbia  River. 

What  will  be  the  cost?  Who  knows?  If 
we  try  to  bring  that  water  into  this  basin, 
it  is  going  to  cost  billions  and  billions  of 
dollars. 

We  have  been  talking  about  the  com¬ 
mitments  and  the  authorizations  we  have 
now,  and  trying  to  reduce  them,  to  get 
this  Nation  back  to  some  fiscal  sanity, 
since  we  have  been  running  just  as  wild 
as  we  could  for  the  past  20  or  25  years. 

How  can  Members  go  back  to  their 
people  and  say,  “Yes,  we  gave  them  a 
blank  check  here.  We  do  not  know  what 
it  is  going  to  cost.  We  know  it  is  going 
to  be  a  terrific  cost  to  bring  about  what 
is  necessary  to  alleviate  the  arid,  dry 
conditions  that  are  in  that  part  of  the 
country.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  good  friend  from 
Pennsylvania,  next  to  the  chairman, 
probably,  or  perhaps  equally  with  him,  is 
one  of  the  most  knowledgeable  men  in 
the  Congress  on  water  resources,  I  say, 
along  with  him,  the  best  thing  to  do,  first, 
if  we  are  not  going  to  do  anything  else, 
is  to  eliminate  this  obligation  of  all  the 
people  of  the  United  States  to  take  care 
of  the  so-called  Mexican  treaty. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 
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Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
commend  our  colleague  from  Florida  for 
his  statement  and  thank  him  for  the  kind 
remarks  he  just  made.  I  ask  him  if  he  re¬ 
calls  that  during  the  89th  Congress,  when 
a  similar  bill  was  being  discussed,  the 
committee  included  at  that  time  the 
Southwestern  part  of  the  United  States, 
and  we  had  in  that  bill,  if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly,  7  *4  million  acre-feet 
for  Texas  and  7M>  million  acre-feet  for 
Kansas. 

One  of  the  true  improvements  in  the 
legislation  this  year  has  been  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  the  State  of  Texas  from  the  in¬ 
vestigation  and  study  provisions.  Despite 
the  efforts  of  our  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Price],  to  include 
the  State  of  Texas,  in  the  legislation 
again  this  year.  I  commend  our  colleague 
for  his  knowledge  and  understanding  on 
this  problem.  In  turn,  I  want  to  assure 
Mr.  Price  of  my  understanding  of  the 
problems  of  west  Texas  and  offer  him  my 
cooperation  in  his  future  efforts  to  allevi¬ 
ate  the  water  shortage  in  his  area. 

Mr.  HALEY.  The  gentleman  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct. 

Getting  back  to  the  Mexican  treaty  for 
just  a  minute,  that  treaty  calls  for  water 
out  of  this  basin,  not  out  of  the  Missouri 
and  not  out  of  the  Mississippi  and  not 
out  of  any  other  river.  It  is  an  obligation 
of  the  river  and  should  be  supplied  from 
there. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  realize  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  concerned  about  the  cost  which 
might  be  incurred  for  the  import  work, 
but  will  the  gentleman  not  agree  with 
me  that  the  works  are  no  part  of  this 
bill?  The  only  thing  this  bill  does  is  to 
invite  some  studies  so  that  we  can  find 
out  what  kind  of  a  problem  we  do  in¬ 
deed  have. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  will  say  this  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman:  You  know  what  your  problem 
is.  The  State  of  California  at  this  mo¬ 
ment  is  using  5.1  million  acre-feet  of 
water  and  is  entitled  under  the  compact 
to  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water. 

Someone  said — and  I  forget  just  who — 
a  little  while  ago,  “Oh,  yes.  We  will  turn 
that  water  back  when  it’s  needed.”  I 
cannot  visualize  California  returning  1 
gallon  of  water.  You  will  need  more 
water.  So  whenever  you  come  here  and 
say,  “We  will  take  care  of  that  shortage 
when  it  comes  along,”  I  do  not  believe 
you  will  do  it. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  If  that  were  true,  Cali¬ 
fornia  would  be  against  building  the 
central  Arizona  project.  We  lose  by  it 
over  700,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually, 
yet  we  are  strongly  supporting  the  bill. 
We  feel  we  have  to  live  and  let  live  in 
our  area. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Wyatt]. 
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(Mr.  WYATT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WYATT.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
we  are  debating  today  is  merely  an  au¬ 
thorization  bill,  but  it  is  so  complex,  so 
involved  that  each  Member  should  pause 
and  make  absolutely  certain  he  knows 
exactly  what  is  contained  in  the  bill. 

We  in  the  Northwest  have  repeatedly 
expressed  our  support  for  the  central 
Arizona  project.  We  support  the  five 
reclamation  projects  in  Colorado.  We 
cannot,  however,  support  title  H  of  the 
present  bill,  nor  can  we  support  the  bill 
if  title  II  remains  in  the  bill. 

This  bill  contains  far  more  than  the 
central  Arizona  project.  Besides  author¬ 
izing  approximately  $1.3  billion  of  new 
construction,  the  title  II  provisions  au¬ 
thorize  the  first  steps  toward  a  gigantic 
interbasin  transfer  which  could  cost  bil¬ 
lions  and  billions  of  dollars.  Most  im¬ 
portant  of  all  is  that  the  so-called  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  obligation  would  be 
made  a  national  obligation.  This  is  the 
cash  register  for  interbasin  transfer,  all 
at  the  Federal  taxpayers’  expense,  rather 
than  that  of  the  water  user. 

The  fallacy  in  making  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  a  national  obligation  is 
that  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  as  a  lower 
river  water  user,  always  has  had  certain 
vested  rights  to  Colorado  River  water, 
which  could  not  be  cut  off  by  upriver 
users.  It  is  very  clear  from  the  testimony 
of  State  Department  personnel  witnesses 
who  participated  in  the  negotiation  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  that  all 
Mexico  received  in  the  treaty  was  con¬ 
firmation  and  ratification  of  the  amount 
of  water  to  which  she  was  already  legally 
entitled.  This  being  the  case,  it  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  justify  the  theory  that  all  the 
taxpayers  in  the  United  States  should 
share  in  replacing  this  water  going  to 
Mexico. 

If  this  theory  is  consistently  applied 
in  other  areas  of  national  concern,  this 
country  would  be  soon  bankrupt. 

All  of  title  II  should  be  stricken  from 
the  bill,  especially  that  portion  attempt¬ 
ing  to  load  onto  Federal  taxpayers  the 
huge  costs  of  replacing  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  obligations. 

Title  II  is  not  contained  in  the  Senate 
version  of  this  bill,  and  is  a  costly  add-on 
to  the  $1.3  billion  specifically  authorized. 
The  additions  could  easily  total  many 
billions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Burton], 

(Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  know  one  of  the  things  that  bothers 
some  of  our  friends  here  in  the  Chamber 
is  the  fact  that  this  is  an  authorization 
bill  authorizing  nearly  $1.3  billion.  How¬ 
ever,  I  need  not  explain  to  our  friends 
here  the  difference  between  an  author¬ 
ization  bill  and  an  appropriation  bill. 
Following  the  remarks  of  my  good  friend 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Haley],  I  think  he 
and  others  would  be  interested  to  know 
that  previous  Congresses  have  indicated 
even  during  unhappy  times,  times  of 
deficit,  war,  and  misfortune,  and  in  the 


direst  of  straits,  they  have  indicated  a 
confidence  in  planning  for  the  future  and 
that  happy  times  would  return  and  we 
could  get  on  with  the  business  of  build¬ 
ing  our  Nation.  I  have  a  list  of  projects 
authorized  for  and  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  during  the  period  of  the 
Korean  war,  beginning  in  1951  and  end¬ 
ing  in  1953.  That  list  is  as  follows: 
Annual  Authorizations  for  Reclamation 

Project  Construction  During  Korean 

Conflict — Fiscal  Years  1951-53 — Project 

and  State 

1951 

Canadian  River:  Texas. 

Central  Valley,  Sacramento  Canals:  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Eklutna:  Alaska. 

Kendrick,  Alcova  Powerplant:  Wyoming. 

Minidoka:  American  Falls  Power  Division: 
Idaho;  North  Side  Pumping  Division:  Idaho. 

Palisades  (reauthorized)  :  Idaho. 

Vermejo:  New  Mexico. 

1952 

Provo  River,  Deer  Creek  powerplant :  Utah. 

1953 

Central  Valley,  Trinity  River  Division: 
California. 

Central  Valley,  Sacramento  Canals  (Pur¬ 
suant  to  Act  of  Sept.  26,  1950)  :  California. 

Collbran:  Colorado. 

Grants  Pass,  Savage  Rapids  Dam:  Oregon. 

Provo  River,  Deer  Creek  powerplant:  Utah. 

During  World  War  n,  from  1942  until 
1945,  these  were  the  projects  that  were 
authorized  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion: 

1942 

Mann  Creek,  WCU  (not  built)  :  Idaho. 

Palisades  (reauthorized,  1951)  :  Idaho. 

Palisades  (reauthorized,  1951)  :  Idaho. 

Rapid  Valley,  Deerfield  Dam,  WCU:  South 
Dakota. 

1943 

Buford-Trenton,  enlargement,  WCU:  North 
Dakota. 

Columbia  Basin — Project  Act:  Washington. 

Scofield,  WCU:  Utah. 

1944 

Balmorhea,  WCU:  Texas. 

Bitterroot  Valley,  Woodside  Unit,  WCU, 
(not  built) :  Montana. 

Buffalo  Rapids,  2d  Div.,  WCU  complete: 
Montana. 

Colorado  River  Front  Work,  Palo  Verde 
weir:  California. 

Hungary  Horse :  Montana. 

Milk  River,  Dodson  Pumping,  WCU:  Mon¬ 
tana. 

Missoula  Valley,  WCU :  Montana. 

Newton,  WCU  (completion)  :  Utah. 

Rapid  Valley,  Deerfield  Unit,  WCU  (com¬ 
pletion)  :  South  Dakota. 

Rathdrum  Prairie,  Post  Falls,  WCU:  Idaho. 

1945 

Mancos,  Expansion,  WCU :  Colorado. 

Mirage  Flats,  UCU  (completion)  :  Nebraska. 

Rathdrum  Prairie,  Post  Falls,  WCU 
(USDA)  :  Idaho. 

Shoshone,  Heart  Mountain  Powerplant: 
Wyoming. 

You  will  note  that  all  of  these  projects 
that  I  listed  cover  the  Western  Reclama¬ 
tion  States,  but  the  West  was  not  the 
only  beneficiary  of  projects  and  author¬ 
izations  during  periods  of  war.  Our  sister 
States  in  the  East  benefited  under  flood 
control  projects  that  were  authorized  in 
World  War  n.  For  example,  an  author¬ 
ization  in  1942  which  became  Public  Law 
77-228  authorized  60  projects  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  at  a  cost  of  $275  mil¬ 
lion  in  26  States  ranging  from  Florida  to 
Washington  State. 


Mr.  Chairman,  in  1945,  the  chairman 
of  the  full  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  [Mr.  Aspinall]  alluded 
briefly  to  the  fact  that  the  Congress,  in 
its  wisdom,  enacted  a  public  law  author¬ 
izing  48  projects,  costing  $993  million  in 
30  States,  ranging  from  Arizona  to  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  as  well  as  in  the  same  year  au¬ 
thorized  293  navigational  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  projects  in  32  States  and  three  Terri¬ 
tories,  ranging  from  Puerto  Rico  to 
Hawaii. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
say  that  I  agree  with  the  remarks  which 
were  made  by  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Hosmer]  when  he  alluded  to 
the  fact  that  this  was  not  a  big  boon¬ 
doggle;  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  is  a  very 
delicate,  fragile  compromise  that  has 
been  worked  out  over  a  long  period  of 
years  between  the  seven  States  involved. 
These  seven  States  represent  about  one- 
fourth  of  the  total  land  area  of  the 
United  States;  they  have  congressional 
delegations,  as  follows:  One  from  Wyo¬ 
ming,  there  are  38  from  California,  there 
are  three  from  Arizona,  there  are  two 
from  Utah,  two  from  New  Mexico,  four 
from  Colorado,  and  one  from  Nevada. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  represents  a  total 
of  51  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  To  my  personal  knowledge  50 
of  these  51  Representatives  of  these 
seven  States  are  in  agreement  with  this 
project. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to  the  members 
of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  that  when  you 
can  get  50  out  of  51  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  having  them 
coming  from  the  varying  geographic  and 
economic  interest  areas  which  we  all 
represent,  and  having  them  representing 
both  parties  and  having  them  come  into 
the  well  of  the  House  and  say  50  of  the 
51  of  us  are  in  support  of  this  bill,  I 
think  that  represents  a  rather  formida¬ 
ble  combination  and  a  rather  unusual 
situation. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Has  the  gentleman  ever 
heard  of  any  other  piece  of  legislation 
where  you  could  have  the  support  of  such 
Members  as  the  gentleman  in  the  well, 
such  as  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Holifield],  such 
as  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Arizona,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Utt],  representing  such  a  wide 
range  of  statesmen  who  have  been  found 
to  come  together  on  other  issues? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  has  enlarged  upon  my 
point  and  I  thank  my  colleague  for  his 
remarks. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Will  the  gentleman  be 
similarly  impressed  with  the  fact  that  all 
members  of  the  northwestern  dele¬ 
gations,  Republicans  and  Democrats 
alike,  are  in  opposition  to  the  bill  in  its 
present  form? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah.  I  am  not  im¬ 
pressed  with  that  point  at  all. 
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Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Foley]. 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  about  2 
years  ago  I  was  the  happy  beneficiary  of 
an  invitation  by  our  two  distinguished 
colleagues,  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Udall  and 
Mr.  Rhodes]  to  fly  down  to  Arizona  and 
view  the  proposed  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  with  them.  By  accepting  that  invita¬ 
tion  I  was  able  to  see  the  area  which  was 
to  be  irrigated  and  to  hear  their  compel¬ 
ling  arguments  on  the  need  and  right  of 
Arizona  to  its  share  of  the  Colorado 
River.  At  that  time  I  announced  pub¬ 
licly  to  the  press  and  other  news  media 
that  I  considered  myself  one  of  the 
strongest  supporters  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  because  I  was  for  it  absolutely 
without  conditions.  I  was  for  it  without 
the  4.4  million  acre-feet  guarantee  to 
California;  I  was  for  it  without  feasi¬ 
bility  studies  of  2V2  million  acre-feet  of 
augmentation  water.  I  was  for  it  without 
the  assumption  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty;  I  was  for  it  without  all  of  the 
encumbrances,  reservations,  conditions, 
and  addenda  which  has  been  attached 
like  leeches  or  barnacles  to  this  long- 
suffering  project.  I  want  to  give  Mr. 
Rhodes  and  Mr.  Udall  what  they  have 
the  right  to  have — the  central  Arizona 
project. 

I  am  even  willing  to  support  the  other 
projects  in  the  State  of  Colorado  and 
the  Dixie  project  in  Utah;  but  I  cannot 
support  the  provisions  of  this  bill  which 
are  unnecessary  to  the  central  Arizona 
project  and  cannot  be  otherwise  justi¬ 
fied;  namely,  the  assumption  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  burden  as  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  and  the  authorization 
in  advance  of  a  reconnaissance  study  or 
a  feasibility  study  for  augmentation  of 
the  Colorado  River  by  2V2  million  acre- 
feet. 

We  are  told  that  these  two  provisions 
and  many  others  are  part  of  a  delicate 
compromise  between  the  seven  Basin 
States. 

We  are  in  effect  invited  not  to  tamper 
with  the  agreement  because  it  is  a  solemn 
agreement  of  these  seven  States.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  a  perfectly  appropriate  sug¬ 
gestion  if  you  happen  to  be  from  one  of 
those  seven  States;  indeed,  if  you  are 
from  any  of  the  Colorado  River  States 
I  suggest  to  you  that  it  is  probably  in 
your  political  interest  not  to  tamper  with 
the  agreement,  but  on  the  other  hand 
if  you  are  from  some  other  State  I  be¬ 
lieve  you  would  do  very  well  to  consider 
how  your  constituents  and  your  State 
interests  might  suffer  if  these  two  pro¬ 
visions  are  left  in  the  bill. 

Let  me  underline  the  point  that  we  do 
not  need  to  pass  these  extra  provisions 
of  this  bill  in  order  to  give  Arizona  all  it 
is  entitled  to  have.  Many  Members  re¬ 
ceived  a  letter  from  the  distinguished 
senior  Member  of  the  other  body  inviting 
support  of  this  legislation.  In  his  next-to- 
last  paragraph  that  distinguished  rep¬ 
resentative  of  Arizona  said: 

While  this  bill — 

That  is,  the  House  bill _ 


differs  in  some  respects  from  the  Senate  bill 
1004,  either  would  authorize  construction 
of  an  aqueduct  from  the  Colorado  River  to 
bring  water  to  Arizona. 

Senator  Hayden  has,  in  effect,  said 
that  the  Senate  bill  accomplishes  the 
purposes  for  which  Arizona  has  fought 
so  many  years.  The  Senate  bill  does  not 
contain  either  the  assumption  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  or  feasibility 
studies  of  augmenting  the  Colorado 
River  by  2.5  million  acre-feet.  It  is  a 
clean  bill.  That  distinguished  gentleman 
sponsored  S.  1004  in  the  other  body.  I  do 
not  believe  anyone  in  this  body  would 
compromise  or  question  his  sincerity  or 
dedication  to  the  interests  of  Arizona. 
And  he  has  assured  every  one  of  us  that 
the  passage  of  a  bill  such  as  S.  1004 
would  fully  serve  the  interests  of  Arizona. 

These  other  provisions  of  H.R.  3300 
are  not  for  Arizona.  They  are  for  other 
States,  and  they  include  what  I  do  con¬ 
sider  to  be  an  exceptional,  most  unu¬ 
sual — if  I  might  put  it  in  the  words  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona — “outrageous” 
provision  to  make  the  assumption  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national  obli¬ 
gation. 

Let  us  just  consider  for  a  moment 
what  the  Budget  Bureau  did  say.  It  did 
not  endorse  the  assumption  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty,  nor  has  any  recom¬ 
mendation  from  this  administration  or 
any  previous  administration  ever  en¬ 
dorsed  the  assumption  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty.  It  said  that  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  assumption  was  not  objec¬ 
tionable  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  if 
two  things  were  accomplished:  First  of 
all,  if  the  Congress  felt  there  were  unique 
circumstances  justifying  the  assumption 
by  the  Nation  of  the  water  burdens  of 
the  treaty.  I  repeat — unique.  And  sec¬ 
ondly,  if  the  Congress  limited  the  price 
guarantee  to  1.5  million  acre-feet.  Ob¬ 
viously  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is 
deeply  concerned  about  the  prospective 
costs  of  this  program  as  well  they  should 
be. 

What  is  the  section  of  this  bill  which 
assumes  the  burden  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  obligation?  Members  have 
said  it  is  nothing.  The  gentleman  from 
Arizona  said  “Take  out  your  pencil  and 
write  this  down.”  I  took  out  my  pencil 
and  I  wrote  it  down.  He  said,  “It  is 
nothing.  It  is  not  a  promise,  it  is  not  a 
guarantee,  it  is  nothing,  it  is  just  a 
simple,  little  sense-of -Congress  resolu¬ 
tion.” 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  look  around  this 
room  and  I  do  not  see  anybody  who  I 
consider  less  than  a  knowledgeable  and 
a  clear-headed  Member  of  the  House. 
Simple,  little  sense-of-Congress  resolu¬ 
tions — the  gentleman  said — simple,  little 
sense-of-Congress  resolutions  are  as 
dangerous  as  delayed  action  bombs.  They 
are  designed  to  be.  They  do  not  blow  up 
in  your  face  today.  They  tick  quietly 
away  for  a  few  years  until  someone  is 
ready  to  hit  the  detonator. 

I  prophesy  to  those  who  are  in  this 
House  today,  and  who  will  be  in  the 
House  at  that  time,  that  3  or  4  years 
from  now  they  are  going  to  be  asked  for 
4  or  5  or  more  billions  of  dollars  to  justify 
a  project  to  which  we  never  thought 
we  were  committing  ourselves  when  we 
passed  this  simple,  little  sense-of-Con- 
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gress  resolution.  And  tomorrow,  I  hope, 
when  we  have  a  motion  or  an  amend¬ 
ment  on  the  floor  to  take  out  this  simple, 
little,  sense-of-Congress  resolution,  we 
may  save  ourselves  and  other  colleagues 
some  real  future  grief. 

If  we  should  give — and  I  use  the  verb 
advisedly — to  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
a  nonreimbursable  project  of  agumenta- 
tion  of  a  million  and  a  half  acre-feet, 
why  is  it  necessary  to  do  it  now  before 
we  know  the  cost  in  billions  of  dollars? 
Let  us  do  what  we  ought  to  do  in  simple, 
businesslike  responsibility.  Wait  until 
the  studies  have  been  completed,  until 
the  cost  estimates  have  been  prepared; 
wait  until  we  know  where  the  water  is 
coming  from,  where  it  is  going,  how 
it  is  going,  what  method  of  delivery 
will  be  used,  and  how  much  it  is  going 
to  cost — especially  how  much  it  will  cost. 
Is  that  not  a  simple,  basic,  businesslike 
option  for  this  House  to  undertake?  Why 
should  we  act  now  if  this  section  is  not 
essential  to  this  bill;  if  it  is  just  a  little, 
simple,  sense-of-Congress  resolution,  as 
the  gentleman  says?  Why  do  they  object 
to  taking  it  out?  If  it  does  not  do  any- 
think  or  promise  anything,  if  it  does 
not  lay  the  groundwork  for  anything, 
then  it  does  not  serve  any  purpose,  does 
it?  Does  it?  I  leave  it  to  your  judgment. 

I  want  to  speak  now  about  the  feasi¬ 
bility  study  to  augment  the  Colorado 
River  by  2V2  million  acre-feet.  In  1965 
Congress  passed  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act.  Section  8  pro¬ 
vides  as  follows: 

Effective  on  and  after  July  1,  1966,  neither 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  nor  any  bureau 
nor  any  person  acting  under  his  authority 
shall  engage  in  the  preparation  of  any  feasi¬ 
bility  report  under  reclamation  law  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  water  resource  project  unless 
the  preparation  of  such  feasibility  report  has 
been  specifically  authorized  by  law,  any 
other  provision  of  law  to  the  contrary  not¬ 
withstanding.  Public  Law  89-72.  July  9,  1965. 

Today  we  are  asked  to  authorize  such 
a  feasibility  study  for  the  costly  aug¬ 
mentation  of  water  to  the  Colorado 
River  before  the  preliminary  reconnais¬ 
sance  studies  have  been  completed — 
indeed,  for  they  have  been  taken. 

Why  are  we  asked  to  that?  I  suggest 
the  purpose  of  this  unconventional  pro¬ 
vision  is  to  remove  the  possible  objec¬ 
tions  which  some  Members  might  make 
to  such  a  feasibility  study  if  they  have 
the  reconnaissance  study  conclusions  be¬ 
fore  them. 

We  can  change  this  inverse  order  of 
studies  without  delaying  proper  inves¬ 
tigation  because,  as  the  reconnaissance 
studies  have  to  start  first  anyway,  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  full 
power  to  undertake  any  reconnaissance 
studies  he  can  fund. 

Besides  the  improper  sequence,  the 
section  gives  only  one  direction  to  the 
Secretary.  The  Secretary  is  given  au¬ 
thority  to  study  the  most  economical 
means — in  his  judgment  the  most  eco¬ 
nomical  means —  of  augmenting  the  river 
by  2  y2  million  acre-feet.  He  can  study 
any  source  and  any  means. 

I  would  suggest  to  my  friends  from 
the  Missouri  Basin  that  there  is  nothing 
in  this  section  to  prevent  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  feasibility  of  bringing  the 
water  from  the  Missouri  Basin  if  the 
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Secretary  decides  that  should  be  done. 
We  do  not  give  him  any  of  the  customary 
directions  or  limitations  for  his  guidance. 
As  in  the  water  treaty  section  the  draft¬ 
ers  obviously  considered  vagueness  as  a 
virtue  and  uncertainty  a  goal. 

The  whole  thing  is  a  blank  check — not 
only  a  blank  check  for  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  obligation,  but  a  blank  check  for 
the  feasibility  studies. 

If  these  two  sections  can  be  removed 
from  the  bill,  I  will  support  the  bill.  The 
central  Arizona  project  should  be  built. 
Arizona  deserves  it.  They  have  fought  for 
it  for  a  generation  and  their  fight  has 
been  a  good  fight. 

But  these  other  provisions  have  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect.  They  endanger  its  ultimate  success. 

The  prospective  costs  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  obligation  and  the  feasibility 
study,  if  either  results  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  works  to  bring  water  by  surface 
diversions,  is  many,  many  times  the  total 
authorization  cost  of  $1.3  billion  that  is 
directly  provided  by  this  bill.  The  sum 
of  $1.3  billion  is  a  lot  of  money  to  author¬ 
ize  this  year  as  we  all  look  a  tax  increase 
and  massive  budget  cut  full  in  the  face. 
Surely  we  should  identify  and  reject  sub¬ 
tle  provisions  which  are  very  likely  to 
commit  us  to  many,  many  billions  more. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  plead  with  the  Com¬ 
mittee  to  look  at  this  bill  calmly  and 
unemotionally  and  judge  this  matter  not 
on  the  basis  of  what  seven  States  have 
agreed  suits  their  present  convenience 
but  on  the  broader  basis  of  what  is  rea¬ 
sonable  and  sensible  for  the  entire  Na¬ 
tion  and  for  the  Members  of  this  House 
who  represent  the  other  41  States  which 
will  get  no  benefits  from  this  bill  but 
which  will  bear  the  cost/ 

(Mr.  LIPSCOMB  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Rhodes  of  Arizona)  was  granted  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB.  Mr.  Chairman,  H.R. 
3300  represents  a  long  and  welcomed 
step  forward.  Its  enactment  will  permit 
a  controlled  continuation  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River’s  development  and  set  the 
stage  for  an  equitable  solution  of  the  riv¬ 
er’s  basic  water  supply  problems. 

Those  interested  in  the  development 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  have  spent 
years  shaping  and  molding  this  legisla¬ 
tion  into  its  present  form,  so  that  it 
might  provide  the  optimum  net  benefit 
for  each  area,  a  balancing  of  interests. 

California  will  obtain  recognition  of 
its  vast  investment  in  existing  Colorado 
River  water  facilities  through  protection 
of  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  its  present 
annual  Colorado  River  water  supply  of 
5.2  million  acre-feet.  Arizona  will,  of 
course,  obtain  authorization  for  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project,  a  project  which  she 
has  sought  for  generations,  and  which 
will  permit  the  future  development  of 
that  State. 

Colorado  will  obtain  authorization  of 
five  smaller  projects  needed  by  its  grow¬ 
ing  economy.  Utah  will  obtain  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  a  similarly  needed  project  and 
assistance  on  a  previously  authorized 
project.  New  Mexico  will  directly  and 
substantially  participate  in  the  benefits 
of  the  central  Arizona  project.  Wyoming 
and  the  other  States  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  will  obtain  important 


provisions  for  controlling  the  operation 
of  the  two  great  reservoirs  on  the  river, 
Lakes  Powell  and  Mead. 

All  of  the  Colorado  River  States  will 
benefit  from  the  bill’s  authorization  of 
realistic  studies  for  augmenting  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River’s  water  supply,  and  from  its 
realistic  framework  for  actually  obtain¬ 
ing  that  augmentation.  Conversely, 
States  with  surplus  water  supplies  will 
obtain  valuable  area  of  origin  protection 
as  well  as  veto  protection  against  water 
export  projects.  Conservationists  will  ob¬ 
tain  protection  against  new  Colorado 
River  dams,  as  well  as  provisions  for  the 
development  of  fish,  wildlife,  and  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  in  each  of  the  projects 
authorized  by  the  bill. 

It  is  generally  known  that  reclamation 
projects  earn  income  which  repays  al¬ 
most  all  of  their  cost.  This  bill  has  such 
a  provision.  The  expert  and  careful  work 
of  the  Interior  Committee  under  the 
leadership  of  Chairman  Wayne  Aspinall, 
of  Colorado,  has  come  up  with  a  work¬ 
able  and  fair  proposal. 

This  bill  protects  existing  economies 
of  the  areas  involved.  It  makes  possible 
new  development.  It  is  financially  sound. 
It  will  require  relatively  small  appropria¬ 
tions  to  start  and  will  not  need  major  in¬ 
vestment  until  our  improving  circum¬ 
stances  make  such  funds  available.  It  ac¬ 
cumulates  earnings  even  after  meeting 
repayment  obligations  so  that  fluids  to 
help  finance  future  progress  will  be  on 
hand  when  the  time  comes  to  take  an¬ 
other  step  forward. 

H.R.  3300  is  truly  a  representative  bill 
that  will  benefit  California  as  well  as  all 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  the 
entire  Nation,  by  changing  a  future  of 
strife  and  continuing  litigation  to  one  of 
harmony  and  mutual  development. 

I  recommend  the  Colorado  River  proj¬ 
ect  bill  to  you  as  worthy  of  your  favora¬ 
ble  vote. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Rhodes!. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  I  might  I  would  like  to  have  the 
attention  of  my  good  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arizona  [Mi-.  Udall]  for  a 
question. 

On  page  68  of  the  bill,  my  colleague 
will  recall  that  certain  mention  is  made 
of  the  so-called  Gila  decree — Globe 
Equity  No.  59 — with  regard  to  the  di¬ 
vision  of  waters  of  the  Gila  River. 

Is  it  the  impression  of  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona,  that  the  men¬ 
tion  of  this  decree  in  this  bill,  as  it  is 
mentioned,  does  not  in  any  way  change 
the  existing  rights  of  any  individual  or 
of  any  group  of  individuals  as  to  the 
waters  of  the  Gila  River? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  will  say  that  both  of  us 
have  been  involved  over  the  last  several 
years  in  putting  together  the  very  com¬ 
plex  provisions  of  this  bill.  The  partic¬ 
ular  language  that  the  gentleman  refers 
to  has  been  of  some  concern  to  one  of 
the  Indian  Tribes  located  along  Gila 
River. 

I  can  state  flatly  and  specifically  that 
it  has  always  been  our  intention  in  draft¬ 
ing  these  provisions,  that  we  were  not 


changing  the  rights  of  those  Indians  or 
the  rights  that  were  fixed  by  the  Gila 
decree  in  any  way.  I  question  that  Con¬ 
gress  would  have  the  power  in  any  way 
to  change  the  terms  of  the  Gila  decree, 
determined  by  a  Federal  court,  which 
determine  water-user  rights  along  the 
river.  I  wish  to  make  that  clear,  so  there 
is  no  misapprehension  on  the  part  of 
anyone. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  agree  with 
the  gentleman.  I  doubt  that  Congress 
would  have  any  right  to  do  that.  I  ask 
him  further  whether  it  is  his  under¬ 
standing  that  passage  of  this  bill  as  now 
written  would  not  change  the  rights  of 
any  person  who  is  a  party  to,  or  might 
later  become  party  to  this  matter,  and 
who  disagrees  with  any  part  of  the  Gila 
decree  to  apply  to  a  court  for  a  modifi¬ 
cation  of  that  decree,  or  some  part  of  it. 

Mr.  UDALL.  As  a  practicing  Arizona 
lawyer,  as  a  member  of  the  committee, 
and  as  one  who  helped  to  put  these  pro¬ 
visions  together,  I  would  fully  agree  with 
what  the  gentleman  has  said. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  The  gentle¬ 
man  qualifies  as  an  expert. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  help  but 
wonder  why  there  are  so  many  people 
who  are  afraid  of  a  study.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  in  this  bill  insofar  as  water  augmen¬ 
tation  is  concerned  other  than  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
may  enter  into  a  study  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  three  things:  First,  water 
needs;  second,  water  supply  of  given 
areas,  and  third,  to  bring  in  recommen¬ 
dations,  if  indeed  shortages  are  found 
in  the  Colorado  Basin,  as  to  the  best 
means  of  alleviating  those  shortages. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  bill— and  it 
has  never  been  alleged  otherwise  by  any¬ 
one  that  I  know  of — which  would  author¬ 
ize  any  project  whatsoever  to  be  built  to 
augment  the  water  supply  or  to  alleviate 
the  shortages  of  the  Colorado  Basin  or 
anywhere  else.  There  is  nothing  in  here 
which  calls  for  the  spending  of  money 
for  any  project,  for  construction,  or  for 
anything  other  than  a  study. 

So.  I  repeat,  what  is  the  trouble  with 
people  who  are  afraid  of  a  study?  There 
is  certainly  no  assurance  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  will  recommend  the 
importation  of  fresh  water  from  any 
other  basin  into  the  Colorado  Basin.  If 
his  study  determines  a  shortage  exists, 
he  may  recommend  augmentation  by  de¬ 
salinization,  by  water  salvage,  by  weather 
modification,  or  by  some  means  other 
than  importation.  He  has  many  alterna¬ 
tives. 

For  instance,  my  good  friend  from  Cal¬ 
ifornia  [Mr.  Hosmer]  and  .1  have  been 
collaborating  on  a  project  which  we  hope 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  will  take 
up  at  some  time  in  the  future.  This  would 
be  like  Project  Gas  Buggy  in  many  ways, 
in  that  there  would  be  a  nuclear  detona¬ 
tion  which  would  fracture  the  rock  strata 
under  the  surface  of  the  ground.  The 
hope  would  be  that  the  fracture  would 
occur  in  such  an  area  that  water  would 
come  of  the  watersheds,  and  go  into  the 
underground,  where  it  would  be  stored 
for  human  use.  We  think  this  is  a  pos¬ 
sibility  as  a  means  of  augmenting  water 
supply. 

So  why  do  our  friends  from  the  North¬ 
west  assume  that  any  water  study  is 
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going  to  be  pointed  at  the  Columbia 
River?  That  is  not  my  intention.  It  is 
not  the  intention  of  the  other  people  who 
have  had  anything  to  do  with  this  legis¬ 
lation.  It  is  our  intention,  however,  to 
do  what  we  can  to  alleviate  the  water 
shortages  which  we  have  in  this  basin. 
The  shortages  are  real. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
might  point  out  that  Members  from  the 
Pacific  Northwest  not  only  approved  and 
supported,  but  several  of  us  sponsored 
legislation  for  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission,  which  would  authorize  specifi¬ 
cally  studies  of  interbasin  transfer  of 
water. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  am  glad 
the  gentleman  brought  that  up,  because 
the  measure  which  would  create  the  Na¬ 
tional  Water  Commission  is  languishing 
in  the  other  body.  I  hope  at  the  proper 
time  the  other  body  will  bring  it  out. 
It  is  a  good  bill.  I  am  for  it  and  I  want 
it  to  pass. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  All  we  are  concerned 
about  is  authority  for  a  feasibility  study 
before  a  reconnaissance  study  is  made 
and  is  available  for  Congress. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Would  the 
gentleman  support  title  II  if  the  feasibil¬ 
ity  study  provision  were  taken  out  and 
only  the  reconnaissance  study  is  left  in? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Yes,  indeed,  I  would 
enthusiastically. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  think  it  might  help  for  the  Members 
now  present  on  the  floor  to  have  some¬ 
thing  in  the  way  of  a  comment  from  me, 
representing  the  northern  coast  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  where  we  have  approximately  40 
percent  of  the  entire  water  resources  of 
the  State  of  California.  I  can  say  there 
was  a  time  when  people  from  our  con¬ 
gressional  district  had  the  same  reserva¬ 
tions  the  people  of  Oregon  and  Washing¬ 
ton  had  about  studying  the  water  re¬ 
sources  for  export,  as  have  been  ex¬ 
pressed.  I  can  say  most  of  our  people 
have  removed  themselves  from  that  par¬ 
ticular  position  primarily  because  of  the 
safeguards  included  in  this  legislation. 
The  Eel  River  Association  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  various  boards  of  supervisors 
of  our  counties  are  now  encouraging  the 
development  cf  these  valuable  water  re¬ 
sources,  hopefully  for  the  benefit  of 
people. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  his  con¬ 
tribution.  When  the  gentleman  speaks 
of  safeguards,  I  think  it  might  be  well 
to  read  a  few.  On  page  50  of  the  bill, 
title  II,  section  201(a)(2),  dealing  with 
the  provision  allowing  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  investigate  and  to  recom¬ 
mend  sources  and  means  of  supplying  ad¬ 
ditional  water  to  the  Colorado  Basin,  to¬ 
ward  the  end  of  that  section  there  are 
these  words  included: 

Provided,  That  the  Secretary  shall  not, 
under  the  authority  of  this  clause  or  any¬ 


thing  In  this  Act  contained,  make  any  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  Importing  water  Into  the 
Colorado  River  system  from  other  river  basins 
without  the  approval  of  those  States  which 
will  be  affected  by  such  exportation,  said 
approval  to  be  obtained  in  a  manner  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  procedure  and  criteria  es¬ 
tablished  by  section  1  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  887) 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Secretary  can¬ 
not  make  any  recommendation  for  any 
importation  unless  the  State  which  will 
be  affected  actually  has  been  consulted 
and  agrees  to  it. 

It  has  been  said,  and  I  think  it  is  true, 
that  160  million  a-cre-feet  of  water  from 
the  Columbia  River  flows  into  the  Pacific 
Ocean  every  year.  This  is  a  lot  of  water. 
This  is  more  than  10  times  the  average 
flow  of  the  Colorado  River.  It  is  at  least 
20  times  as  much  as  even  the  wildest  es¬ 
timates  of  possible  importations  from  the 
Columbia  River. 

I  might  ask  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Washington,  if  he  wants  to  answer, 
how  much  water  does  the  gentleman 
have  to  have  flow  into  the  ocean  from 
the  Columbia  River  before  he  feels 
secure? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  have 
a  problem  of  adequate  flows.  While  we 
do  have  very  large  flows  in  some  years, 
there  are  other  years  in  which  the  flow 
reaches  under  50  million  acre-feet.  When 
it  goes  below  that,  there  are  threats  to 
power  generation  and  also  to  fisheries 
and  navigation  and  water  quality  in¬ 
cluding  pollution  of  the  river  from  the 
atomic  works  at  Hanford.  We  could  not 
stand  diversions  of  water  in  those  low 
water  years. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  may  I  answer  the  gentleman  there? 
I  refer  the  gentleman  to  section  203(a), 
which  protects  areas  of  origin.  If  we  have 
a  water  shortage  in  an  area  of  origin, 
then  the  exportation  -  does  not  occur. 
There  would  be  no  water  exported  at  all. 
The  area  of  origin  retains  an  absolute 
priority — forever. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  May  I  answer  the  gentle¬ 
man  by  saying  that  I  addressed  a  ques¬ 
tion  during  the  committee  hearing  to  the 
distinguished  Governor  from  Colorado, 
Governor  Love,  and  I  quoted  that  exact 
language  to  the  Governor,  and  I  asked 
the  Governor  if  he  would  be  satisfied  to 
take  those  assurances  on  behalf  of 
Colorado  and  the  upper  basin  States,  and 
he  replied  categorically  “No.” 

I  think  the  gentleman  is  asking  a  lot 
to  ask  us  in  the  Northwest  to  take  assur¬ 
ances  the  State  of  Colorado  would  not 
take. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  knows  full  well  that 
even  the  distinguished  Governor  of  Col¬ 
orado  cannot  make  legislative  history. 
We  are  making  that  here,  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  is,  and  should  be  a  national  obli¬ 
gation.  It  serves  a  national  purpose,  not 
just  the  purpose  of  the  Colorado  Basin. 
There  are  several  precedents  for  the  as¬ 
sumption  of  this  responsibility  by  our 
National  Government. 

One  precedent  for  assuming  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  as  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion  insofar  as  the  Colorado  River  is 
concerned  may  be  found  in  connection 
with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  as  it 
applies  to  the  Rio  Grande.  On  the  Rio 


Grande,  the  obligations  assumed  by  the 
United  States  with  respect  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  necessary  control  struc¬ 
tures  were  national  obligations. 

Article  V  of  the  treaty  provides  for  the 
construction  and  cost  allocations  by  the 
two  National  Governments  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  agreed  upon  dams. 

Article  VI  provides  for  further  studies 
of  other  future  construction  that  may  be 
agreed  upon  by  the  two  governments. 
Falcon  and  Armistad  Dams  were  both 
built  on  the  Rio  Grande  under  the  terms 
of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  were 
financed  by  the  National  Government. 

As  further  evidence  of  congressional 
recognition  of  the  national  obligations  in 
connection  with  the  waters  of  the  Rio 
Grande,  under  the  Rio  Grande  Conven¬ 
tion  of  1906 — Treaty  Series  455  (34  Stat. 
2953) — this  treaty  being  the  one  which 
granted  Mexico  60,000  acre-feet  of  water 
from  the  Elephant  Butte  Reservoir,  by 
the  act  of  March  4,  1907  (34  Stat.  1295) 
the  United  States  appropriated  $1  mil¬ 
lion  “toward  the  construction  of  a  dam 
for  storing  and  delivering  60,000  acre- 
feet  annually  in  the  bed  of  the  Rio 
Grande  at  points  where  the  headworks 
of  the  Acequia  Madre  now  exists  above 
the  city  of  Juarez,  Mexico.”  The  treaty 
also  provides  that: 

The  said  delivery  shall  be  made  without 
cost  to  Mexico,  and  the  United  States  agrees 
to  pay  the  whole  cost  of  storing  the  said 
quantity  of  water  to  be  delivered  to  Mexico, 
of  conveying  the  same  to  the  international 
line,  of  measuring  the  said  water,  and  of 
delivering  it  in  the  river  bed  above  the  head 
of  the  Mexican  Canal. 

In  1933,  the  United  States  entered  into 
the  Rio  Grande  Convention — Treaty 
Series  864  (48  Stat.  1621) .  The  purpose  of 
this  convention  was  to  provide  for  recti¬ 
fication  of  the  channel  of  the  Rio  Grande 
below  Elephant  Butte  reservoir.  In  this 
convention,  article  III,  the  cost  of  the 
works  was  prorated  between  the  two 
governments  in  the  following  percent¬ 
ages:  United  States  88  percent  and 
Mexico  12  percent. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  in  the  foregoing 
instances  the  States  were  not  called  upon 
to  bear  any  share  of  the  costs  involved. 

Additional  material  relevant  to  this 
general  topic  may  be  found  on  pages  43 
to  53  inclusive  of  the  Committee  Report 
No.  1312  on  H.R.  3300.  Pages  50  and  51 
are  particularly  in  point.  On  page  51 
there  is  mention  of  the  Lake  of  the  Woods 
Treaty,  the  Niagara  Water  Treaty  and 
the  Columbia  Treaty  all  being  treaties 
between  the  United  States  and  Canada. 

(Mr.  STEIGER  of  Arizona  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Rhodes  of  Arizona)  was 
granted  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  STEIGER  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  direct  my  remarks 
to  the  effects  which  H.R.  3300  will  have 
upon  the  Indians  in  Arizona  in  the  proj¬ 
ect  area. 

I  have  categorized  the  effects  into 
three  classes:  First,  the  water  rights  of 
the  Indians;  second,  the  direct  effects; 
and  third,  the  indirect  benefits  to  be 
derived. 

First  of  all,  nothing  in  the  bill  would 
affect  adversely  the  present  perfected 
rights  of  Indian  reservations  in  waters 
of  the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River. 
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It  would,  however,  enhance  the  position 
of  some  tribes. 

The  Supreme  Court  decree  in  Arizona 
against  California  set  out  these  present 
perfected  rights  for  the  lower  basin  in 
article  VT,  thereof.  The  Court  held  that 
water  sufficient  to  irrigate  all  the  acreage 
practicable  of  irrigation  on  the  reserva¬ 
tions  was  reserved;  that  the  United 
States  had  reserved  such  rights  for  the 
Indians;  and  further,  that  such  rights 
are  “present  perfected  rights”  with 
priorities  as  of  the  dates  the  reserva¬ 
tions  were  established.  The  Yumas,  Fort 
Mojaves,  Chemehuevis,  Cocopahs,  and 
Colorado  River  Tribes  are  entitled  to 
divert  905,496  acre-feet  or  to  irrigate 
117,662  acres  with  water  from  the  main¬ 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River.  Section 
301(b)  and  section  601  of  H.R.  3300 
maintain  the  efficacy  of  that  decree. 

There  is  no  judicial  determination  as 
to  the  upper  basin  quantitative  water 
rights.  However,  article  XIX  of  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  of 
1948  states: 

Nothing  in  this  compact  shall  be  construed 
as:  (a)  Affecting  the  obligation  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  Indian  Tribes. 

The  Indian  reservations  in  the  upper 
basin  are  the  Navajo,  Jicarilla  Apache, 
Southern  Ute,  Ute  Mountain,  Uintah, 
and  the  Uncompahgre.  Section  601  of  the 
bill  provides,  among  other  things,  that 
nothing  in  the  act  shall  be  construed  to 
alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be  in 
conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  Basin  compact. 

As  for  the  tribes  within  the  area  of  the 
project,  section  304  provides  that  central 
Arizona  project  water  will  not  be  made 
available  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  un¬ 
less  the  lands  have  recent  irrigation  his¬ 
tory,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 
The  prohibition  does  not  apply  to  Indian 
lands. 

-  In  the  upper  basin  authorization,  the 
specific  provision  is  included  that  the 
planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit 
of  the  central  Utah  participating  project 
shall  be  completed  on  on  before  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1974,  to  enable  the  United  States 
of  America  to  meet  the  commitments 
heretofore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian  Tribe 
of  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Indian  Res¬ 
ervation  under  the  September  20,  1965, 
agreement.  Thus,  all  water  rights  of  the 
Indians  will  be  fully  protected. 

DIRECT  EFFECTS 

The  direct  effects  upon  Indians  and 
tribes  are  as  follows:  First,  construction 
of  new  irrigation  systems  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  and  lining  of  existing  systems  for 
the  seven  Indian  reservations  within  the 
project  area  are  included  in  the  project. 

Under  the  terms  of  section  402,  all 
construction  costs  allocated  to  the  irri¬ 
gation  of  Indian  lands  are  nonreimburs¬ 
able  to  the  extent  that  such  costs  exceed 
the  ability  of  the  Indians  to  pay.  To  the 
extent  that  such  costs  are  within  the 
ability  of  the  Indians  to  repay  the  re¬ 
payment  of  such  costs  is  deferred  for  as 
long  as  the  Indian  lands  are  in  Indian 
ownership. 

Next,  section  302  of  the  bill  provides 
for  the  acquisition  of  the  Indian  lands 
that  are  needed  for  the  Orme  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  a  structure  in  the  distributions 
system  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 


The  Indians  will  be  paid  fair  market 
value  for  their  property  interests.  The 
lands  of  the  Salt  River  Pima -Maricopa 
Indian  Community,  Ariz.,  and  the  Fort 
McDowell-Apache  Indian  Community, 
Ariz.,  are  affected. 

In  addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer 
to  pay  up  to  $500,000  for  relocating  or 
replacing  the  improvements  thereon. 

In  addition,  title  to  any  land  or  ease¬ 
ment  acquired  shall  be  subject  to  the 
use  of  the  Indians,  or  its  lease,  for  any 
purpose  that  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
operation  of  the  project.  This  means,  for 
example,  use  for  grazing  when  not  under 
water,  as  well  as  for  mineral  rights,  if 
any. 

The  Fort  McDowell  Indians  will  lose 
a  substantial  portion  of  their  lands  be¬ 
cause  of  the  dam  and  reservoir.  There¬ 
fore,  in  addition  to  the  compensation,  the 
Department  of  Interior  will  add  2,500 
acres  of  Federal  land  to  the  reservation 
so  that  an  adequate  land  base  will  be 
maintained. 

In  addition,  both  of  the  Indian  com¬ 
munities  involved  will  have  the  right  to 
develop  and  operate  recreational  facili¬ 
ties  on  the  Federal  lands  along  the  shore¬ 
line  of  the  Orme  Reservoir  that  are  on 
or  adjacent  to  its  reservations. 

Finally,  any  funds  received  pursuant 
to  this  section  and  any  per  capita  dis¬ 
tribution  thereof  are  exempt  from  State 
or  Federal  income  taxes. 

The  White  Mountain  Apaches  in  the 
highlands  of  Arizona  will  benefit  greatly 
through  the  “exchange”  provisions  of  the 
bill.  The  San  Carlos  Apaches  will  also 
benefit  from  the  “exchange”  provisions 
because  they  are  dependent  upon  higher 
elevation  water  supply. 

The  Pima-Maricopas  of  the  Gila  In¬ 
dian  Reservation  will,  at  long  last,  be  in 
a  position  to  receive  a  badly  needed  sup¬ 
plemental  water  supply. 

ANCILLARY  BENEFITS 

In  addition  to  the  direct  benefits  set 
forth  herein,  certain  ancillary  benefits 
will  be  derived  by  Indians  with  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill. 

Section  303(b)  authorizes  the  project 
participation  in  entitlement  to  certain 
capacity  of  a  thermal  generating  plant 
to  be  used  for  project  pumping  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Arizona  project  aque¬ 
duct.  It  is  planned  this  plant  be  a  large 
facility  constructed  by  non-Federal  in¬ 
terests  located  on  the  Navajo  Indian  Res¬ 
ervation  using  Navajo  and  Hopi  coal  with 
the  revenues  going  to  these  tribes  for 
both  fuel  and  land  use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  from  a  comparative 
standpoint,  when  we  talk  in  numbers  of 
people  in  Arizona,  I  think  it  safe  to  say 
the  Indian  citizens  of  our  State  will  ben¬ 
efit  more  percentagewise  than  any  seg¬ 
ment  of  our  population. 

I  feel  compelled  to  add  at  this  point, 
however,  that  removal  of  the  Bridge 
Canyon  Dam  and  Reservoir  from  the 
plan  has  removed,  at  least  for  the  pres¬ 
ent,  an  immediate  chance  for  economic 
improvement  of  the  Hualapai  Indian 
Community.  With  the  compromise  to  re¬ 
move  this  Colorado  River  Dam  from  the 
project  plan,  the  long-sought  Hualapai 
enterprise  disappeared.  I  regret  this  loss 
to  the  most  deserving  Hualapai  Tribe. 
However,  at  the  hearings  the  record  was 


amply  made.  This  loss  was  recognized  by 
the  Secretary  and  is  accordingly  to  be 
considered  in  the  Department’s  future 
plans  for  the  tribe. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  TtjnneyL 

(Mr.  TUNNEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
would  like  to  say,  before  I  address  my¬ 
self  to  the  investigations  and  studies, 
that  in  my  opinion  if  it  had  not  been  for 
the  wisdom  and  patience  and  legislative 
skill  of  the  chairman  of  the  full  commit¬ 
tee,  this  bill  would  not  be  before  the 
House  in  the  form  that  it  can  be  accepted 
by  the  Members  of  Congress  from  the 
Southwest  and  by  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  from  all  over  the  country. 
There  were  times  in  the  last  three  and 
a  half  years  I  have  served  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Interior  that  the  contro¬ 
versy  was  heated  and  some  of  the  state¬ 
ments  made  were  acerbic.  I  think  it  was 
due  to  the  patience  and  foresight  of  the 
chairman  that  we  were  able  to  get  a  bill 
hammered  together  in  final  form  that  is 
acceptable. 

I  should  like  to  address  myself  to  the 
need  for  the  studies  and  why  it  is  these 
studies  are  in  the  bill  to  begin  with. 

The  facts  of  the  matter  or  very  clear. 
We  have  a  deficit  right  now  in  the  lower 
basin  of  1 V2  million  acre-feet  a  year,  and 
sometime  between  1985  and  1995  there 
is  going  to  be  deficit  in  the  basin  of  about 
21/2  million  acre-feet.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  this.  In  our  hearings  we  had 
four  volumes  of  testimony  that  made  it 
very,  very  clear  the  critical  period  was 
going  to  be  somewhere  between  1985  and 
1995. 

If  there  is  a  need  to  have  more  water 
in  this  basin,  obviously  we  must  have 
studies  of  some  kind  before  we  can  con¬ 
struct  any  projects  to  bring  water  in. 
This  is  as  simple  as  ABC. 

So  it  is  a  wonder  to  my  why  Members 
of  Congress  from  the  Northwest,  from 
the  State  of  Washington  in  particular, 
would  talk  about  the  cost,  when  they 
know  very  well  unless  we  are  going  to 
tell  the  people  in  the  Southwest  they  are 
going  to  have  to  change  their  way  of 
life  or  they  are  going  to  have  to  move 
out  of  the  area  we  will  have  to  have  these 
studies,  which  eventually  may  or  may  not 
lead  to  importation  works,  which  may  or 
may  not  lead  to  desalination  plants,  and 
which  may  or  may  not  lead  to  weather 
modification  programs. 

I  also  believe  it  is  no  small  surprise  to 
some  of  us  to  hear  Members  of  the 
Northwest  talking  about  the  cost  when 
it  was  only  last  year,  I  believe,  we  au¬ 
thorized  $400  million  for  the  third  power 
plant  at  Bonneville.  Bonneville  was  de¬ 
signed  to  bring  cheap  power  to  the 
Northwest.  I  voted  for  that  authorization 
in  committee  and  on  the  floor,  and  I  am 
proud  to  have  voted  for  it,  because  I  feel 
that  the  people  of  the  Northwest  have  a 
need.  It  is  important  they  build  up  their 
area.  It  is  important  they  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  attract  industry.  But  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  somewhat  unfair  for  them 
now  to  come  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  say,  “Oh  my  gosh, 
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this  is  going  to  cost  so  much  money  in 
the  future.” 

Mr.  MEEDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MEEDS.  Has  the  gentleman  or 
anyone  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  voted 
against  any  of  the  authorization  money 
in  this  bill  for  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect? 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  I  have  not  heard  any 
statement  made  against  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project;  no. 

Mr.  MEEDS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  believe,  however,  we 
must  say  that  we  have  heard  several  of 
the  gentlemen  from  the  Northwest  wish 
to  destroy  this  bill,  to  “gut”  it,  to  tear  it 
to  pieces  and  to  throw  the  pieces  away. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  And  to  leave  nothing 
upon  which  the  Congress  could  act. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  That  is  correct. 

This  is  an  area  of  the  country  which  is 
extremely  important.  I  need  not  point 
this  out,  but  13  percent  of  the  total  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  country  lives  in  this  area. 
Fifty-one  percent  of  all  retail  sales  of 
the  West  take  place  in  this  area.  Fifty- 
five  percent  of  the  industrial  production 
of  the  West  is  in  this  area  serviced  by 
the  Colorado  River. 

What  this  study  will  do  is  to  provide, 
first,  for  a  reconnaissance  report,  and 
second,  for  a  feasibility  report.  But  the 
study  itself  is  to  be  broad  based.  It  is 
to  look  at  all  the  present  uses  of  water 
along  the  Colorado  River  and  the  basin, 
as  well  as  the  uses  up  in  the  Northwest 
or  other  areas  of  potential  export.  Sec¬ 
ond,  it  will - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  an  additional  3  minutes, 
and  I  ask  the  gentleman  to  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  it  not  true  that  if 
the  Federal  Government  had  not  been 
understanding  of  the  vagaries  of  this 
river  and  that  the  users  of  the  waters  of 
this  river  had  not  been  willing  to  repay, 
either  through  consumption  of  power 
within  the  area  by  power  users  or  by  ir¬ 
rigation  repayment,  or  by  municipal 
water  repayment,  that  this  river  would 
not  be  developed  even  today?  The  flood 
which  went  through  the  area  in  1904 
and  1905  cut  off  the  Yuma  area  and 
Mexico  and  all  the  rest  of  the  lower  basin 
entirely. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Would  the  gentleman 
agree  before  the  feasibility  study  can  be 
undertaken  there  has  to  be  a  reconnais¬ 
sance  study  first?  The  bill  anticipates  two 
stages;  namely,  a  reconnaissance  study 
followed  by  a  feasibility  study.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  The  bill  anticipates  the 
two  stages  will  probably  be  taking  place 
at  the  same  time,  because  what  the  bill 
states  in  section  201(a)  is  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  authorized  to  investigate  and 


recommend  sources  and  means  of  sup¬ 
plying  water  to  meet  the  current  and  an¬ 
ticipated  water  requirements  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin,  and  then  it  goes 
on  to  talk  about  a  reconnaissance  study 
having  to  be  completed  in  1973  and  a 
feasibility  study  directed  at  bringing  2.5 
million  acre-feet  of  water  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  by  1975. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  will  say  what  I  said 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington  in 
answer  to  the  question  he  asked  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Rhodes].  This 
2.5  million  acre- feet  of  water  provided 
as  far  as  the  feasibility  study  is  con¬ 
cerned  is  the  maximum  that  this  bill 
calls  for.  It  cannot  be  said  in  any  way  to 
be  pointed  toward  any  particular  area  of 
the  Nation.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  That  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Not  only  that,  but  up 
to  just  the  last  2  or  3  years  the  feasibility 
report  would  have  been  automatic  from 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  but  under 
the  procedures  which  we  are  now  follow¬ 
ing  and  which  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs,  working  with 
the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  sug¬ 
gested,  it  calls  for  an  authorization  for 
a  feasibility  report  no  matter  how  small 
it  is. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  That  is  absolutely  right. 
And  time  is  of  the  essence.  The  fact  is 
clear  from  the  testimony  we  have  had, 
plus  private  correspondence,  that  the 
Northwest  is  going  to  finish  their  basin 
study  by  1971  or  1972,  and  the  recon¬ 
naissance  study  will  be  completed  1  year 
thereafter  and  will  be  able  to  take  into 
consideration  the  information  contained 
in  the  Northwest  study. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  answer  a  question  on 
his  own  account? 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  I  will  be  happy  to  an¬ 
swer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Harrison], 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
with  extreme  concern  that  Wyoming 
views  debate  on  the  central  Arizona 
project — the  principal  feature  of  H.R. 
3300,  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
Act. 

Our  concern  has  a  single  primary 
source;  Wyoming’s  water  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  make  the  project  function  and 
the  legislation  provides  only  the  most 
ambiguous  language  to  suggest  that  ad¬ 
ditional  water  will  be  drawn  into  the 
Colorado  River  from  some  outside  source 
to  augment  that  which  will  be  lost. 

At  an  appropriate  time,  I  shall  offer 
an  amendment  to  clarify  the  question 
of  augmentation. 

The  bill  being  debated  today  is  in 
every  sense  regional  legislation. 

It  greatly  benefits  one  region — pri¬ 
marily  one  State— at  the  expense  of 
others  because  the  water  with  which  the 
central  Arizona  project  will  be  fueled 
will  come  from  the  upper  basin  States 
of  the  Colorado  River.  A  half  million 


May  15,  1968 

acre-feet  that  is  rightfully  Wyoming’s 
will  be  drawn  into  Arizona’s  reclamation 
project. 

I  urge  that  the  bill  before  us  be  either 
rejected  or  amended  to  insure  that  Wy¬ 
oming  and  other  upper  basin  States  will 
not  be  penalized  in  their  industrial, 
municipal,  and  agricultural  develop¬ 
ments  by  the  downstream  expropriation 
of  water  which  legally  is  an  upstream  as¬ 
set.  While  the  bill  reported  out  by  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  House  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee, 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Aspinall],  does  address  the  question  of 
augmentation,  it  is  only  in  the  context 
of  a  study  and  the  Interior  Secretary  is 
prevented  from  recommending  a  specific 
river  basin  from  which  augmentation 
might  come  without  the  agreement  of 
the  exporting  State.  This  clearly  means 
that  no  importation  will  be  forthcoming 
as  the  result  of  this  act. 

As  Members  know,  H.R.  3300  sets  no 
dates  for  the  importation  of  water  into 
what  will  soon  be  a  water-deficient  river. 
Nor  does  the  bill  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  augmentation  facilities  or 
any  reconnaissance  that  might  lead  to 
the  naming  of  a  specific  river  from 
which  to  import  water  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado.  H.R.  3300  recognizes  that  the  de¬ 
livery  of  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  to 
Mexico  under  the  1944  treaty  is  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation.  Wyoming  supports 
that  that  obligation. 

But  it  is  for  the  agricultural  and  in¬ 
dustrial  future  of  Wyoming — a  future 
predicated  largely  on  the  expansion  of 
our  irrigation  projects  for  increased  food 
production  as  well  as  development  of  my 
State’s  rich  coal  reserves — to  which  I 
hinge  my  plea  for  rejection  or  amending 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act. 

Wyoming  could  be  the  site  of  several 
score  coal  to  gasoline  plants  in  the 
decades  ahead,  and  these  plants,  together 
with  possible  oil  shale  research,  would 
put  many  demands  on  Wyoming  water. 

Accordingly,  a  legal  right  for  the  use 
of  the  water  will  be  created,  or  Wyoming 
will  be  presented  with  a  dry  well  at  build¬ 
ing  time  if  the  water  is  lost  to  us  by  virtue 
of  the  huge  project  to  be  built  in  Arizona. 

The  Office  of  Coal  Research,  whose 
Director,  George  Fumich,  visited  Wyo¬ 
ming  last  month  at  my  invitation,  esti¬ 
mates  that  the  average  coal  to  gasoline 
plant  will  consume  from  3  to  15  million 
tons  of  coal  per  day  and  produce  from 
15,000  to  125,000  barrels  of  oil  per  day. 
But  for  this  consumption  and  produc¬ 
tion  to  be  realized,  each  plant  will  re¬ 
quire  an  estimated  15,000  to  30,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  per  year.  Clearly,  if  Wyo¬ 
ming  does  not  have  the  water,  none  of 
these  plants  will  be  built,  and  what  is 
now  America’s  richest  coal  reserve  will 
not  be  utilized  to  bring  jobs,  business, 
and  taxes  into  our  State. 

The  very  capable  Governor  of  Wyo¬ 
ming,  Stanley  Hathaway,  has  prepared  a 
letter  for  delivery  to  each  Member  of 
Congress  prior  to  debate  on  the  central 
Arizona. 

Governor  Hathaway  points  out : 

Tire  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  not  sub¬ 
mitted  a  report  on  the  presently  proposed 
central  Arizona  project  to  the  State  of  Wyo¬ 
ming.  We  have  had  no  opportunity  to  review 
and  comment  upon  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  as  proposed  in  H.R.  3300. 
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Governor  Hathaway  further  asserts: 

My  State  is  entitled  to  formally  present 
its  objections  concerning  this  legislation  as 
provided  by  existing  reclamation  laws. 

But  despite  the  reclamation  laws,  the 
central  Arizona  project  has  not  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Wyoming  for  review  and,  in¬ 
deed,  may  be  on  the  verge  of  House  ap¬ 
proval  today. 

The  short  period  between  committee 
approval.  Rules  Committee  action,  and 
the  scheduling  of  the  bill  on  the  floor  has 
made  distribution  of  the  letter  to  each 
member  an  impossibility,  and  I  will  ask 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks.  The  letter  follows: 
Proposed  Letter  to  Members  of  the  U.S. 

House  of  Representatives 

In  the  near  future,  H.R.  3300,  which  would 
authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  will 
be  considered  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.  Methods  followed  by  the 
present  administration  concerning  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  violate  the  Reclamation 
Laws.  Those  laws  provide  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  transmit  a  report  on  any 
proposed  project  to  all  States  that  lie  within 
the  drainage  basin  of  that  project.  Under 
this  provision,  a  9(L-day  time  period  after  the 
receipt  of  such  report  is  set  aside  within 
which  the  States  can  review  and  comment  on 
the  proposed  project.  If  any  affected  State 
objects  to  the  project,  it  shall  not  be  deemed 
authorized  except  upon  approval  by  an  Act 
of  Congress.  Plans,  proposals  or  reports  for 
any  irrigation  project  are  to  be  submitted  to 
Congress  only  upon  compliance  with  this 
procedure. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  not  sub¬ 
mitted  a  report  on  the  presently  proposed 
Central  Arizona  Project  to  the  State  of  Wyo¬ 
ming.  We  have  had  no  opportunity  to  review 
and  comment  upon  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  as  proposed  in  H.R.  3300.  In  August  1963, 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  submitted 
the  Pacific-Southwest  Water  Plan  to  the 
State  of  Wyoming  for  review  and  comment. 
That  Plan  proposed  a  comprehensive  region¬ 
wide  plan  which  was  designed  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  entire  Southwest.  The  Central 
Arizona  Project  as  presently  proposed  is  a 
far  cry  from  anything  recommended  in  the 
Pacific-Southwest  Water  Plan. 

That  Plan  proposed  a  two  phase  program. 
The  major  features  of  Phase  I  were  the 
creation  of  a  Pacific-Southwest  Development 
Fund,  construction  of  Bridge  Canyon  and 
Marble  Canyon  Dams  on  the  Colorado 
River,  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  and  the  enlargement  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  State  Water  Project  Aqueduct.  The 
major  features  of  Phase  II  pointed  to  the 
construction  of  works  necessary  to  import 
water  from  the  North  Coastal  Area  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  into  the  Pacific-Southwest. 

In  accordance  with  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1944  (33  U.S.C.A.  Sec.  701-1),  on  August 
26,  1963,  the  Pacific-Southwest  Water  Plan 
was  presented  to  Governor  Clifford  P.  Han¬ 
sen  for  review  and  comment.  The  Plan  upon 
which  Governor  Hansen  commented  upon 
recognized  the  inevitable  water  shortage  and 
offered  a  positive  approach  to  solving  it. 
Governor  Hansen  commented  favorably,  with 
some  limitations,  on  that  Plan.  The  Pacific- 
Southwest  Water  Plan,  as  submitted  to  Gov¬ 
ernor  Hansen  in  August,  1963,  is  the  only 
Report  on  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  submitted 
to  the  State  of  Wyoming  in  accordance  with 
the  Flood  Control  Act. 

The  present  legislation,  whether  it  be 
H.R.  3300,  S.  1004,  or  any  of  the  other  Bills 
concerning  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  pro¬ 
poses  a  radically  different  program  than  that 
presented  in  the  Pacific-Southwest  Water 
Plan. 


The  Development  Fund  recommended  in 
the  Pacific-Southwest  Water  Plan  was  to  be 
used  to  underwrite  the  construction  of  the 
works  in  Phase  I.  Money  for  that  Fund  would 
have  come  from  the  excess  power  revenues 
from  Bridge  Canyon  and  Marble  Canyon 
Dams.  Also,  power  revenues  from  Hoover 
and  Parker-Davis  Dams  would  have  added 
to  the  Development  Fund  when  those  proj¬ 
ects  are  paid  off  in  about  1987.  The  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  predicted  that  by  the  year 
2025,  th'at  Development  Fund  would  have 
a  net  balance  pf  $916,000,000.  Thid*  money 
would  have  been  available  to  help  defray  the 
cost  of  augmenting  a  shrinking  water  supply 
in  the  Colorado  River. 

H.R.  3300  proposes  a  Development  Fund 
which  would  receive  all  revenues  connected 
with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  Projects  available  after 
payout  of  those  two  projects,  and  surplus 
revenues  from  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific 
Southwest  power  intertie.  Revenues  available 
after  repayment  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of 
the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  Proj¬ 
ects,  and  funds  available  from  the  other  two 
sources,  after  repayment  of  the  reimbursable 
costs  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  could  be 
used  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  works 
which  would  augment  the  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River.  The  Secretary  of  Interior  has 
not  informed  the  State  of  Wyoming  how 
much  money  this  would  provide  to  assist  in 
such  an  augmentation. 

The  Pacific-Southwest  Water  Plan  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  United  States  cooperate  with 
the  State  of  California  in  enlargement  of  the 
California  Aqueduct  from  Wheeler  Ridge  to 
Cedar  Springs.  The  Plan  stated  that  $100,- 
000,000  could  be  saved  if  the  United  States 
would,  by  1964,  commit  itself  to  supply  the 
additional  money  needed  to  enlarge  the  pro¬ 
posed  Aqueduct  so  that  it  might  carry  an 
additional  1.2  million  acre-feet.  The  remain¬ 
ing  facilities  necessary  to  supply  that  water 
had  been  shown  to  be  feasible  but  final  re¬ 
finement  of  the  details  of  the  individual 
features  were  necessary  before  they  were 
ready  for  authorization  and  construction. 
The  time  has  now  past  when  this  would  have 
been  feasible. 

The  Pacific-Southwest  Water  Plan  esti¬ 
mated  that  water  requirements  from  Glen 
Canyon  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  totaled  14,520,- 
000  acre-feet  annually.  It  showed  13,160,000 
acre-feet  of  water  to  be  presently  available. 
This  indicated  a  present  deficiency  of  1,360,- 
000  acre-feet  annually.  The  Plan  showed  that 
with  the  California  Aqueduct  in  operation, 
by  the  year  2000,  even  though  the  available 
supply  would  have  increased  to  16,325,000 
acre-feet  annually,  the  demand  would  have 
increased  to  19,805,000  acre-feet  annually. 
When  conveyance  losses  of  170,000  acre-feet 
annually  were  added,  the  total  annual  defi¬ 
ciency  amounted  to  3,650,000  acre-feet  an¬ 
nually. 

The  approaches  taken  in  current  Bills  pro¬ 
posing  to  authorize  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  and  that  of  the  Pacific-Southwest 
Water  Plan  are  radically  different.  The  Pa¬ 
cific-Southwest  Water  Plan  presented  a  broad 
regional  approach  that  attempted  to  find  an 
equitable  and  area-wide  solution  to  a  regional 
problem.  Present  legislation  proposing  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project  would 
utilize  a  narrow  and  limited  approach  which 
will  leave  the  fundamental  water  supply 
problems  on  the  Colorado  River  unresolved. 

As  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I 
feel  that  the  provisions  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944  have  not  been  fulfilled  in  the 
current  process  of  presenting  H.R.  3300  and 
S.  1004  to  the  Congress.  My  State  is  entitled 
to  formally  present  its  objections  concern¬ 
ing  this  legislation  as  provided  by  existing 
Reclamation  Laws. 

We  therefore  request  your  support  in  de¬ 
feating  all  currently  proposed  legislation 
which  would  authorize  the  Central  Arizona 


Project  so  that  the  State  of  Wyoming  might 
have  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
on  a  detailed  report  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  as  now  being  considered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Wyoming  is  deeply 
concerned  that  passage  of  the  central 
Arizona  bill  may  affect  the  legal  standing 
of  the  basic  laws  of  the  Colorado  River — 
the  compacts  of  1922  and  1948,  and  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty.  So  that  the  rec¬ 
ord  on  this  debate  might  be  crystal  clear, 
I  address  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee. 

As  you  know,  the  State  of  Wyoming 
has  long  had  serious  reservations  about 
the  passage  of  any  legislation  authorizing 
the  central  Arizona  project,  which  does 
not  adequately  protect  our  State’s  lawful 
rights  to  Colorado  River  water. 

It  has  always  been  Wyoming’s  view 
that  the  Colorado  River  Compact  of  1922, 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
of  1948,  and  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944 
with  the  United  Mexican  States  repre¬ 
sent  the  supreme  law  of  the  Colorado 
River.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance 
that  the  House  record  on  H.R.  3300  be 
clear,  because  much  that  occurs  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Colorado  River  in  the  future 
will  be  cast  in  the  context  of  these  de¬ 
bates.  For  this  reason,  I  respectfully  ask 
if  H.R.  3300  is  intended  to  alter  or  abro¬ 
gate  in  any  way  the  law  of  the  river  as 
set  out  in  the  instruments  I  have  cited, 
or  is  H.R.  3300  intended  to  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  change  the  apportionment  of 
water  to  the  State  of  Wyoming  in  any 
way  from  that  which  has  been  set  out 
by  these  instruments? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HARRISON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  answer  is  “No.” 
The  only  reason  that  the  State  of  Wyo¬ 
ming  does  not  have  any  projects  in  this 
legislation  for  authorization,  admitting 
its  entitlement  has  gone  unused  and  will 
be  unused  for  a  few  years  to  come,  is  the 
fact  that  they  have  no  projects  ready  for 
the  Subcommittee  on  Reclamation  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  to  take  notice  of  or  to  work  upon 
at  this  time.  That  is  the  only  reason  that 
the  State  of  Wyoming  does  not  have  any 
project  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  HARRISON.  There  might  be  a 
possibility,  could  there  not,  a  theoretical 
proposition — and  I  know  the  gentleman 
cannot  answer  definitely,  but  I  would 
just  ask  for  his  opinion — if  this  water 
is  put  to  use,  the  water  that  belongs  to 
the  upper  basin,  and  the  State  of  Wyo¬ 
ming  in  particular,  and  is  put  to  bene¬ 
ficial  use  by  the  State  of  Arizona  in  its 
projects  before  Wyoming  is  able  to  es¬ 
tablish  projects  for  the  balance  of  their 
water,  would  it  not  be  possible  or  very 
probable  that  in  the  case  that  Wyoming 
would  demand  a  return  of  their  share 
of  the  water,  that  such  return  would  be 
refused,  and  that  the  case  would  have 
to  go  to  court,  and  that  possibly  there 
could  be  a  judgment  saying  that  as  the 
water  was  being  put  to  beneficial  use, 
Wyoming  could  not  recover  it? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  have  long 
since  quit  trying  to  prophesy  what  the 
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Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  deci¬ 
sions  would  be. 

While  I  would  say  that  there  is  this 
possibility,  yet  I  do  not  believe  that  there 
will  be  any  Congress  of  the  United  States 
in  the  future  that  will  deny  the  burdens 
or  the  responsibilities,  as  well  as  the 
benefits  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 
To  me  this  is  a  binding  agreement,  bind¬ 
ing  as  it  can  possibly  be,  and  as  far  as 
that  is  concerned  I  believe  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  will  always  be  con¬ 
siderate  as  soon  as  the  projects  for  the 
upper  basin  can  be  properly  placed  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress,  so  that  the  upper  basin 
will  get  to  use  its  water.  That  is  what 
we  are  trying  to  do  here  through  some 
of  the  provisions  in  this  bill.  We  are  try¬ 
ing  to  protect  the  lower  basin  water, 
especially  the  central  Arizona  project, 
from  going  out  of  existence,  after  the 
upper  basin  begins  to  use  its  water. 

Mr.  HARRISON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  addition  to  the 
amendment  I  will  present  later  in  this 
debate,  providing  for  a  feasibility  study 
for  a  4-million-acre-foot  augmentation 
of  the  Colorado  River  by  1990, 1  am  draft¬ 
ing  legislation  for  presentation  in  the 
event  H.R.  3300  passes  and  the  central 
Arizona  project  is  written  into  law. 

I  will  introduce  a  bill  to  provide  for 
construction  of  facilities  with  which  to 
physically  make  augmentation  possible. 

To  do  so  as  an  amendment  to  H.R. 
3300  would  be  little  more  than  a  gesture, 
because  it  would  dramatically  alter  the 
character  of  the  act. 

But  I  am  optimistic  that  this  can  be 
accomplished  through  separate  legisla¬ 
tion  so  that  construction  of  augmenta-, 
tion  structures  can  be  started  as  soon 
as  the  prerequisite  feasibility  studies 
have  been  completed.  All  studies  and 
construction  should  be  ready  for  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  Colorado  by  1990,  by 
which  time  the  river  will  be  sadly  in 
need  of  a  transfusion  of  precious  liquid. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reiterate  that  this 
is  regional  legislation;  it  seeks  to  ex¬ 
propriate  Wyoming’s  water,  and  ade¬ 
quate  means  for  replacing  that  water 
have  not  been  provided  for  in  the  bill.  I 
ask  the  Congress  to  reject  the  bill  as  writ¬ 
ten  or  to  give  Wyoming  and  other  upper 
basin  States  some  concrete  assurances 
that  they  will  lose  none  of  their  water 
for  the  benefit  of  the  reclamation  project 
in  a  single  basin  State. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wyoming  has  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  this  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  directing  a  question  to  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Wyoming. 

The  gentleman  has  heard  a  number  of 
proponents  of  this  legislation  rise  and 
stand  in  the  well  today,  and  say  that 
there  is  this  great  unanimity  among  the 
basin  States.  Has  Wyoming  been  a  party 
to  this  unanimity? 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Wyoming  has  not 
been.  And  to  comment  upon  the  previ¬ 
ous  remark  which  was  made  on  the  floor, 
in  which  it  was  stated  that  there  were 
51  Members  of  the  House  from  this  rec¬ 
lamation  area,  and  50  of  them  were  in 
accord,  I  might  say  that  if  you  check 


the  legislation  very  thoroughly  you  will 
probably  find  reason  for  that  accord 
statement,  and  I  wish  to  say  that  Wyo¬ 
ming  feels  that  it  is  being  hurt,  and  it  will 
be  hurt  in  the  future,  and  as  a  Represent¬ 
ative  from  the  State  of  Wyoming,  I  have 
no  hesitancy — and  I  certainly  have  no 
apology — for  standing  up  for  the  rights 
of  my  State. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  would  like  to  commend 
my  colleague  for  his  stand.  I  would  also 
like  to  direct  a  further  question  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wyoming,  because  I 
have  had  reports  from  people  in  Wyo¬ 
ming  that  they  have  received  calls  from 
the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  threat¬ 
ening  the  State  of  Wyoming  with  allow¬ 
ing  no  projects  now  or  in  the  future 
unless  Wyoming  supports  this  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Wyoming 
know  whether  or  not  people  have  re¬ 
ceived  calls  of  this  nature? 

Mr.  HARRISON.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania,  I  had  state¬ 
ments  made  to  me  that  such  statements 
were  made.  It  is  hearsay,  of  course,  be¬ 
cause  I  did  not  hear  them. 

I  had  just  recently  concluded  a  phone 
call  to  my  Governor  in  Hawaii  and  he 
said  that  such  statements  were  made 
to  him.  I  must  say  that  that  is  hearsay. 
I  am  not  going  to  mention  any  names, 
but  I  was  assured  that  that  statement 
was  made. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Meeds],  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

(Mr.  MEEDS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MEEDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
speak  in  favor  of  the  central  Arizona 
project  but  against  several  other  por¬ 
tions  of  this  bill. 

Let  me  make  it  clear  at  the  outset  I 
favor  the  central  Arizona  project.  Noth¬ 
ing  I  say  should  in  any  way  detract  from 
the  necessity  and  propriety  of  proceed¬ 
ing  with  it. 

And  I  suppose — being  from  the  Pacific 
Northwest— -my  position  will  be  a  little 
suspect.  May  I  also  at  the  outset  admit 
to  just  a  little  regional  partisanship. 

But  above  and  beyond  these  two  fac¬ 
tors — the  need  for  the  central  Arizona 
project  and  a  bit  of  regional  partisan¬ 
ship — I  think  there  are  at  least  two  por¬ 
tions  of  this  bill  which  bear  close  scru¬ 
tiny,  substantial  change,  or  rejection  by 
this  body. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
precedent  of  burdening  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country  with  the  financial  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  24 
years  after  the  pact,  is  not  only  danger¬ 
ous  but  improper. 

Second,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that 
shifting  the  actual  physical  burden  of 
furnishing  the  water  for  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  24  years  after  the  fact,  to 
some  other  river  basin  is  not  only  with¬ 
out  precedent  but  totally  wrong. 

Let  us  examine  these  two  facets  in 
more  detail — 

Section  202  of  this  bill  provides  that 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  constitutes  a  national  obligation 
which  shall  be  the  first  obligation  of  any 
water  augmentation  project. 
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Section  401  provides  that  this  shall  not 
be  a  reimbursable  cost  of  the  project. 
These  provisions  do  two  things. 

First.  Require  the  taxpayers  of  the 
United  States  to  pay  the  costs  of  that 
augmentation. 

Second.  Require  some  other  area — un¬ 
less  augmentation  takes  place  within  the 
basin  or  from  the  sea — to  bear  the  physi¬ 
cal  burden  of  the  treaty. 

Now  I  admit  that  there  is  ample  prece¬ 
dent  for  all  of  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  to  bear  the  financial  burden  of 
treaties.  We  see  it  every  day.  But  there  is 
an  important  distinction  which  must  be 
made  between  what  this  bill  asks  and  the 
precedent  of  the  Senator  Washington 
Dam,  the  Fainted  Rock  Dam,  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  Treaty  and  others.  In  these 
instances  we  have  known  what  our  finan¬ 
cial  obligation  is. 

Under  the  legislation  before  us  today 
we  are  asked  to  write  a  blank  check  on 
the  U.S.  Treasury  for  any  amount  found 
necessary  to  augment  the  Colorado  to  the 
extent  necessary  under  the  treaty. 

We  are  told  by  the  basin  States  that 
the  treaty  was  entered  under  a  mistake 
of  fact  and  they  are  anxious  to  be  re¬ 
lieved  of  that  mistake.  And  I  don’t  blame 
them,  but  I  say  to  this  body  that  we 
should  not  accept  this  section  and  our¬ 
selves  succumb  to  a  mistake  of  fact.  Be¬ 
fore  we  accept  this  obligation  let’s  find 
out  how  it  shall  be  fulfilled  and  how 
much  it  is  going  to  cost  us. 

And  now,  Mr.  Chaiiman,  to  the  second 
point,  the  actual  physical  burden  of  the 
treaty.  Where  is  this  1 .8  million  acre-feet 
of  water  going  to  come  from?  If  we  fol¬ 
low  the  rationale  of  the  basin  States  to 
its  logical  conclusion  the  responsibility 
of  furnishing  this  augmentation  devolves 
equally  upon  all  the  States.  Now  we  know 
that  is  totally  impractical,  so  unless  the 
augmentation  comes  from  within  the 
basin  States  or  the  ocean,  the  actual 
physical  loss  of  some  2.5  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  is  going  to  take  place  in 
some  other  river  basin.  What  other  river 
basin?  We  do  not  know,  although  the 
bill  is  pointed  at  the  Pacific  Northwest 
like  a  loaded  gun.  Now  I  ask  you,  is  it 
proper  to  make  the  basin  States  whole,  at 
the  expense  of  some  other  area  which  had 
no  reason  to  suspect  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  signed  24  years  ago,  would  cause 
the  loss  of  2.5  million  acre-feet  of  its 
water? 

This  augmentation  could  conceivably 
come  from  the  Missouri  Basin.  Would 
the  Senators  those  States  of  the  Missouri 
Basin  have  advised  and  consented  to  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  in  1944  had  they 
felt  their  water  was  going  to  Mexico? 
Perhaps  they  would  have,  but  we  do  not 
know  and  they  did  not  have  the  chance 
to  know. 

But  the  basin  State  Senators  knew. 
They  knew  that  under  the  treaty  1.5 
million  acre-feet  of  water  was  to  be  de¬ 
livered  at  the  border,  and  they  knew  it 
was  to  come  from  the  Colorado  and  they 
advised  and  consented  to  it. 

Now  we  are  told  that  it  must  come 
from  some  other  place  and  we  are  asked 
to  give  the  Secretary  of  Interior  the  au¬ 
thority  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
importing  water  by  interbasin  transfer 
without  the  benefit  or  a  reconnaissance 
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study  upon  which  we  can  exercise  further 
judgment. 

And  therein  lies  another  sleeper. 
Under  ordinary  circumstances  we  have 
the  benefit  of  a  reconnaisance  study  be¬ 
fore  we  authorize  a  full  blown  feasibility 
study.  But  this  legislation  in  title  II, 
section  C,  directs  the  Secretary  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  feasibility  report  without  further 
authorization. 

Under  some  circumstances  I  might  not 
even  object  to  that.  If  we  were  operating 
on  an  emergency  schedule  which 
dictated  such  haste.  But  we  are  not.  The 
evidence  is  clear.  All  of  the  obligations 
of  the  Colorado  are  being  met  presently 
and  they  will  be  met  in  the  future,  in¬ 
cluding  the  2.8  million  acre-feet  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  until  at  least 
1990. 

Both  bodies  have  passed  legislation 
establishing  a  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  function  and  purpose  of  that 
group  will  be  to  study  the  very  questions 
we  are  asking  ourselves  today :  What  are 
the  needs  of  the  Southwest  now  and  in 
the  future?  What  are  the  needs  and  re¬ 
sources  of  the  Missouri  Basin  and  the 
Columbia  Basin?  Are  interbasin  trans¬ 
fers  likely  to  be  necessary?  In  short,  the 
Commission  will  address  itself  to  the 
water  problems  and  resources  of  the 
entire  Nation.  Their  report  could  well  be 
the  comprehensive  master  plan  under 
which  many  of  the  conflicting  claims, 
needs,  and  demands  are  settled. 

But  we  cannot  expect  such  a  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  if  we  go  on  willy-nilly 
with  a  patchwork  of  solutions  to  regional 
problems  and  disregard  the  remainder. 

There  is  no  question —  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  needs  to  be  authorized  and 
it  needs  to  be  authorized  now.  There  is 
a  substantial  question  that  this  Nation 
should  bear  the  financial  burden  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

There  is  substantial  question  that  some 
other  area  should  be  required  to  transfer 
2.5  million  acre-feet  of  its  water  to  make 
the  Colorado  whole. 

And  there  is  substantial  question  that 
we  should  authorize  feasibility  studies 
without  the  benefit  of  a  reconnaissance 
reports. 

But  there  is  no  question,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  that  we  have  time  to  await  the 
findings  of  the  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion  before  plunging  into  the  murky 
waters  created  by  title  II  of  this  bill. 

I  hope  it  can  be  eliminated. 

May  I  have  the  attention  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado?  A  little  earlier  in 
discussing  title  n  the  gentleman  used 
the  words  “a  minimum  of  2.5  million 
acre-feet.”  I  think  the  gentleman  meant 
to  use  the  word  ‘“maximum.” 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  from 
Washington  is  correct.  Perhaps  the 
chairman  was  a  little  overenthusiastic. 
It  is  the  maximum,  and  the  reason  we 
use  it  as  a  maximum  is  to  see  to  it  that 
we  are  not  trying  to  make  an  inroad  on 
the  Northwest. 

Mr.  MEEDS.  That  was  my  under¬ 
standing.  I  thank  the  chairman. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota. 

(Mr.  BERRY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  3300  as  it  is.  I  feel  that 
there  is  no  area  in  the  Nation  that  needs 
the  help  now,  that  needs  a  project  now 
as  much  as  Arizona  needs  this  project. 

Let  me  just  say  that  in  the  17  years 
that  I  have  served  on  the  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee,  no  project  has 
received  more  careful  and  thoughtful  at¬ 
tention  than  this  project  has,  and  I  hope 
it  will  have  the  support  of  a  large  major¬ 
ity  of  the  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  visited  Arizona 
a  good  many  times  in  the  last  40  years. 
I  have  watched  the  State  grow  from 
pretty  much  a  desert  area  to  a  State 
with  thriving  cities  and  energetic  people. 
But  by  the  same  token,  I  have  watched 
the  water  supply  become  less  and  less 
adequate.  I  know  the  great  aquifer  that 
Tucson  has  depended  upon  for  its  source 
of  water  is  rapidly  diminishing.  I  know 
that  action  must  be  taken  if  this  part  of 
the  great  50  States  is  to  continue  to  grow 
and  prosper. 

As  a  member  of  the  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  Committee,  it  has  been  my 
privilege  to  see  a  large  number  of  im¬ 
portant  reclamation  projects  work  their 
way  through  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  In  my  17  years  as  a  member  of 
that  committee,  however,  no  bill  has  had 
such  meticulous  and  painstaking  investi¬ 
gation  as  has  H.R.  3300. 

It  was  my  privilege  years  ago  to  be  a 
member  of  the  committee  when  the  great 
Colorado  River  project  was  authorized, 
but  even  that  project— although  massive 
in  size — had  not  had  the  careful  consid¬ 
eration  that  H.R.  3300  has  had. 

I  know  what  the  water  shortage  is,  I 
know  what  the  water  problem  is,  and 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  water  problem  in 
Arizona  is  truly  critical.  This  bill  will 
help  solve  that  problem  and  with  that 
solution,  the  problems  of  all  the  Colorado 
Basin  States. 

Out  of  40  years  of  controversy  the 
great  States  of  the  Southwest  have  forged 
a  solution.  They  have  also  taken  into 
consideration  the  greater  national  inter¬ 
est.  When  it  was  proposed  to  build  dams 
which  might  impair  the  beauty  of  one  of 
the  world’s  greatest  scenic  wonders,  the 
Grand  Canyon,  I,  along  with  others  of 
you,  told  the  southwesterners  that  there 
should  be  a  different  answer.  That 
answer  has  been  provided,  and  no  threat 
to  the  Grand  Canyon  now  exists. 

Even  the  possibility  of  an  insignificant 
intrusion  of  a  wilderness  area  in  New 
Mexico — some  110  acres  in  the  edge  of 
a  vast  area  of  acres — is  to  receive  further 
study  to  see  if  a  suitable  alternate  site 
can  be  found. 

Whenever  possible,  the  States  have 
yielded  to  the  national  interest  and  to  the 
problems  each  has  had  with  the  other.  It 
is  time  for  a  decision.  It  would  be  tragic, 
indeed,  if  H.R.  3300,  which  has  so  pains¬ 
takingly  been  put  together,  should  not 
receive  an  overwhelming  approval  by  this 
body.  We  cannot  and  must  not  fail  to 
come  to  the  assistance  of  the  State  of 
Arizona  and  her  great  sister  States  of 
the  Southwest. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  deem  it  a  privilege 
and  an  honor  as  a  member  of  the  Interior 
Committee  to  urge  my  colleagues  in  this 
body  to  vote  “Yes”  on  H.R.  3300. 


Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BERRY.  I  yield  to  the  Gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago  the  gentleman  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Harrison]  expressed  some  fears 
about  the  possibility  of  his  State  even¬ 
tually  achieving  its  desires  with  relation 
to  the  waters  it  has  allocated.  I  know 
the  gentleman  from  South  Dakota  has 
been  a  longtime  member  of  the  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  and  I 
wonder  if  he  might  have  an  opinion  as 
to  whether  or  not,  when  Wyoming  finds 
it  timely  to  have  such  a  project  or  proj¬ 
ects,  it  would  receive  consideration  and 
most  likely  favorable  consideration? 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one 
who  lives  in  the  upper  reaches  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  where  we  have  not  yet  accom¬ 
plished  our  reclamation  purposes,  I 
certainly  hope  the  upper  reaches  in 
every  river  basin  have  preference  when 
and  as  they  need  the  water  and  can 
put  it  to  their  use. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman.  For  my  own  part,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  would  wish  to  reassure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wyoming  as  well.  Frankly, 
I  know  of  no  one  who  does  not  feel 
the  same  way  with  respect  to  the  proj¬ 
ects  that  State  may  require  within  its 
allocation  of  the  water. 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BERRY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  California 
for  his  remarks.  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
spect  for  the  gentleman.  I  had  the  priv¬ 
ilege  and  pleasure  of  serving  on  the 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
with  the  gentleman  for  many  years,  as 
I  did  with  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota.  This  assurance  is  very  welcome 
to  me  and  to  the  State  of  Wyoming. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Ullman],  a  former  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  and  presently  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on.  Ways  and  Means. 

(Mr.  ULLMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I 
want  to  acknowledge  with  a  great  deal 
of  respect  and  affection  the  monumental 
achievement  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado,  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  in  being  able  to  put  together  this 
package  and  hold  it  together  and  bring 
it  to  the  floor  at  this  time.  It  has  been 
said  that  the  Colorado  River  Basin  proj¬ 
ect  is  a  delicate  patchwork  of  conflict¬ 
ing  interests  held  together  by  string  and 
adhesive  tape.  I  think  it  wQuld  be  more 
accurate  to  say  it  is  held  together  by 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado. 

I  also  want  to  commend  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
California,  for  his  diligence  and  his  fair¬ 
ness  in  conducting  the  hearings  and 
handling  this  matter. 

I  also  would  like  to  single  out  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Udall], 
who  is  so  highly  respected  among  his 
colleagues  in  the  House  for  the  tremen¬ 
dous  job  he  has  done,  and  also  his  col- 
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league,  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Rhodes]. 

I  want  it  to  be  clear  that  I  favor  the 
construction  of  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect.  I  have  always  favored  its  construc¬ 
tion,  from  its  original  inception.  I  do 
not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  know  of  any¬ 
one  here  in  Congress  from  the  Pacific 
Northwest  States  who  does  not  favor  the 
construction  of  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect.  We  certainly  recognize  the  problems 
of  water  shortages  in  that  great  area  of 
the  country.  As  a  nation,  we  do  need  to 
get  involved  in  this  problem.  We  need  to 
get  involved  in  the  water  shortage  prob¬ 
lems  all  over  this  Nation  of  ours. 

But  our  point  of  contention  here,  those 
of  us  from  the  Pacific  Northwest,  is  quite 
simple ;  what  we  are  really  talking  about, 
when  we  boil  this  whole  thing  down,  is 
the  diversion  of  water  from  one  river 
basin  to  another  river  basin.  If  we  look 
at  the  map  of  the  United  States,  we  do 
not  have  to  be  very  perceptive  to  see 
exactly  what  we  are  talking  about.  We 
are  talking  about  the  diversion  of  water 
from  the  Columbia  River  into  the  South¬ 
west. 

I  believe  that  if  any  of  you  represented 
an  area  such  as  that  which  it  is  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  represent,  or  the  areas  repre¬ 
sented  by  the  other  Members  from  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  you  would  feel  as 
strongly  about  this  matter  as  I  do  and  as 
we  do  here  today,  because  water  is  the 
most  important  asset  we  have  in  the 
great  Pacific  Northwest. 

We  have  not  grown  quite  as  rapidly 
as  the  Southwest,  but  one  day — and  one 
day  not  too  far  off — we  are  going  to  come 
to  the  end  of  the  road  on  our  wa/ter 
supply,  too. 

I  am  not  opposed  to  the  study  of  this 
problem.  It  should  be  studied.  I  said  that 
at  the  beginning.  But  I  am  opposed  to 
this  kind  of  a  study  incorporated  in  an 
advocate’s  bill  from  another  region  of  the 
country  which  so  desperately  needs 
water. 

That  is  what  it  is  all  about  here  to¬ 
day. 

The  second  problem  involved  in  this 
bill  is  the  fact  that  without  the  Mexican 
Treaty  provision  one  could  not  possibly 
have  the  potential  for  feasibility  that 
would  make  this  kind  of  diversion  pos¬ 
sible.  But  with  the  assumption  of  the 
cost  of  such  a  diversion  project  by  the 
taxpayers  of  the  United  States  then  this 
comes  within  the  area  of  feasibility. 

So  this  kind  of  a  package  has  been  very 
delicately  put  together,  with  its  ultimate 
design  obviously  the  importation  of  wa¬ 
ter  from  the  Pacific  Northwest.  That  is 
why  we  are  here  today.  That  is  what  the 
argument  is  all  about. 

I  hope  all  Members  will  read  the  re¬ 
cent  letter  to  the  Members  of  this  House 
from  the  esteemed  President  pro  tem¬ 
pore- of  the  Senate,  the  Honorable  Carl 
Hayden,  of  Arizona,  appealing  for  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  central  Arizona  project.  It 
would  be  an  appropriate  tribute  to  this 
gentleman’s  remarkable  career,  the  cul¬ 
mination  of  a  40-year  effort,  if  the  House 
would  do  that.  We  should  strip  this  bill  of 
its  appendages,  make  it  conform  to  the 
bill  approved  by  the  other  body,  and  pass 
it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oregon  has  expired. 


Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  Sen¬ 
ator  Hayden  said  in  his  letter  regarding 
H.R.  3300: 

While  this  bill  differs  in  some  respects  from 
the  Senate  bill,  S.  1004,  either  would  author¬ 
ize  construction  of  an  aqueduct  from  the 
Colorado  River  to  bring  water  into  Central 
Arizona. 

My  friends,  that  is  it.  That  is  the  issue 
in  a  nutshell.  That  is  what  we  should  be 
doing  here  in  the  House  today,  providing 
a  means  to  get  Arizona’s  entitlement  to 
the  Colorado  River  from  Lake  Mead  to 
the  farms  and  the  cities  of  Arizona.  In¬ 
stead,  we  are  asked  to  authorize  a  carte 
blanche  feasibility  study  of  means  to  aug¬ 
ment  the  Colorado  River,  including  mas¬ 
sive  importation  works  from  other  river 
basins.  Water  diversion  studies  involving 
interbasin  and  interstate  transfers 
should  be  considered  by  Congress,  but 
should  be  considered  separate  from  the 
proposed  authorization  of  the  central 
Arizona  project. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  want  to  commend  the 
gentleman  on  his  statement  and  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Members  of  the 
House  to  the  fact  that  the  great  State  of 
Oregon  has  some  areas  which  are  arid 
and  desert-like,  as  there  are  such  areas 
in  Arizana,  and  someday  the  waters  of 
the  Columbia  River  and  its  tributaries 
are  going  to  be  needed  to  supply  those 
areas. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  in 
this  year’s  budget  we  have  the  start  of 
a  new  reconnaissance  study  under  the 
traditional  reclamation  concept  of  a 
project,  the  South  Bank  project,  which 
will  include  some  300,000  to  400,000  acres 
of  fertile  lands  in  Oregon  lying  adjacent 
to  the  Columbia  River. 

This  is  just  one  of  many  projects  that 
we  are  going  to  need  to  develop.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  that,  the  Columbia  River  area 
has  its  own  unique  uses  and  purposes 
for  its  water,  such  as  the  navigation 
in  the  Columbia  River,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  and  all  of  the  other  benefits  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest  that  are  built  about 
this  water  facility. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  would  like  to  ask  one 
other  question  of  the  gentleman.  It 
seems  to  some  people  that  these  two 
areas  are  tremendously  removed  one 
from  the  other.  Yet,  if  you  look  at  a  re¬ 
lief  map  of  the  western  part  of  the  Unit¬ 
ed  States,  the  tributaries  of  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  and  of  the  Colorado  River  at 
one  point  are  approximately  100  miles 
apart.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  It  is  certainly  correct. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  This  indicates  there  is 
a  real  possibility,  since  the  bill  now  calls 
for  diversion  of  the  tributaries  of  the 
Colorado  River,  of  some  real  danger  to 
the  folks  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
genleman  yield? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  will  be  glad  to  if  I 
have  any  time  left. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  heard  the  gentleman 
in  the  well  and  the  other  gentleman 
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from  the  Northwest  constantly  reiterate 
how  they  would  like  to  see  the  central 
Arizona  project  only.  But  what  about 
this  situation?  Arizona  is  not  drinking 
something  different,  from  a  different 
well,  than  other  neighbors  of  hers.  Are 
her  other  neighbors  as  much  entitled  as 
she  is  to  consideration  when  it  comes  to 
trying  to  cope  with  this  water  shortage? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  ULLMAN  I  want  to  say  here  that 
the  bill  that  was  passed  in  the  other 
body  under  the  leadership  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Arizona,  the 
dean  of  the  Senate,  is  the  bill  that  we 
should  rightfully  pass  here  today  if  we 
are  to  follow  a  sound  reclamation  con¬ 
cept.  What  I  am  urging  my  colleagues 
here  to  do  is  to  strip  this  bill  of  its  ap¬ 
pendages  and  get  it  back  into  the  form 
where  it  will  put  the  water  on  the  land 
in  Arizona.  Then  I  will  be  happy  to  join 
in  the  separate  consideration  of  the  long- 
range  water  problems  of  the  Southwest. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  We  all  drink  out  of  the 
same  well. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  And  to  support  the  kind 
of  study  and  procedures  that  will  allow 
the  House  to  come  to  a  conclusion  on 
this  important  problem  of  water  supple¬ 
mentation.  That  should  be  considered 
separately  under  orderly  procedures. 

Water  diversion  studies  involving  in¬ 
terbasin  and  interstate  transfers  should 
be  considered  by  Congress  completely 
separate  from  the  proposed  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 

To  do  any  less  is  to  relegate  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  other  regions  to  that  of  the  South¬ 
west.  The  purpose  of  the  feasibility  study 
called  for  in  the  bill  is  clearly  apparent. 
It  is  to  enhance  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  Basin  and  to  enhance  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  projects  in  that  region.  It  is  our 
responsibility  to  see  that  such  studies  are 
made,  instead,  in  an  aura  of  objectivity, 
in  a  spirit  of  impartial  concern  with  the 
water  problems  of  every  region. 

I  ask  the  Members  of  this  House  to 
reflect  on  the  implications  this  legisla¬ 
tive  innovation  may  hold  for  their  own 
regions,  and  I  hope  you  will  join  me  in 
opposing  title  II  of  H.R.  3300  and  in  sup¬ 
porting  instead  reasonable,  separate  and 
objective  studies  of  this  volatile  issue. 

I  turn  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  true 
“Trojan  horse”  of  this  episode. 

We  have  all  heard  the  soothing  as¬ 
surances  that  the  assumption  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  as  a  national  obli¬ 
gation  is  not  a  commitment  for  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Federal  funds.  I  submit  that  it 
can  be  interpreted  no  other  way. 

To  put  this  issue  in  proper  perspec¬ 
tive,  it  must  be  clearly  understood  first 
that  the  Colorado  Basin  States  were  not 
deprived  of  water  by  this  treaty.  Mexico 
had  an  entitlement,  and  the  treaty  for¬ 
malized  that  entitlement.  The  entitle¬ 
ment  was  not  to  unspecified  waters  from 
anywhere  in  the  United  States,  but  to 
water  from  the  Colorado  River. 

The  assumption  of  this  obligation  by 
the  United  States  means  that  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  will  have  a  moral  obligation 
to  pay  whatever  costs  are  required  to  ob¬ 
tain  water  from  other  sources  and  to 
deliver  it  into  the  Colorado  River  system. 
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Under  the  terms  of  this  legislation,  the 
obligation  would  be  assumed  without  any 
valid  estimate  of  costs.  The  obligation 
would  be  assumed  without  any  advance 
knowledge  that  water  can  be  secured 
from  other  sources  without  doing  dam¬ 
age  to  the  area  of  origin. 

The  record  is  not  completely  vacant, 
however.  We  do  have  the  words  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Reclamation  in  his 
testimony  of  last  year  before  the  In¬ 
terior  Committee.  In  answer  to  a  ques¬ 
tion  on  potential  costs  of  diverting  water 
from  the  Columbia  River  to  the  Colorado 
Basin,  Commissioner  Dominy  said — and 
you  will  find  this  on  page  897  of  the 
hearing  record : 

It  looks  like  It  could  well  cost  $125  to  $150 
an  acre  foot  to  transport  it  1200  miles  be¬ 
cause  of  the  extra  length  and  extra  pumping 
head  to  move  it  from  the  Columbia. 

Section  201  of  H.R.  3300  calls  for 
studies  of  importation  works  of  2V2  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet.  At  $150  per  acre-foot,  it 
would  cost  $375  million  yearly,  or  almost 
$19  billion  over  the  50-year  life  of  the 
project. 

We  would  be  assuming  an  obligation 
to  perform  this  monumental  task  with¬ 
out  regard  to  financial  or  economic  feasi¬ 
bility.  In  effect,  we  will  be  agreeing  to 
do  it  at  any  and  all  costs. 

It  is  no  secret,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this 
feature  of  the  bill  is  seen  by  the  propo¬ 
nents  as  the  base  upon  which  incre¬ 
mental  water  importation  can  be  made 
at  costs  far  lower  than  those  assumed 
by  the  United  States  in  providing  the 
initial  importation  works.  Without  the 
nonreimbursable  Mexican  Treaty  pro¬ 
vision,  it  is  almost  inconceivable  that 
expensive,  massive  diversion  works  will 
ever  be  constructed — or  will  ever  be 
needed  in  view  of  advances  being  made 
in  desalinization  and  other  techniques. 
But  once  the  Congress  has  authorized 
diversion  works  to  meet  the  treaty  obli¬ 
gation,  the  temptation  to  enlarge  the 
facilities  at  slight  incremental  costs  will 
be  overpowering. 

It  is  my  earnest  hope  that  this  House 
will  vote  to  remove  section  401  so  that 
we  can  legitimately  consider  this  prob¬ 
lem  in  its  proper  context,  and  when  more 
facts  are  known  about  costs  and  alter¬ 
natives. 

This  is  no  time  to  vote  a  blank  check 
on  the  Federal  Treasury. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make 
it  clear  once  again  that  I  favor  studies 
of  means  to  solve  the  water  problem  of 
the  Southwest,  but  only  under  circum¬ 
stances  that  will  assure  impartiality  and 
will  conform  to  the  usual  standards  of 
reclamation  law  and  practice.  The  study 
provisions  of  this  bill  are,  like  the  provi¬ 
sion  for  assuming  the  financial  respon¬ 
sibility  for  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty, 
totally  unacceptable. 

I  ask  that  you  vote  to  recommit  this 
bill  to  purge  it  of  these  gargantuan  and 
far-reaching  provisions.  If  we  are  suc¬ 
cessful  in  that,  then  I  hope  you  will  join 
in  voting  for  the  central  Arizona  project 
authorization  so  that  the  good  people  of 
that  region  can  get  on  with  the  task  of 
developing  their  water  resources. 

If  we  are  not  successful  in  recommit¬ 
ting  the  bill,  then  in  all  fairness  it  should 
be  rejected,  and  the  truth  should  be 


made  abundantly  clear — the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  was  the  victim  only  of  those 
who  heaped  its  burden  too  high. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Pelly],  , 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  out¬ 
set  let  me  say  that  I  am  proud  of  this 
Committee  and  of  the  Members  of  this 
House.  As  I  have  sat  here  and  listened 
to  this  debate  today  and  recognized  the 
different  interests  we  represent,  it  has 
come  to  me  that  we  have  a  great  proce¬ 
dure  for  legislating.  I  think  Committee 
debate  has  been  at  its  very  finest.  I  know 
those  of  us  who  may  differ  with  others — 
for  example,  I  with  the  chairman  of  this 
great  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs — respect  those  who  have  differ¬ 
ing  views.  I  just  want  to  say  for  one  that 
I  think  the  record  we  are  writing  here 
will  certainly  transcribe  into  legislative 
language  a  background  of  a  very  argu¬ 
ment  expressed  by  both  sides  of  the  con¬ 
troversy  without  rancor  and  with  great 
reason. 

As  I  say,  today  I  am  proud  of  this  body 
and  the  way  it  has  carried  out  its  im¬ 
portant  function. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
H.R.  3300,  the  Colorado  River  Basin  pro¬ 
ject,  in  its  present  form.  However,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  authorization  of  one  of  its  fea¬ 
tures,  the  central  Arizona  project,  which 
would  enable  the  people  of  the  State  of 
Arizona  to  use  their  entitlement  of  2.8 
million  acre -feet  of  Colorado  River  water 
as  adjudicated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States.  The  project  meets  the 
criteria  and  policies  of  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Federal  water  resource  devel¬ 
opments,  and  considered  on  its  own 
merits,  it  warrants  early  congressional 
approval. 

But,  while  providing  proper  provisions 
for  one  area,  this  bill  jeopardizes  many 
other  river  basins  of  the  Nation,  and 
this  must  not  be  permitted. 

To  me,  one  of  the  objectionable  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill  is  found  in  title  II. 
The  purpose  of  title  H  is  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  engage  in 
investigations  and  studies  of  the  means 
of  augmenting  the  water  resources  of  the 
Colorado  River,  including  interbasin 
transfers  and  the  preparation  of  recon¬ 
naissance  and  feasibility  reports  thereon. 
This  duplicates  already  existing  author¬ 
ity  as  contained  in  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act,  but  above  this,  it  is  the 
National  Water  Commission  which  is  the 
appropriate  entity  to  undertake  an  eval¬ 
uation  of  basic  issues  relative  to  the 
Colorado  River  water  supply  problems. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  title  of  the 
bill  sets  a  dangerous  precedent  by  pro¬ 
viding  money  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis 
for  this  project.  I  might  add  that  it  is 
unthinkable  to  me,  in  these  times  of 
fiscal  pressures,  that  we  should  support 
an  open-end  authorization  which  has  no 
more  than  an  estimated  figure,  and  I 
might  add,  too,  that  we  are  talking  of  a 
project  which  ultimately  could  cost  as 
much  as  $10  to  $30  billion. 

The  point  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  as 
this  bill  stands,  with  its  unthinkable  high 
cost,  no  river  basin  in  the  Nation  would 


be  safe  from  being  tapped  as  a  source  of 
water  for  the  Colorado  River. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I 
oppose  the  provisions  of  section  202  of 
H.R.  3300  which  would  make  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  a  national  obligation. 
The  burden  of  the  treaty  should  remain 
in  the  Colorado  River,  and  not  be  shifted 
to  other  parts  of  the  country  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

The  provision  to  make  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  a  national 
obligation  is  an  attempt  by  the  South¬ 
west  supporters  of  this  bill  to  get  2,500,- 
000  acre-feet  of  water  delivered  annually 
to  their  doorstep  free  of  cost  to  them 
without  regard  for  the  areas  from  which 
the  water  might  be  taken  and  with  the 
Federal  Government  footing  the  bill.  The 
rights  of  Mexico  are  to  a  portion  of  the 
Colorado  flow,  not  the  Missouri,  Colum¬ 
bia,  Hudson,  or  any  other  river.  If  they 
are  excessive,  then  I  believe  the  treaty 
should  be  renegotiated;  not  rob  other 
areas  to  solve  the  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  if  title  II  is 
eliminated  from  H.R.  3300, 1  can  support 
the  central  Arizona  project  authoriza¬ 
tion,  for  only  in  this  way  can  the  Nation 
have  sensible  water  resource  planning. 
Otherwise,  I  certainly  intend  to  vote 
against  the  bill,  and  I  would  urge  others 
to  do  likewise. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  We,  like  the  other  gen¬ 
tlemen  from  the  Pacific  Northwest,  again 
reiterate  the  fact  that  trying  to  take  care 
of  Arizona  and  build  the  project  is  neces¬ 
sary,  but  they  do  not  want  to  do  anything 
about  the  other  States  along  the  river. 
And,  as  I  said  before,  we  are  all  drinking 
out  of  the  same  well  which  is  now  going 
dry.  Why  should  we  not  all  receive  equal 
consideration? 

Mr.  PELLY.  We  do  not  want  these 
stones  in  the  well  that  gives  us  water 
to  be  less  than  we  need.  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  we  have  had  his  support  in 
the  past  and  we  have  appreciated  it.  But 
without  rancor  or  recrimination  I  urge 
the  gentleman  to  consider  our  position 
in  the  Northwest  as,  for  instance,  in  the 
State  of  Washington  alone,  we  have  1 
million  acres  of  arid  land  which  we 
would  like  to  make  use  of  but  have  not 
been  able  to  do  so  because  as  yet  it  is 
not  developed.  We  must  protect  this 
1  million  acres  for  the  production  of 
food  and  fiber  in  the  future. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  say  to  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Pelly],  that  I  commend  the  gentleman 
on  his  statement  and  I  would  like  to  re¬ 
mind  my  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Hosmer],  who  was  talk¬ 
ing  about  drinking  out  of  the  same  well, 
that  when  the  State  of  California  came 
in  and  asked  for  their  projects  they  never 
were  called  upon  by  the  Congress  to 
assume  any  of  the  burdens  or  responsi¬ 
bilities  that  they  now  want  Arizona  to 
assume.  I  think  it  is  utterly  unfair. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  has  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
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distinguished  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
KylL 

(Mr.  KYL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize 
the  need  for  bringing  more  water  to  the 
State  of  Arizona.  I  recognize  the  sub¬ 
stance  contained  in  the  statement,  that 
water  is  worth  what  you  have  to  pay  to 
get  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  signed  the  minority 
report.  I  hope  some  amendments  will  be 
adopted  to  this  bill.  Such  amendments 
may  satisfy  my  objections  and  therefore 
before  the  amending  process  starts,  I 
want  to  clarify  my  position.  My  only  son 
is  a  member  of  an  esteemed  law  firm, 
which  has  been  actively  engaged  in  the 
promotion  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 
That  involvement  is  on  record.  Lest 
there  be  some  implication  or  inference, 
on  final  passage  of  this  bill,  I  shall  vote 
“present.” 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Hansen],  a  member  of  the  com¬ 


mittee. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  count. 

Sixty-two  Members  are  present,  not  a 
quorum.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names: 


Ayres 

Biester 

Broomfield 

Burleson 

Carter 

Cederberg 

Clark 

Collier 

Cunningham 

Dawson 

Diggs 

Dorn 

Everett 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Flood 

Fraser 


[Roll  No.  140] 


Frelinghuysen 

Griffin 

Gurney 

Halleck 

Hanley 

Hardy 

Hebert 

Holland 

Karsten 

Kee 

Kelly 

Long,  Md. 

MacGregor 

Mailliard 

Montgomery 

Moore 


Morse,  Mass. 

Moss 

Olsen 

O’Neill,  Mass. 
Pool 
Purcell 
Randall 
Resnick 
Rivers 
Rosenthal 
Selden 
Teague,  Tex. 
Tenzer 
Wilson, 
Charles  H. 
Young 


Accordingly  the  Committee  rase;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Price  of 
Illinois)  having  assumed  the  chair,  Mr. 
Mills,  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
H.R.  3300,  and  finding  itself  without  a 
quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  385  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  At  the  time  of  the 
quorum  call,  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  had  yielded  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Hansen]. 


(Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho  asked  and  was 
given  pel-mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  have  heard  a  lot  of  speeches  today  so 
I  plan  to  take  this  time  to  clarify  a  few 
items.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee  or  one  of  the 
proponents  of  the  bill  to  respond  to  some 
questions. 


Mr.  Chairman,  with  regard  to  this 
legislation  there  is  a  provision  designed 
to  allow  any  State  to  reject  proposals  for 
transfer  of  water  if  they  feel  it  is  not  in 
their  best  interest  to  allow  this  water  to 
be  exported  from  their  State. 

Does  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  en¬ 
vision  any  pressure  being  placed  upon 
the  chief  executive  or  the  water  commis¬ 
sion  or  board  of  any  particular  State  in 
such  manner  as  to  prejudice  against 
future  Federal  reclamation  projects  if 
they  do  not  go  along  with  some  sort  of 
water  transfer  program? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  I  do  not  envision 
such  pressure  being  placed  upon  the 
Governor  or  the  authorities  in  charge  of 
these  programs.  Insofar  as  I  personally 
am  concerned,  I  would  look  at  it  with  a 
great  deal  of  criticism,  any  attempt  to 
force  the  Governor  or  the  State  author¬ 
ities  to  enter  into  any  agreements  with 
reference  to  water  that  would  be  adverse 
to  their  interest. 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Might  I  ask 
the  gentleman  further  if  he  speaks  for 
himself  or  if  he  speaks  for  members  of 
the  committee  and  administrators  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  who  can  create 
pressures  in  their  dealings  with  such 
States  regarding  the  development  of 
their  water  resources? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  cannot  speak  for  the 
committee.  I  cannot  speak  for  the  pres¬ 
ent  Department  of  the  Interior.  The 
gentleman  knows  full  well  that  I  can¬ 
not  speak  for  a  future  Congress  a  full 
decade  from  now.  I  say  this  because  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  procedures  under 
which  we  operate  would  be  used  in  order 
to  bring  about  the  creation  of  such  a 
situation. 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  But  there  is 
really  no  assurance,  except  upon  an  in¬ 
dividual  basis  with  those  people  con¬ 
cerned  that  this  so-called  pressure  may 
not  exist  or  be  brought  to  bear? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  the  only 
thing  this  Congress  can  do  is  to  write 
its  own  legislative  history.  I  could  not 
speak  for  the  next  Congress  and  most 
certainly  in  the  last  few  years  it  has  been 
shown  that  a  Congress  could  not  speak 
for  an  administration  on  how  this  would 
operate.  All  I  can  do  is  to  attempt  to 
allay  the  fear  of  the  gentleman  from 
Idaho  through  stating  that  there  is  not 
going  to  be  any  invasion  of  the  water 
rights  of  his  State  and  its  welfare,  as  a 
result  of  this  committee’s  action. 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
and  desire  to  ask  further  questions  on 
another  topic. 

The  second  major  item  of  concern,  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  include  the  assumption 
of  obligation  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  by  the  taxpayers  or  by  the  cit¬ 
izens  of  the  United  States  rather  than 
the  States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
With  the  assumption  of  this  obligation 
by  the  United  States  as  a  whole,  is  this 
not  to  presume  that — even  though  it  has 
been  stated  many  times  that  there  is  no 
money  authorized  in  the  legislation 
today — that  there  would  be  the  possi¬ 
bility  or  the  probability  of  a  request  for 
funds  as  soon  as  it  is  decided  that  there 


is  some  way  to  augment  the  flow  of  the 
Colorado  which  is  the  aim  of  this  legis¬ 
lation? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  If  my  colleague  will 
yield  further,  I  would  simply  state  this, 
That  it  aall  depends  on  the  study,  and  if 
the  study  indicates  a  feasibility  and  if 
the  Federal  Government  should  assume 
its  responsibility  in  regard  to  2.5  million 
acre-feet,  which  is  the  Mexican  water 
burden,  and  the  users  along  the  Colorado 
River  would  assume  their  responsibilities 
to  repay  the  costs  of  the  1  million  acre- 
feet,  which  would  be  their  portion,  and 
the  feasibility  would  be  certainly  at  least 

1  to  1,  then  I  would  say  to  my  friend 
that  we  might  look  for  some  kind  of  proj¬ 
ect  being  suggested  some  time  in  the 
next  6  or  8  years,  or  further  on  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

But  at  that  time  the  Congress  would  be 
the  one  to  approve  or  disapprove  the 
project. 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Would  the 
gentleman  say  that  the  legislation  before 
us  today  would  provide  that  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  obligation  is  shifted, 
period? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Idaho  has  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 

2  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Hansen], 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  the  additional  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man,  would  this  not  mean,  then,  that 
there  does  have  to  be  some  method  pro¬ 
vided  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  obligation  by  the  country  as  a 
whole,  and  there  would  be  some  expense 
somewhere? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  At  the  present  time 
there  is  a  question  in  the  minds  of  many 
people  as  to  possibly  where  this  burden 
lies,  but  it  is  a  fact  that  if  the  water  is 
in  the  river,  and  Mexico  is  entitled  to 
1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water,  then  the 
river  is  going  to  furnish  that.  That  is  a 
practical  explanation  of  the  present  sit¬ 
uation. 

Now,  if  the  National  Government  as¬ 
sumes  this  responsibility,  as  it  has  on 
other  areas,  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin, 
and  the  Rio  Grande  River  Basin,  and  it 
has  partially  in  this  river  basin,  then  I 
would  say  that  the  responsibility  and  ex¬ 
pense  has  shifted,  but  this  also  depends 
upon  the  feasibility  study. 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Is  the  gentle¬ 
man  saying  that  there  is  no  shift  of  obli¬ 
gation  until  such  feasibility  studies  are 
completed,  and  you  come  back  to  the 
Congress  with  recommended  measures, 
and  appropriate  money  to  take  care  of 
the  project? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Exactly;  but  I  say 
that,  with  the  gentleman’s  permission, 
that  there  is  a  statement  of  policy  that 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  has  to  receive 
the  same  treatment  in  the  consideration 
of  treaty  obligations  as  any  other  river 
basin  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

(Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  quite  obvious  that  the  Governor’s 
veto  provisions  are  not  adequate  and  do 
not  guarantee  that  a  State  can  exercise 
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free  choice  without  possible  pressures  and 
reprisal  on  the  part  of  Federal  officials. 
It  is  further  obvious  that  future  costs 
are  inevitable  and  indeterminable  -with 
regard  to  the  shift  of  the  Mexican  Treaty- 
obligation  to  the  Federal  Government, 
with  accompanying  feasibility  studies  for 
water  augmentation  in  the  Colorado 
Basin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  long  advocated 
proper  development  and  use  of  our  nat¬ 
ural  resources  so  that  our  country  might 
grow  and  progress  and  serve  the  ever- 
increasing  needs  and  desires  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  great  Nation. 

Early  in  my  time  in  the  Congress,  I 
went  on  record  in  this  matter  with  the 
following  statement: 

Washington,  D.C.,  August  19,  1965. — Re¬ 
cent  hearings  by  the  Irrigation  and  Reclama¬ 
tion  Subcommittee,  of  which  I  am  a  memT 
her,  have  again  pointed  up  the  necessity  for 
maintaining  a  constant  vigil  over  the  waters 
of  the  Snake  River  and  the  Columbia  Basin. 
In  view  of  this,  I  have  called  for  open  and 
long  range  planning  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  and  also  for  an  open  declara¬ 
tion  of  its  intention  in  connection  with  vari¬ 
ous  water  projects  which  it  is  proposing. 

The  latest  indication  that  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  is  at  least  considering  trans¬ 
ferring  water  from  one  basin  to  another  came 
during  hearings  on  the  Southern  Nevada 
Water  Project.  In  this  particular  case,  there 
appears  to  be  more  project  than  available 
water  and  a  witness  from  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation,  Mr.  D.  C.  McCarthy,  was  taken  to 
task  by  Rep.  John  P.  Saylor  (R-Penn)  on  the 
future  intentions  of  the  Bureau.  Following 
is  a  part  of  the  colloquy  between  the  two, 
which  I  believe  to  be  very  interesting  and 
illuminating. 

“Mr.  McCarthy.  We,  of  course,  expect  with¬ 
in  the  next  20  to  25  years  there  will  be  a 
means  of  increasing  the  water  supply  for  the 
Colorado  River.  If  there  is  not,  then  the 
whole  area  faces  a  dismal  future. 

“Mr.  Saylor.  Come  on,  tell  the  rest  of  it. 

“Mr.  McCarthy.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
more  to  tell,  sir. 

“Mr.  Saylor.  You  might  as  well  admit  you 
have  your  eye  on  the  water  in  California — 
North  California — and  you  have  your  eye 
on  the  water  up  in  the  Columbia  Basin. 
These  are  the  places  you  are  going  to  try  to 
put  the  water  in  the  Colorado  from. 

“Mr.  McCarthy.  We  recognize  there  will 
be  a  shortage  of  water  in  the  entire  Colorado 
River  Basin.  Where  we  are  going  to  get  it 
requires  a  lot  more  investigation  and  study.” 

Following  this  exchange,  and  because  of  its 
implications,  I  then  made  the  following 
statement : 

“Mr.  Hansen.  I  think  there  have  been  some 
important  things  brought  out  today  in  this 
examination  which  we  should  certainly  keep 
an  eye  on.  This  especially  applies  to  policies 
and  development  of  water,  particularly  as 
they  relate  to  efforts  and  desires  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  I  think  it  is  important  for  us 
to  get  these  figures  straight  so  we  know  where 
the  water  is  coming  from  and  if  there  is 
sufficient  water.  If  water  is  to  be  brought 
from  other  areas,  we  should  know  how,  when, 
and  how  much.” 

I  think  the  examination  today  has  shown 
without  doubt  that  there  is  a  water  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  Colorado  River  area.  Certainly  it 
is  going  to  be  vitally  necessary  for  us  to  make 
a  good,  long  objective  study  of  this.  We  can¬ 
not  encourage  piecemeal  projects  which 
have  not  taken  into  account  our  overall 
water  picture  and  comprehensive  future  needs 
and  naively  hope  they  will  work  themsleves 
out  in  100  years. 

Soon  after  I  issued  this  further  state¬ 
ment  bearing  in  the  matter  of  compre¬ 


hensive  development  of  our  water 
resources: 

Current  hearings  before  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  of 
which  I  am  a  member,  have  disclosed  a  dire 
threat  to  Idaho’s  future  water.  The  hear¬ 
ings — on  the  Lower  Colorado  Basin  project — 
have  revealed  that  water  for  the  project 
in  the  immediate  future  would  come  from 
the  Upper  Colorado  Basin — but  that  the 
Upper  Colorado  Basin  could  reclaim  the 
water  should  it  be  needed  in  the  future,  or 
it  would  be  replaced  by  imported  water.  Im¬ 
plied  is  the  intention  of  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  to  get  future  water — imported  wa¬ 
ter — from  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  of 
which  the  Snake  River  is  a  part. 

Because  of  this,  I  have  written  to  the  Bur¬ 
eau  of  Reclamation  asking  that  a  full  and 
complete  study  of  present  and  future  water 
needs  and  resources  be  made  in  the  Western 
States.  I  have  asked  that  this  study  in¬ 
clude  wastage  of  water  in  the  Colorado  Basin; 
reclaiming  of  water  in  the  Basin;  desaliniza¬ 
tion  of  sea  water;  and  sources  of  additional 
water  within,  or  adjacent  to,  the  Basin — in¬ 
cluding  the  millions  of  acre  feet  of  water 
flowing  into  the  sea  each  year  from  Northern 
California. 

It  is  also  vitally  important  that  Idaho  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  completely  assess 
her  resources  and  needs,  which  can  be  done 
properly  through  the  Idaho  State  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Reclamation  with  the  assistance  of 
organizations  such  as  the  newly-created 
State  Water  Resource  Board  and  the  Idaho 
State  Reclamation  Association. 

In  Committee  I  shall  insist  that  no  ac¬ 
tion  be  taken  on  authorization  of  the  Lower 
Colorado  Basin  project  unless  it  can  be 
demonstrated  that  it  can  stand  by  itself,  or 
until  such  time  as  reports  are  received  on 
these  studies  absolutely  proving  that  a  sur¬ 
plus  exists — and  then  that  it  be  authorized 
only  if  Idaho  receives  adequate  assurance 
of  protection  of  area  of  origin  so  that  its 
usable  water,  present  and  future,  is  not 
placed  in  jeopardy.  I  shall  also  insist  that 
all  possible  sources  of  water  available  to 
both  the  Upper  and  the  Lower  Colorado 
Basins  are  exhausted  before  any  water — 
from  any  outside  source — is  imported  into 
these  areas. 

The  following  year  I  again  issued  a  state¬ 
ment  on  the  progress  of  water  development 
as  pertaining  to  the  central  Arizona  project 
when  it  was  before  the  89th  Congress: 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  15,  1966. — 
As  reported  last  week,  the  Lower  Colorado 
Basin  Bill  is  dead  for  this  Congress.  This 
stoppage,  even  though  proponents  will  try 
to  revive  it  during  the  next  Congress,  gives 
the  states  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  added 
valuable  time  in  which  to  inaugurate  and 
complete  studies  of  their  own  water  re¬ 
sources  and  future  needs.  This  is  essential 
in  that  it  is  these  states  that  would  most 
likely  have  been  called  upon  to  furnish 
large  quantities  of  water  for  the  Southwest 
under  terms  of  the  bill. 

In  this  respect,  Senator  Len  B.  Jordan 
and  I  have  introduced  legislation  calling  for 
the  Southeast  Idaho  Water  project;  and  the 
entire  Idaho  Congressional  Delegation  has 
introduced  legislation  for  the  Southwest 
Idaho  Water  project. 

The  Southeast  proposal  provides  for  sup¬ 
plying  new  and  supplemental  irrigation 
water  to  Idaho  lands  through  Lynn  Cran¬ 
dall  dam,  recharge  of  the  underground 
waters  in  the  Snake  River  plains,  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  two-dam  project  on  the  Wood 
River  and  low  head  dams  below  Thousand 
Springs  to  create  slack  water  for  pump  back 
and  re-use.  As  advanced,  the  project  would 
include  an  analysis  of  the  economics  and 
hydrology  of  each  unit. 

The  Southwest  proposal  calls  for  a  four- 
divisioned  project  encompassing  an  area  of 
about  15,500  square  miles  and  spread  across 
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eleven  Southwestern  Idaho  counties.  It 
would  provide  full  irrigation  water  to  nearly 
a  half-million  acres  of  new  land  and  sup¬ 
plemental  water  for  62,000  acres  now  in¬ 
adequately  irrigated. 

The  demise  of  the  Lower  Colorado  Basin 
'project  is  especially  heartening  news  to 
proponents  of  the  Southeast  and  Southwest 
Idaho  Water  Development  projects  who  have 
been  and  are  diligently  working  to  gain  early 
feasibility  reports  on  them. 

On  the  weekend  of  August  26th,  Senator 
Jordan,  Senator  Church  and  I — together 
with  representatives  of  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  and  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior — toured  the  Snake  River  by  boat 
from  the  Swan  Valley  bridge  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  Lynn  Crandall  dam  site,  some  twenty 
miles  downstream,  viewing  possible  reclama¬ 
tion  and  flood  control  sites.  The  trip  was 
rewarding  and  informative. 

On  September  8  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  announced  that  it  has  approved  a 
feasibility  report  on  developing  initial  phases 
of  the  Southwest  project,  including  the 
Mountain  Home  Division  and  two  units  of 
the  Garden  Valley  Division.  On  September  9 
public  hearings  were  held  in  Boise  on  the 
project.  Rep.  Walter  Rogers  (D-Tex.),  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Interior  Committee,  con¬ 
ducted  the  hearings,  with  several  other  Con¬ 
gressmen  from  the  subcommittee  attending. 

No  “big  news”  came  either  from  the  recon¬ 
naissance  trip  down  the  Snake  or  from  the 
hearings,  but  they  are  vital  steps  toward 
gaining  favorable  congressional  action.  When 
these  projects,  together  with  similar  projects 
in  Oregon  and  Washington,  are  approved, 
then  the  states  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  will 
have  gained  added  assurance  that  they  will 
have  water  in  perpetuity  to  meet  their  needs. 

Now  this  year  we  are  again  faced  with 
the  central  Arizona  project  along  with 
the  full-scale  treatment  of  the  Colorado 
Basin  water  problems  as  they  have  been 
added  through  compromise  and  deliber¬ 
ation  among  the  Colorado  States  and 
before  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs.  My  statements  on  this 
matter  are  clear : 

Washington,  D.C.,  April  11,  1968 — Proba¬ 
bly  the  biggest  problem  with  which  we- have 
had  to  cope  the  last  few  days  in  the  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
was  the  Colorado  River  Project,  or  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  as  it  is  commonly  known. 
Instead  of  just  trying  to  take  care  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  as  was  originally 
intended,  this  bill  tries  to  solve  all  of  the 
problems  of  the  entire  Colorado  River  Basin — 
not  only  for  today,  but  for  generations  to 
come. 

The  most  objectionable — and  dangerous — ■ 
section  of  the  bill  would  transfer  to  the 
United  States  as  a  whole  the  obligation  of 
the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  states  to 
furnish  one  and  one-half  million  acre  feet 
of  water  annually  to  Mexico  as  provided  for 
in  the  United  States-Mexican  Water  Treaty 
of  1944.  The  bill  anticipates  that  the  flow 
of  the  Colorado  River  must  be  augmented 
by  that  amount,  plus  an  additional  300,000 
acre  feet  for  evaporation.  But  it  makes  no 
mention  of  how  the  augmentation  shall  be 
accomplished. 

There  are  several  ways  in  which  this  could 
be  done.  Weather  modification  is  one,  de¬ 
salination  of  sea  water  is  another.  But,  as 
Congressman  John  Saylor  of  Pennsylvania, 
the  ranking  Republican  on  the  Interior  Com¬ 
mittee  recently  said  to  me,  “I  might  say  to 
you,  who  come  from  Idaho,  that  one  of  the 
places  they  are  looking  for  water  with  a  very 
jaundiced  eye  is  the  Pacific  Northwest.” 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  said 
that  they  have  made  no  studies  of  the  cost 
of  diverting  water  from  the  Pacific  North- 
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west  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  But  it  was 
stated  in  Committee  by  qualified  experts  that 
such  diversion  would  cost  $2  y2  billion  to  $4 
billion — or  more — for  the  necessary  1.8  mil¬ 
lion  acre  feet  annually.  Then,  after  breach¬ 
ing  the  dyke  and  allowing  a  trickle  of  Pacific 
Northwest  water  to  flow  to  the  Southwest,  it 
would  cost  very  little  more  for  the  Colorado 
Basin  states  to  increase  the  trickle  to  a 
torrent — 6.7  million  acre  feet  a  year  is  the 
figure  most  often  mentioned. 

This  is  the  real  threat.  If  the  plans  and 
schemes  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  states 
are  realized,  up  to  8.5  million  acre  feet  of 
water  could  be  irretrievably  lost  to  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest.  Our  chance  to  defeat  this 
water  grab  will  come  when  the  bill  reaches 
the  floor  of  the  House  for  vote. 

Rep.  Wayne  Aspinall  (D-Colo) ,  Chairman 
of  the  House  Interior  Committee,  has  con¬ 
ceded  that  he  will  have  a  hard  time  getting 
the  bill  through  in  its  present  form.  And 
Rep.  Saylor,  a  20-year  veteran  of  the  House, 
and  an  extremely  capable  legislator,  has 
pledged  a  “real  effort”  to  get  Section  302, 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  transfer,  out  of 
the  bill.  He  told  me  that,  with  the  section  in 
the  bill,  “I  don’t  see  how  anybody  from 
other  than  any  of  the  seven  basin  states 
could  possibly  support  it.” 


Washington,  D.C.,  May  9,  1968 — The  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Project  Bill,  now  before  the  Con¬ 
gress,  is  a  devious  and  tricky  method  of 
increasing  the  available  water  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River — very  possibly  at  the  expense  of 
Idaho  and  the  Pacific  Northwest — with  the 
cost  to  be  underwritten  by  the  taxpayers  of 
the  whole  country. 

Going  back  a  bit  into  the  history  of  the 
Colorado  River,  in  1922  the  seven  states  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  signed  a  compact 
governing  the  use  of  the  river’s  water.  At 
that  time  they  knew  that  the  Republic  of 
Mexico  was  using,  and  was  entitled  to  use, 
water  from  the  river.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
discussions  of  water  for  Mexico  occupied  a 
prominent  part  in  the  negotiations  for  the 
compact.  Then,  in  1944,  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  was  ratified,  assuring  to  Mexico  1.5 
million  acre-feet  of  water  a  year. 

Now  the  Basin  States  want  to  shift  the 
responsibility  for  Mexico’s  quota  from  them¬ 
selves  to  the  rest  of  the  United  States.  If 
this  were  done,  the  flow  of  the  Colorado 
would  have  to  be  increased  by  the  1.5  million 
acre-feet  allocated  to  Mexico,  plus  an  addi¬ 
tional  300  thousand  acre-feet  to  allow  for 
evaporation.  And,  inasmuch  as  it  would  be  a 
national  responsibility,  the  taxpayers  of  the 
entire  United  States  would  pay  for  the  cost 
of  the  procurement  of  the  increased  water 
flow. 

The  threat  to  Idaho  and  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  is  that  the  Southwestern  States  are 
looking  to  our  area  as  the  most  logical  source 
for  the  water  with  which  to  increase  the 
flow  of  the  Colorado.  And,  realistically,  the 
original  transfer  of  1.8  million  feet  to  satisfy 
Mexico’s  claim,  at  an  estimated  cost  to  the 
U.S.  taxpayer  of  2%  to  4  billion  dollars, 
would  just  be  a  foot  in  the  door.  It  would 
then  be  possible  for  the  Basin  States  to  in¬ 
crease  the  flow  from  a  trickle  to  a  torrent 
at  relatively  little  expense  to  themselves. 
They  speak  now  of  an  additional  6.7  million 
feet — a  figure  that  could,  and  probably 
would,  be  increased  greatly. 

Obviously,  the  transfer  of  responsibility 
under  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  a  thinly- 
disguised  pretext,  but  a  pretext  that  would 
result  in  an  immediate  windfall  of  1 .5  million 
acre-feet  of  water  for  the  seven  Basin 
States — plus  what  they  could  later  acquire. 

I  have  great  sympathy  for  the  people  of 
the  State  of  Arizona  in  this  matter.  The 
Central  Arizona  Project,  which  is  a  part  of 
the  bill — and  which  would  give  to  Arizona 
what  is  rightfully  hers  by  virtue, of  a  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  Supreme  Court — would  be  no 


problem  if  it  were  to  be  considered  by  itself. 

It  should  not  be  tied  in  with  the  scheming 
water  grab  which  the  Colorado  River  Project 
would  authorize.  Unfortunately,  acceptance 
of  the  Colorado  Project  is  the  price  the  other 
Basin  States  are  forcing  Arizona  to  pay  in 
order  to  obtain  their  support  for  the  CAP. 

It  is  possible  that  the  Colorado  River 
Project  will  die,  as  it  did  last  year,  in  the 
House  Rules  Committee.  However,  should  it 
reach  the  House  for  vote,  I  am  confident  that, 
with  its  drastic  and  far-reaching  proposals 
fully  explained,  the  House  of  Representatives 
will  not  allow  the  responsibilities  of  seven 
states  to  be  foisted  on  the  entire  country. 

The  following  statement  further  il¬ 
luminates  this  situation : 

H.R.  3300 — The  Colorado  River  Bill 
The  central  feature  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  Bill,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  is  a 
worthy  project,  of  economic  feasibility  and 
in  the  tradition  of  sound  reclamation  devel¬ 
opment. 

However,  two  other  provisions  which  have 
been  added  make  H.R.  3300  highly  objection¬ 
able. 

In  particular  they  imply  an  immense  fed¬ 
eral  expenditure  and  an  unusual  abandon¬ 
ment  of  congressional  authority  and  respon¬ 
sibility. 

1.  One  provision  of  Section  401  provides 
that  “Costs  of  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance  allocated  to  the  replenish¬ 
ment  ...  of  Colorado  River  flows  .  .  .  shall  be 
nonreimbursable.”  The  effect  of  this  lan¬ 
guage,  when  taken  together  with  language 
found  in  Title  II  of  the  bill,  is  to  commit  the 
Federal  Government  to  construct  a  massive 
public  works  project — probably  consisting  of 
pumps,  canals  and  reservoirs  to  import  water 
or  a  desalting  project— capable  of  increasing 
the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  by  2%  million 
acre-feet  per  year. 

The  cost  of  constructing  this  project 
would  be  “nonreimbursable”  or,  in  other 
words,  it  would  be  built  at  federal  expense. 

The  cost  of  replacing  water  delivered  to 
Mexico  has  been  estimated  at  $8  billion  dol¬ 
lars.  And  these  costs  do  not  reflect  interest 
charges. 

Congress  should  not  make  a  legislative 
commitment  of  this  nature  until  it  has 
weighed  and  evaluated  all  of  the  facts  and 
all  of  the  costs  involved.  At  present,  no 
studies  have  been  made  of  any  of  the  relevant 
questions  such  as  where  the  water  would 
come  from,  what  it  would  cost,  etc.  Congress 
should  reserve  a  decision  on  assuming  an  ob¬ 
ligation  of  this  magnitude  until  the  appro¬ 
priate  information  is  available. 

2.  The  second  objectionable  feature  of  the 
bill  is  found  in  Title  n.  Title  II  directs  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  prepare  recon¬ 
naissance  and  feasibility  plans  for  increasing 
the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River  by  2  y2  million 
acre-feet  per  year. 

Contrary  to  existing  law  and  policy,  the 
Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  immediately 
from  a  reconnaissance  grade  study  to  a  pre¬ 
construction  feasibility  plan.  As  a  result 
the  Congress  is  denied  an  opportunity  to 
review  and  evaluate  the  reconnaissance  plan 
before  the  feasibility  study  is  authorized. 
This  creates  an  unwarranted  exception  to 
Section  8  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Rec¬ 
reation  Act  and  procedures  normally  followed 
by  the  Committee  and  the  Congress. 

This  is  the  first  time  an  exception  has  been 
made  to  the  Act  and  normal  procedures.  It 
constitutes  an  abdication  of  Congressional 
responsibility  to  evaluate  water  resource  proj¬ 
ects  by  the  executive  branch  before  auth¬ 
orizing  detailed  preconstruction  feasibility 
studies. 

It  is  unwise  as  a  matter  of  principle. 

It  is  irresponsible  as  a  matter  of  economics, 
because  the  project  which  will  ultimately 
be  proposed  may  cost  as  much  as  $10  to  $30 
billion.  Furthermore,  it  is  unnecessary  be¬ 


cause  no  water  shortage  will  occur  for  more 
than  30  years. 

H.R.  3300  should  me  amended  to  remove 
these  two  features  from  the  bill.  If  this  is 
done,  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  the 
other  projects  which  would  be  authorized  by 
H.R.  3300  may  proceed.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  cost  of  these  proposed  projects 
alone  is  $1.3  billion.  This  is  a  large  authoriza¬ 
tion  at  a  time  when  we  are  all  conscious  of 
the  pressures  for  economy.  Yet  this  is  a  justi-  - 
fied  authorization. 

The  bill  should  not,  however,  be  adopted 
if  the  provisions  discussed  here  are  not  de¬ 
leted.  They  were  not  recommended  by  the 
Administration  when  the  basic  legislation 
was  transmitted  to  the  Congress.  They  were 
not  included  in  the  Senate  passed  bill  to 
authorize  the  Central  Arizona  Project. 

Attention  is  directed  to  the  “additional 
separate  and  dissenting  view”  at  pages 
162-170  of  the  Report  on  H.R.  3300  (Report 
No.  1312)  for  a  more  detailed  discussion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  central  Arizona 
project,  an  irrigation  development  long 
awaited  by  the  State  of  Arizona,  itself 
is  worthy  of  support. 

But  it  is  essential  to  critically  examine 
two  particular  features  of  H.R.  3300,  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  project  bill,  which 
are  different  from  the  measure  as  passed 
by  the  Senate  and  which  are  not  in 
agreement,  with  the  Department  of 
Interior’s  position: 

First.  The  Mexican  Water  Treaty  pro¬ 
vision  is  contrary  to  existing  law  and  is 
without  precedent.  It  also  implies  a 
potential  cost  to  the  taxpayers  of  inesti¬ 
mable  billions  of  dollars  and  is  like  writ¬ 
ing  a  blank  check  on  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

Second.  The  provision  for  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  feasibility  study  fla¬ 
grantly  disregards  existing  law  and  is  an 
improper  and  unbridled  delegation  of 
congressional  authority  and  responsi¬ 
bility  to  an  executive  agency. 

Both  of  these  troublesome  features 
can  and  should  be  removed  from  H.R. 
3300.  Neither  is  essential  to  the  authoriz¬ 
ing  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 

I  hope  this  body  will  eliminate  these 
highly  objectionable  and  extremely  con¬ 
troversial  and  costly  features  from  H.R. 
3300  to  make  it  an  acceptable  piece  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Morris]. 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  New  Mexico.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  hope  that  the  House  will  act 
favorably  today  on  this  bill  to  authorize 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  project.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  projects  such  as  this  that 
represent  the  best  investment  that  we 
could  possibly  make  in  the  economic 
future  of  our  Nation.  I  personally  am 
concerned  at  the  tendency  to  place 
greater  emphasis  on  some  of  the  newer, 
more  glamorous  domestic  programs  and 
neglect  the  programs  basic  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  and  preservation  of  our  great  na¬ 
tural  resources. 

It  is  not  generally  appreciated  that  of 
the  total  reclamation  investment,  for 
example,  89  percent  is  repayable  and  is 
being  repaid,  a  good  share  of  it  with  in¬ 
terest.  I  know  of  no  other  Federal  invest¬ 
ment  in  our  natural  resources  that  can 
show  such  a  return.  Only  the  invest¬ 
ment  charged  to  purposes  which,  by  na¬ 
tional  policy,  are  nonreimbursable,  is  not 
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repaid.  Since  the  reclamation  program 
was  initiated  back  in  1902,  we  have  ex¬ 
pended  about  $5.5  billion  on  Federal 
reclamation  projects.  This  incidentally, 
as  you  know,  represents  only  about  one 
year’s  expenditure  under  the  space  pro¬ 
gram.  These  reclamation  pi-ojects  are 
now  furnishing  water  to  over  9  million 
acres  of  land  and  producing  more  than 
150  different  crops  with  a  gross  crop  value 
of  about  $1.5  billion  annually.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  income  taxes  generated  by 
these  i-eclamation  px-ojects  during  the  last 
25  years  alone,  have  exceeded  the  total 
of  Federal  investment  in  the  projects. 

The  benefits  that  have  acci-ued  from 
other  aspects  of  oxir  water  resource  de¬ 
velopment  are  equally  startling.  For  a 
relatively  small  public  investment,  large 
investments  have  resulted  in  the  pi'ivate 
sector.  For  example,  it  is  estimated  that 
since  1952,  about  $131.5  billion  has  been 
invested  in  industrial  pi-oduction  facili¬ 
ties  at  water-oriented  sites.  Yet  the  Na¬ 
tions’  total  capital  investment  in  all 
navigation  woi’k  to  date  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineei's,  including  our  harbors  and  in¬ 
land  waterways,  is  less  than  $5  billion. 
This  repi*esents  a  px-etty  good  investment 
ratio  of  more  than  26  to  1.  It  is  estimated 
that  the  Federal  flood  control  investment 
of  $5  billion  to  date  by  the  coi-ps  has  al¬ 
ready  saved  an  estimated  $15.8  billion  in 
damages.  Storage  in  the  resei'voirs  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  now  furnishes 
about  2  billion  gallons  of  municipal  and 
industrial  water  to  over  14  million  people 
annually.  And  there  are  many  other 
valuable  benefits  accruing  fx-om  these 
projects,  such  as  power  generation  and 
recreation. 

It  is  intei-esting  to  note  that  these  great 
benefits  which  have  acci-ued  to  date  from 
these  projects  consti-ucted  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  resulted  from  an  investment 
of  only  about  $20  billion  since  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  was  founded  in  1824,  or 
orxly  about  one-foui*th  of  what  we  will 
spend  on  national  defense  in  the  next 
fiscal  year. 

Although  we  have  accomplished  a  great 
deal  to  date  in  the  water  resource  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  counti-y,  the  job  facing 
us  in  the  years  ahead  is  of  tremendous 
magnitude  and  complexity.  We  must  not 
stop  now  in  providing  the  essential  au¬ 
thorizations  i-equired  to  meet  the  critical 
water  resources  needs  facing  many  areas 
of  the  country. 

It  is  estimated,  with  the  population 
explosion  and  rising  standard  of  living, 
that  the  daily  water  requirements  of  the 
next  generation  may  appi-oximate  a  tril¬ 
lion  gallons  compared  to  the  pi-esent  daily 
level  of  400  billion  gallons.  Since  the 
supply  cannot  be  significantly  increased, 
every  possible  means  will  have  to  be 
employed  to  conserve  and  use  water 
wisely.  No  area  of  our  country  will  escape 
water  resource  problems  in  the  future, 
whether  it  be  flood  control,  drought, 
pollution  control,  industrial  and  munici¬ 
pal  water  shortages,  navigation,  and  so 
forth. 

I  feel  that  there  is  no  alternative  to 
providing  the  necessai-y  authorization 
for  the  construction  of  essential  water 
resource  projects  which  after  review  have 
beeix  found  to  be  economically  feasible. 


Certainly  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project  is  urgently  needed  by  the  region 
to  augment  its  inadequate  water  supply 
and  the  plan,  as  recommended  by  the 
committee,  is  feasible  and  economically 
well  justified.  Over  C6  percent  of  the  pro¬ 
ject  cost  will  be  l'epaid  over  a  50-year 
period. 

Mr.  Chaii'man,  I  strongly  suppoi't  this 
authorization  and  hope  it  will  be  favor¬ 
ably  acted  upon  by  the  House. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  fi-om  Utah 
[Mr.  Lloyd]  . 

(Mr.  LLOYD  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LLOYD.  Mr.  Chairman,  represent¬ 
ing  a  State  whose  cultivated  lands  repre¬ 
sent  only  4  percent  of  its  total  land  area 
carries  with  it  the  responsibility  to  com- 
mxxnicate  to  my  colleagues  in  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  urgency  of  adopting  responsible 
legislation  to  put  to  beneficial  use  the 
existing  water  resources  of  this  vast  land 
with  such  great  potential  benefit  to  all 
America. 

Two  authorizations  in  this  Colorado 
River  Basin  project  bill  directly  affect 
my  State  and  district.  The  first  is  the 
Uintah,  or  first  emit  of  the  ultimate 
phase  of  the  central  Utah  project,  which 
will  make  possible  the  continued  indus¬ 
trial  and  population  growth  of  much  of 
central  and  north  central  Utah  where 
the  greater  part  of  our  population  now 
resides  and  which  futxire  population 
projections  reveal  to  be  dependent  upon 
water  from  the  Colorado  River.  The 
Dixie  project,  near  Utah’s  semitropical 
southern  boundary,  will  make  possible 
industrial,  population,  and  agricultural 
development  in  a  wonderfully  scenic 
land,  with  attractive  climate,  and  geo¬ 
graphically  adjacent  to  the  southern 
California,  Salt  Lake  City  and  other  mar¬ 
kets.  These  projects  of  coxxrse  are  to  be 
substantially  repaid  by  the  users  of  water 
and  other  services  of  the  projects,  and  ad 
valorem  taxes  to  be  paid  by  local  resi¬ 
dents. 

There  ai-e  many  solid  argxxments  for 
the  first  of  these  authorizations — the 
Uintah  unit  of  the  central  Utah.  I  want 
to  emphasize  the  need  for  municipal  and 
industrial  use  in  Utah’s  urban  areas. 

POPULATION  GROWTH  OP  SALT  LAKE  COUNTY  AND 
WASATCH  FRONT 

The  population  of  Utah  today  is  a  little 
over  1  million,  but  Utah  ranks  fifth 
among  the  10  fastest  growing  States  in 
the  Nation,  pei-centagewise,  according  to 
a  population  projection  study  by  U.S. 
News  &  World  Report,  based  on  official 
data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau.  The 
study  revealed  that  the  percent  of  Utah’s 
population  growth  between  1966  and 
1980 — 30.1  percent — will  be  exceeded 
only  by  Arizona,  Florida,  New  Mexico, 
and  California.  A  more  recent  study  on 
population  projections  conducted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Economic  and  Business  Re¬ 
search,  University  of  Utah,  predicts  an 
even  faster  rate  of  growth  than  the  U.S. 
News  &  World  Report  projections  antic¬ 
ipated.  The  first  projection  estimated  a 
popxxlation  in  Utah  of  1,311,000  by  the 
year  1980,  as  compared  to  about  1  million 
today.  The  University  of  Utah  projec¬ 
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tions  estimate  the  population  at  1,446,800 
by  1980,  a  difference  of  135,800. 

Over  76  percent  of  the  State’s  entire 
population  is  concentrated  in  the  “Wa¬ 
satch  front,”  the  industrial  counties  of 
Salt  Lake,  Utah,  Davis,  and  Weber,  with 
over  44  percent  living  in  Salt  Lake  Coun¬ 
ty  alone.  Population  projections  based  on 
the  scientific  studies  by  the  bureau  of 
economic  and  business  research  show 
that  in  little  over  50  years,  by  the  year 
2020,  the  State  will  have  a  total  popula¬ 
tion  of  2,675,000,  an  increase  of  over  265 
percent.  Of  that  number,  1,310,000,  or 
nearly  49  percent,  will  be  located  in  Salt 
Lake  County,  with  Weber,  Davis,  and 
Utah  Counties  each  containing  over  11 
percent  of  the  State’s  total  population. 
That  is,  provided  water  is  available  for 
municipal  and  industrial  growth — water 
which  must  be  provided  by  the  central 
Utah  project  now  under  construction 
with  additional  and  essential  authoriza¬ 
tions  provided  by  this  bill. 

ECONOMIC  AND  INDUSTRIAL  GROWTH  OF  SALT 

LAKE  COUNTY  AND  THE  WASATCH  FRONT 

Studies  based  on  official  data  from  the 
U.S.  Census  Bureau  show  that  Wasatch 
fx-ont  counties  which  make  up  the  inter¬ 
mountain  West’s  major  urban  and  in¬ 
dustrial  center,  are  also  experiencing 
phenomenal  economic  and  industrial 
growth,  a  growth  which  will  be  stopped  in 
the  absence  of  newly  developed  water 
supplies  fi’om  the  Colorado  River. 

Among  the  major  standai'd  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas  of  the  Nation,  during  the  dec¬ 
ade  1954-63,  this  area  ranked:  sixth  in 
percent  increase — 64  percent — in  em¬ 
ployees  in  manufacturing,  eighth  in  per¬ 
cent  increase — 70.6  pei’cent — in  gi’owth 
of  retail  sales,  10th  in  percent  increase — 
54.9  percent — in  value  added  by  manu¬ 
facturing,  16th  in  percent  increase — 93.1 
percent — in  effective  buying  income,  19th 
in  percent  increase — 40.4  percent — in 
service  receipts,  and  28th  in  pei'cent  in¬ 
crease — 23.7  percent — in  wholesale  sales. 

The  National  Planning  Associates  eco¬ 
nomic  and  demographic  pi'ojections  for 
224  metropolitan  areas  pi’edict  that  be¬ 
tween  1962  and  1975,  the  total  civilian 
employment  of  the  Wasatch  front  area 
will  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate 
of  2.9  percent,  compared  with  1.8  percent 
for  the  United  States,  and  2.2  percent  for 
the  Mountain  States.  During  the  same 
pei-iod,  personal  income  is  expected  to  in¬ 
crease  by  4.7  pei’cent  annually  in  the 
Wasatch  front  area,  compared  to  4.2 
percent  for  the  United  States,  and  4.6 
percent  for  the  Mountain  States. 

In  Salt  Lake  County  alone,  total  em¬ 
ployment  has  increased  from  119,350 
jobs  in  1952  to  179,670  in  1965.  The  Uni- 
vei'sity  of  Utah  Bureau  of  Economic  and 
Business  Reseai'ch,  in  its  population  pro¬ 
jections  for  Utah  and  Utah’s  counties, 
noted  of  Salt  Lake  County: 

The  explanation  for  the  county’s  growth 
in  population  is  economic  opportunity.  To 
illustrate,  in  the  postwar  period  of  1952  to 
1960,  employment  in  the  Salt  Lake  Metro¬ 
politan  area  increased  at  an  average  annual 
rate  of  3.5  percent  as  against  a  growth  rate 
for  the  state  as  a  whole  of  only  2.2  percent 
for  this  period.  With  the  exception  of  agri¬ 
culture,  which  lost  jobs  in  the  1952  to  1965 
base  period,  and  mining,  which  held  fairly 
constant,  all  other  categories  had  increasing 
employment.  The  most  rapidly  growing  cate- 
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gories  were  manufacturing,  services,  finance, 
trade  and  government. 

Salt  Lake  County’s  total  personal  in¬ 
come  has  risen  from  $544  million  in  1954 
to  $1.3  billion  in  1966.  Wholesale  and  re¬ 
tail  trade  in  1965  accounted  for  over  22 
percent  of  the  wage  and  salary  receipts 
in  the  county,  while  manufacturing  ac¬ 
counted  for  over  19  percent;  government, 
17  percent:  and  services,  11  percent. 
Total  personal  income  for  Utah  as  a 
whole  was  $2.5  billion  in  1966.  Govern¬ 
ment  accounted  for  over  30  percent  of 
wage  and  salary  receipts  for  the  entire 
State,  with  manufacturing  accounting 
for  nearly  19  percent;  wholesale  and  re¬ 
tail  trade,  17  percent;  and  services,  10 
percent. 

The  Wasatch  front  area  is  a  leading 
steel-producing  center  in  the  West,  with 
plants  operated  by  the  Geneva  division 
of  the  United  States  Steel  Corp.  It  is  also 
the  center  of  the  largest  nonferrous 
smelting  area  in  the  country,  producing 
copper,  gold,  silver,  lead,  zinc,  coal,  salt, 
and  other  valuable  metals  and  minerals. 
Oil,  first  discovered  in  Utah  20  years  ago, 
has  led  to  extensive  oil  and  gas  explora¬ 
tion  in  the  area,  and  Salt  Lake  City  is 
the  refining  center  for  major  markets  in 
the  intermountain  West. 

The  area  is  also  home  of  large-scale 
defense-related  activities,  including  Boe¬ 
ing  Aircraft,  Thiokol  Chemical  Corp., 
Litton  Industries,  Sperry,  Hercules,  Inc., 
and  Montek.  The  Univac  Computer  Di¬ 
vision  of  Sperry-Rand  Corp.  has  an¬ 
nounced  its  intention  to  establish  a  major 
computer  production  facility  in  the  area. 
Additionally,  Salt  Lake  County  has  been 
selected  as  one  of  10  proposed  site  loca¬ 
tions  for  the  Sentinel  missile  system, 
which  would  employ  between  400  and  700 
persons.  Military  activities  already  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  area  include  Hill  Air  Force 
Base,  Tooele  Army  Depot,  Defense  De¬ 
pot  Ogden,  and  Dugway  Proving  Ground. 

Salt  Lake  metropolitan  areas  rank 
sixth  with  other  major  metropolitan 
areas  in  percent  of  growth  in  employees 
in  manufacturing. 

Rank,  city,  and  increase,  1954  to  1963 

Percent 

1.  Anaheim,  Santa  Ana,  Garden 


Grove,  Calif _ 513.3 

2.  San  Jose,  Calif _  233.  5 

3.  Sacramento,  Calif _ 161.  5 

4.  Phoenix,  Ariz _ 159.  5 

5.  Miami,  Fla _  77.  8 

6.  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah _  64.  0 

7.  Washington,  D.C _  63.  2 

8.  Denver,  Colo _  61.3 

9.  Tampa,  St.  Petersburg,  Fla _  60.  3 

10.  San  Bernardino,  Riverside,  On¬ 
tario,  Calif _  57.  3 


Salt  Lake  metropolitan  areas  rank  10th 
with  other  major  metropolitan  areas  in  per¬ 
cent  of  growth  in  value  of  manufacture. 

Rank,  city,  and  increase  1954  to  1963 

Percent 


1.  Anaheim,  Santa  Ana,  Garden 

Grove,  Calif _  280  .3 

2.  Phoenix  Ariz _  91.2 

3.  San  Jose,  Calif _  88.  1 

4.  Sacramento,  Calif _  80.  7 

5.  Tampa,  St.  Petersburg,  Fla _  72.  5 

6.  Washington,  D.C _  68.  3 

7.  Denver,  Colo _  65.  2 

8.  Atlanta,  Ga _  60.  3 

9.  San  Bernardino,  Riverside,  Ontario, 

Calif  -  58. 9 

10.  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah _  54..  9 


Salt  Lake  metropolitan  areas  rank  8th  with 
other  major  metropolitan  areas  in  percent 
growth  in  retail  sales. 

Rank,  city,  and  increase  1954  to  1963 

Percent 


1.  Anaheim,  Santa  Ana,  Garden 

Grove,  Calif _  293.  3 

2.  San  Jose,  Calif _ ■ _ 163.  4 

3.  Phoenix,  Ariz _  130.  3 

4.  San  Bernardino,  Riverside,  Ontario, 

Calif _ _ _  107.0 

5.  Sacramento,  Calif _  91.  8 

6.  Tampa,  St.  Petersburg,  Fla _  88.  9 

7.  San  Diego,  Calif _  75.  8 

8.  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah _  70.  6 

9.  Washington,  D.C _  67.  9 

10.  Miami,  Fla _ _ _  66.  5 


PRESENT  WATER  SUPPLIES  AND  FUTURE  NEEDS  FOR 
SALT  LAKE  COUNTY 

The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  in 
a  report  on  the  Little  Dell  flood  control 
project  now  pending  authorization  by 
Congress,  noted: 

Provision  of  an  adequate  municipal  water 
supply  to  keep  pace  with  the  rapidly  expand¬ 
ing  population  of  Salt  Lake  City  and  its  en¬ 
virons  has  been  a  continuing  problem  since 
the  founding  of  the  city  in  1847.  The  supply 
available  from  convenient  and  inexpensive 
sources  already  has  been  developed.  Supple¬ 
mental  supplies  have  become  progressively 
more  expensive  owing  to  the  necessary  costs 
for  storage,  conveyance  and  treatment.  The 
most  recent  substantial  addition  to  the  sup¬ 
ply  was  obtained  from  the  Federal  Provo 
River  Project  by  means  of  the  42-mile  Salt 
Lake  aqueduct  completed  in  1950.  According 
to  data  available  from  the  Metropolitan 
Water  District  of  Salt  Lake  City,  the  domestic 
water  requirements  in  the  service  area  of 
that  district  will  exceed  the  presently  devel¬ 
oped  firm  supply  by  about  the  year  1970.  The 
predicted  future  requirements  were  based  up¬ 
on  the  rate  of  population  growth  in  the  serv¬ 
ice  area,  and  a  future  average  daily  rate  of 
water  consumption  of  220  gallons  per  capita. 
Further,  there  are  some  areas  adjacent  to 
the  city,  not  presently  serviced  by  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Water  District,  in  which  an  urgent 
need  for  domestic  water  already  exists. 

The  present  dependable  water  supply 
for  the  area  served  by  the  metropolitan 
water  district  of  Salt  Lake  City  from 
existing  sources  is  93,600  acre-feet  an¬ 
nually.  Runoff  from  creeks  accounts  for 
62  percent  of  the  total  supply,  while 
water  from  Deer  Creek  Reservoir  via  the 
Salt  Lake  aqueduct  accounts  for  23  per¬ 
cent.  The  remaining  15  percent  is  ob¬ 
tained  from  wells  and  springs. 

The  annual  water  demand  for  the 
368,000  persons  presently  served  by  the 
metropolitan  water  district  is  88,300  acre- 
feet  per  year.  Based  on  estimates  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers  report, 
shortages  will  begin  to  exist  in  1971y  when 
the  population  in  the  service  area  reaches 
410,000.  The  annual  water  demand  at 
that  time  is  estimated  to  be  98,400  acre- 
feet,  exceeding  the  existing  supply  by 
4,800  acre-feet.  As  the  population  grows 
the  shortage  will  continue  to  increase 
until  by  1985,  when  the  population  in  the 
service  area  reaches  575,000,  an  addition¬ 
al  44,400  acre-feet  annually  will  be  re¬ 
quired  just  to  meet  human  needs. 

An  independent  study  conducted  for 
the  metropolitan  water  district  by 
Berger  Associates,  Inc.,  a  consulting  en¬ 
gineering  firm  in  Salt  Lake  City,  noted 
in  a  1964  report: 

Irrespective  of  whether  the  (population) 
forecast  may  be  too  high  or  too  low,  it  is  now 
apparent  that  an  additional  water  supply 


for  the  Salt  Lake  Metropolitan  Area  will  be 
needed  by  1970  or  possibly  before  that  time. 
It  is  also  apparent  that  the  development  of 
new  sources  of  supply  wUl  continue  to  be 
needed  at  eight  to  fifteen  year  intervals  after 
1970 — depending  on  the  rate  of  population 
growth  and  the  amount  of  water  obtained 
from  each  new  source  of  supply. 

It  should  be  noted  at  this  point  that 
the  population  estimates  used  in  the 
1964  study  projected  a  population  of 
1,160,000  persons  in  Salt  Lake  County 
by  the  year  2020.  The  most  recent  pro¬ 
jections  by  the  Bureau  of  Economic  and 
Business  Research,  University  of  Utah, 
estimates  a  population  in  Salt  Lake 
County  of  1,310,000  by  the  year  2020,  or 
150,000  more  than  the  figure  on  which 
the  Berger  report  was  based. 

PRESENT  AND  FUTURE  WATER  DEMAND 


Population,  Dependable 

Salt  Lake  Annual  water  Additional 

Calendar  City  metro-  water  supply  water 

year  politan  demand  from  required 
water  (acre-feet)  existing  (acre-feet) 

service  sources 

area  (acre-feet) 


1960 _ 

277,  000 

66, 500 

93, 600 

0 

1961 _ 

285, 000 

68, 400 

93,  600 

-  0 

1962 _ 

292, 000 

70, 100 

93, 600 

0 

1963 _ 

300, 000 

72,  000 

93, 600 

0 

1964.. __ 

310,  000 

74,  400 

93, 600 

0 

1965 _ 

323, 000 

77,  500 

93, 600 

0 

1966 _ 

337, 000 

80, 900 

93, 600 

0 

1967 _ 

352,  000 

84,  400 

93, 600 

0 

1968 _ 

368, 000 

88,  300 

93, 600 

0 

1969 _ 

380,  000 

91,200 

93, 600 

0 

1970.... 

390, 000 

93, 600 

93,  600 

0 

1971.... 

410,  000 

98, 400 

93, 600 

4,  800 

1972.... 

422, 000 

101,300 

93, 600 

7,700 

1973.... 

432,  000 

103,700 

93, 600 

10, 100 

1974.... 

442, 000 

106, 100 

93, 600 

12,  500 

1975.... 

454,  000 

109, 000 

93, 600 

15, 400 

1976.... 

465,  000 

111,600 

93, 600 

18,  000 

1977 _ 

478, 000 

114,700 

93, 600 

21,100 

1978.... 

491,000 

117,  800 

93,  600 

24, 200 

1979 _ 

505, 000 

121,200 

93, 600 

27,600 

1980 _ 

520,  000 

124, 800 

93, 600 

31,200 

1981 _ 

530,  000 

127, 200 

93, 600 

33. 600 

1982.... 

540, 000 

129, 600 

93, 600 

36, 000 

1983.... 

550,  000 

132, 000 

93,  600 

38, 400 

1984 _ 

562, 000 

134,900 

93, 600 

41,300 

1985.... 

575, 000 

138, 000 

93, 600 

44, 400 

Source:  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Another  study  conducted  by  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  November 
1967,  shows  that  presently  developed 
water  supplies  for  all  of  Salt  Lake  Coun¬ 
ty,  including  areas  served  by  the  Salt 
Lake  Metropolitan  Water  District,  the 
Salt  Lake  County  Water  Conservancy 
District,  and  smaller  independent  sys¬ 
tems  and  wells  is  about  249,000  acre- 
feet  annually.  Authorities  agree  that  by 
1970,  present  supplies  will  become  inade¬ 
quate. 

Estimates  for  municipal  and  industrial 
water  for  the  entire  county  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  following  table  prepared 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation: 


Industrial  Municipal 

Year  Population  water  water  Total 

required  required  (acre-feet) 

(acre-feet)  (acre-feet) 


1960 _ 

1980 _ 

2000 _ 

2020 _ 


383, 000 
704. 000 
1,044, 000 
1,406, 000 


117,000 
200,  000 
322, 000 
455, 000 


77, 000 
166, 000 
275, 000 
394, 000 


194, 000 
366, 000 
597, 000 
849, 000 


The  Bureau’s  report  stated : 

The  studies  showed  that  the  present  water 
supply  and  existing  facilities  are  adequate  to 
meet  the  demands  of  Salt  Lake  County  until 
1969.  Additional  supplies  would  need  to  be 
developed  to  meet  needs  beyond  that  time. 
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The  Bureau  estimated  that  new  de¬ 
velopments  already  planned,  including 
delivery  of  water  to  Salt  Lake  County 
from  the  Bonneville  unit  of  the  central 
Utah  project  beginning  in  1972,  some  in¬ 
creased  use  of  ground  water,  construction 
of  local  storage  reservoirs  to  retain  flood 
waters,  and  a  gradual  conversion  of  irri¬ 
gation  water  to  municipal  and  industrial 
purposes  could  meet  the  municipal  water 
needs  of  the  county  up  to  the  year  1966 
and  the  industrial  needs  to  the  year  2016. 
Maximum  supply  from  the  Bonneville 
unit  is  dependent  upon  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  ultimate  plan  of  the  central 
Utah  project,  the  first  unit  of  which  is 
authorized  by  this  bill. 

Water  needs  beyond  that  time  depend 
on  a  completed  and  fully  operable  central 
Utah  project,  which,  when  completed, 
would  allow  Utah  to  divert  water  from 
the  sparsely  populated  eastern  borders 
of  the  State  to  the  teeming  Wasatch 
front  area  for  municipal  and  industrial 
uses. 

Utah  currently  uses  about  6  million 
acre-feet  of  water  annually  from  its  main 
sources,  including  the  Colorado  River,  of 
which  the  State  presently  uses  about  34 
percent  of  its  compact  entitlement,  the 
Bear  River,  Wasatch  Mountain  water¬ 
sheds,  the  Virgin  River  and  other  minor 
streams,  and  underground  water  supplies. 
A  report  by  the  Utah  Division  of  Water 
Resources  to  the  Coordinating  Council  on 
Natural  Resources  stated: 

If  the  State  of  Utah  were  to  irrigate  all  of 
the  arable  lands,  meet  expected  municipal 
and  industrial  uses,  and  supply  water  for 
fish  and  wildlife,  over  14  million  acre  feet 
of  water  would  be  required  annually. 

It  is  considered  probable  that  substantially 
more  water  could  be  put  to  beneficial  and 
economic  uses  than  will  be  available  in  the 
reasonably  foreseeable  future. 

If  Utah  were  able  to  put  to  beneficial 
use  its  entire  compact  entitlement  of  1.7 
million  acre-feet,  assuming  a  full  supply 
in  the  river,  the  State  would  still  be  far 
short  of  its  needs  and  potential. 

That  startling  fact  underscores  the 
importance  of  reclamation  development 
in  the  second  most  arid  State  in  the 
United  States,  and  the  vital  role  which 
a  completed  central  Utah  project  plays 
in  that  development.  A  completed  cen¬ 
tral  Utah  project  and  related  facilities 
will  ultimately  allow  Utah  to  put  to  bene¬ 
ficial  use  its  full  share  of  the  Colorado 
River,  which  experts  agree  is  essential  to 
support  the  expected  growth  in  popula¬ 
tion  and  the  economy  of  the  area. 

DIXIE  PROJECT 

Title  m,  section  307,  of  H.R.  3300  reau¬ 
thorizes  the  Dixie  project  in  southwest¬ 
ern  Utah  and  provides  for  its  financial 
integration  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project.  The  Dixie  was  originally  au¬ 
thorized  for  construction  under  Public 
Law  88-565,  approved  September  2,  1964. 
Following  that  authorization,  detailed 
studies  of  the  original  reservoir  site 
unexpectedly  revealed  the  probability  of 
excessive  reservoir  leakage  which  would 
require  extremely  costly  treatment  of 
the  subsurface  to  correct.  The  subsequent 
search  for  another  damsite  resulted  in 
selection  of  a  site  about  15  miles  down¬ 
stream. 

However,  the  change  required  consid¬ 
erable  modification  of  project  facilities, 


including  the  elimination  of  power  de¬ 
velopment  as  a  feature.  Without  power 
revenues,  which  would  have  provided 
revenues  to  assist  in  repayment  of  the 
costs  of  the  project,  the  Dixie’s  financial 
status  has  been  changed,  and  it  now  re¬ 
quires  financial  assistance  from  the  lower 
basin  fund  as  provided  in  H.R.  3300. 

The  Dixie  project  would  collect  sur¬ 
plus  flows  of  the  Virgin  River,  which 
forms  a  part  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  as  defined  by  the  Colorado  River 
Compact.  The  Virgin  River  is  an  inter¬ 
state  stream  which  drains  an  area  of 
6,000  square  miles,  of  which  2,900  square 
miles  are  in  Utah,  1,100  square  miles  are 
in  Nevada,  and  some  2,000  square  miles 
are  in  Arizona.  Waters  collected  by  the 
Virgin  River  empty  into  Lake  Mead. 

The  Dixie  project,  which  would  be  con¬ 
structed  at  a  total  cost  of  $58  million, 
would  consist  of  a  Virgin  River  dam  and 
256,200  acre-foot  reservoir,  a  hurricane 
diversion  dam  to  divert  unregulated 
riverflow  to  the  LaVerkin  Canal,  and  the 
enlarged  Hurricane  Canal,  and  the 
Washington  Fields  Canal  system  and  the 
Washington-Ivans  Canal  system,  which 
will  receive  water  from  the  Virgin  River 
Reservoir.  The  primary  purpose  of  the 
plan  would  be  to  supply  45,400  acre-feet 
of  irrigation  water  from  the  Virgin  River 
to  6,900  acres  of  new  lands,  to  be  irri¬ 
gated  in  the  area  and  supply  supple¬ 
mental  irrigation  water  to  10,004  acres 
presently  irrigated  from  the  Virgin  and 
Santa  Clara  Rivers.  The  plan  also  pro¬ 
vides  from  5,000  acre-feet  of  water  to 
meet  municipal  and  industrial  require¬ 
ments  of  the  city  of  St.  George,  Utah, 
which  is  expected  to  quadruple  its  popu¬ 
lation  between  1965  and  2025.  The  project 
would  also  benefit  Cedar  City,  Utah,  by 
permitting  an  average  5,500  acre-foot  up¬ 
stream  diversion  to  meet  expected 
growth  in  that  area. 

The  reservoir  would  also  provide  flood 
control  benefits,  salinity  control  bene¬ 
fits,  and  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
benefits. 

The  Dixie  project  area  is  located  about 
320  miles  southwest  of  Salt  Lake  City, 
Utah.  Th,p  project  area  would  extend 
about  25  miles  up  the  Virgin  River  from 
St.  George,  almost  to  Virgin  City  near 
the  southwest  comer  of  Zion  National 
Park.  It  extends  up  the  Santa  Clara 
River  from  its  confluence  with  the  Vir¬ 
gin  River  near  St.  George  to  within  5 
miles  of  Gunlock,  Utah. 

The  Dixie  project  receives  its  name 
from  that  part  of  the  Virgin  River  Val¬ 
ley  known  as  the  Dixie  of  Utah,  due  to  its 
comparatively  mild  climate  and  because 
cotton  was  grown  there  when  it  was  first 
settled.  Climate  of  the  area  is  charac¬ 
terized  by  a  small  amount  of  precipita¬ 
tion,  short  mild  winters,  an  abundance 
of  sunshine,  long  summers,  and  a  long 
growing  season.  The  mean  annual 
precipitation  in  the  highest  parts  of  the 
drainage  basin  amounts  to  25  to  30  inches 
and  provides  most  of  -the  water  presently 
used  for  irrigation.  The  average  annual 
precipitation  of  7.74  inches  occurs  mostly 
as  rainfall,  with  3.52  inches  of  this 
amount  received  during  the  growing 
season.  The  mean  annual  temperature  is 
61.2  degrees. 

The  area  was  first  settled  by  Mormon 
missionaries  about  1852.  St.  George, 


which  is  now  the  county  seat  and  largest 
town  with  a  population  in  1960  of  5,130, 
was  established  in  1861.  Agriculture  is 
the  most  important  industry  in  the  area, 
although  tourist  services  has  been  grow¬ 
ing  in  recent  years  due  to  the  fact  that 
St.  George  is  located  on  U.S.  Highway 
91,  the  major  route  from  Salt  Lake  City 
to  Las  Vegas  and  Los  Angeles. 

Land  in  the  general  area  is  used  pri¬ 
marily  for  grazing  of  livestock,  with  a 
small  amount  of  dryland  wheat  farming 
and  irrigated  farming.  Crops  of  the  area 
include  small  grains,  fruits,  vegetables, 
and  sugar  beet  seed.  Of  the  10,004  acres 
of  irrigated  acreage  in  the  area,  about 
90  percent  is  used  for  feed  and  forage,  8 
percent  for  fruit,  truck,  and  other  spe¬ 
cialty  crops,  and  2  percent  is  idle. 

LOCAL  EFFORT 

Though  small  as  most  reclamation 
projects  go,  the  Dixie  project  is  nonethe¬ 
less  vital  to  the  economy  of  southwestern 
Utah.  Local  support  for  an  irrigation 
project  has  been  very  active  since  the 
early  1930’s.  The  Washington  County 
Water  Conservancy  District  was  created 
especially  to  contract  with  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  Dixie  project,  and 
special  legislation  was  passed  by  the  Utah 
State  Legislature  to  enable  the  district 
to  levy  an  ad  valorem  tax  of  up  to  5 
mills  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  project 
costs.  Moneys  derived  from  this  tax  will 
contribute  more  than  $6.6  million  to¬ 
ward  repayment  of  the  project  costs.  In 
recent  years,  an  increased  emphasis  has 
been  placed  on  the  need  for  municipal 
and  industrial  water  for  St.  George  and 
Cedar  City,  and  the  city  of  St.  George 
has  expressed  a  desire  to  purchase  water 
from  the  project  and  expressed  its  wil¬ 
lingness  to  enter  into  a  formal  contract. 

SUMMARY 

The  lands  to  which  the  project  will 
bring  water  are  fertile.  These  new  and 
developed  lands  in  a  semitropical  climate 
will  help  feed  the  exploding  populations 
of  Nevada  and  southern  California  to 
which  this  area  is  very  near.  And  very 
significantly  to  me,  we  will  be  creating 
new  and  permanent  wealth,  new  and  per¬ 
manent  jobs — basic  to  a  truly  healthy 
economy  and  certainly  preferable  to  ar¬ 
tificial  make-work  and  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  which  Government  handout 
represents  in  so  many  other  areas  of  Fed¬ 
eral  expenditure.  This  all  hinges  on  hav¬ 
ing  a  predictable  and  regulated  water 
supply. 

The  public  benefits  and  desirability  of 
the  Dixie  project  have  already  passed 
the  careful  scrutiny  of  the  Congress.  The 
need  for  the  Dixie  project  was  realized 
then,  and  that  need  is  no  less  today. 
Therefore,  I  urge  that  this  important 
project  be  approved.  Let  me  emphasize 
to  you  who  represent  the  water-starved 
States  of  California  and  Arizona  that  the 
Dixie  project  will  take  from  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  less  than  one-tenth  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  water  supply  of  Lake  Mead. 

In  conclusion  I  wish  to  pay  a  personal 
tribute  to  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee,  Chairman  Aspinall,  to 
my  colleague  Laurence  J.  Burton  of 
Utah,  a  member  of  the  committee  and 
the  subcommittee  who  has  championed 
the  Utah  cause  in  committee  and  on  the 
floor  and  to  the  others  of  the  majority  of 
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the  committee  who  after  long  months 
have  produced  a  bill,  not  completely  sat¬ 
isfactory  in  every  respect  to  any  single 
State,  but  a  bill  which  most  nearly  re¬ 
spects  the  needs  and  justifiable  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  consistent  with  the  real  but 
delicate  balance  of  equities  among  the 
affected  States. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington  [Mrs.  May], 

(Mrs.  MAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  tried 
to  listen  to  today’s  debate  with  an  open 
mind.  And  I  must  say  I  appreciate  the 
difficult  position  expressed  by  the  pro¬ 
ponents  ctf  H.R.  3300.  I  appreciate  their 
position  because  if  you  dig  deep  enough, 
you  will  find  a  basically  good  piece  of 
legislation  embodied  in  this  bill. 

The  provisions  which  I  feel  have  merit, 
and  have  had  merit  for  a  good  long  time, 
are  those  which  would  authorize  the 
CAP,  the  central  Arizona  project. 

Here  is  a  project  which  I  feel  merits 
an  affirmative  response  from  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  a  project  which  has  been 
pending  consideration  for  many,  many 
years.  It  is  a  project  which  has  received 
the  blessings  of  the  Senate,  and  which, 
rightfully,  should  be  the  project  before 
us  today. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  central 
Arizona  project  has  once  again  found 
itself  smothered  in  a  bill  which  embodies 
this  proposal  only  as  an  incidental, 
which,  in  effect,  buries  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  in  a  sea  of  confusion  by 
building  onto  it  appendages  which  have 
no  business  being  there. 

Mr.  Chairman,  soon  this  House  and 
all  of  its  Members  will  have  up  for  con¬ 
sideration  a  conference  report  which 
calls  for  an  increase  in  personal  income 
taxes  for  nearly  every  taxpayer.  This 
same  bill  will  call  for  a  reduction  in 
Federal  spending  to  the  tune  of  $6  billion. 
Now  both  the  10 -percent  surcharge  on 
income  tax,  and  the  reduction  in  spend¬ 
ing  of  $6  billion  is  a  considerable  amount 
of  money.  But  even  $6  billion  would  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  but  a  drop  in  the  bucket  com¬ 
pared  to  what  we  are  being  asked  to 
spend — and  make  no  mistake  about  it — 
spend,  this  afternoon. 

The  story  is  told,  and  it  well  could  turn 
into  a  nightmare  to  haunt  every  Member 
of  this  body,  on  pages  162  and  163  of 
the  committee  report  on  H.R.  3300. 

We  are  being  asked,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
commit  the  people— the  taxpayers — of 
the  United  States  to  spend  almost  $19 
billion — I  said  billion  dollars — to  author¬ 
ize  what  is  depicted  as  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  with  a  “little  trimming.” 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  the  CAP,  the 
central  Arizona  project,  all  by  itself, 
would  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$1,400,000,000.  In  these  days  of  financial 
crisis,  this  is  a  lot  of  money.  Yet  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  expenditure  would  be  justified. 

But  $19  billion?  For  what? 

First  of  all,  let  us  look  at  just  how 
large  $19  billion  is  in  terms  of  reclama¬ 
tion.  The  entire  Federal  investment  in 
all  of  the  reclamation  facilities  con¬ 
structed  in  the  United  States  since  1902, 
and  this  includes  Grand  Coulee  Dam, 


Hoover  Dam,  the  Colorado  River  storage 
project,  the  Central  Valley  project,  the 
Missouri  River  Basin  project,  and  all  the 
rest,  amounts  to  only  $51/2  billion.  This 
afternoon,  all  in  one  vote,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  are  being  asked  to  give  our  blessing 
to  a  bill  that  could  ultimately  cost  some¬ 
thing  in  the  neighborhood  of  $19  billion. 

What  are  these  appendages  that  have 
been  built  onto  this  house  of  cards  that 
we  are  told  is  so  delicately  balanced? 

Mainly,  they  are  two. 

The  first  is  an  authorization  and  direc¬ 
tive — if  you  please — to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  undertake  immediate  re¬ 
connaissance  and  feasibility  studies  lead¬ 
ing  to  the  construction  of  facilities  to 
import  to  the  Southwest  millions  of 
acre-feet  of  water  from  the  major  river 
basins  of  other  regions  of  the  Nation. 

What  is  wrong  with  that? 

Several  things  are  very  wrong  with 
that.  First,  I  know  something  about  pro¬ 
cedures  followed  in  congressional  au¬ 
thorization  of  projects  carried  out  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  Congress  does  not  authorize 
at  the  same  time  both  a  reconnaissance 
study  and  a  feasibility  study.  Congress 
authorizes  a  reconnaissance  study  first. 
Then  Congress  looks  at  the  reconnais¬ 
sance  study.  It  looks  at  the  expected  cost. 
It  looks  at  the  expected  benefits.  It  looks 
at  the  plans.  It  decides  whether  the  proj¬ 
ect  shows  enough  promise  to  authorize 
a  feasibility  study.  And  only  then,  Mr. 
Chairman,  does  Congress  take  the  next 
step,  the  authorization  of  a  full-scale 
feasibility  study. 

Yet,  this  afternoon,  we  are  being  asked 
to  forfeit  that  second  vote.  We  are  being 
asked  to  pass  a  bill  which  would  allow 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  a 
decision  which  under  normal  and  usual 
circumstances  is  reserved  only  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  We  are 
saying  to  the  Secretary,  you  cast  each 
and  every  vote  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  the  Senate — unani¬ 
mously — for  a  feasibility  study  of  im¬ 
portation  of  millions  of  acre-feet  of 
water  from  one  or  more  major  river 
basins  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

I  can  only  assume,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
Members  who  represent  constituents 
from  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  the  Mis¬ 
souri  River  Basin,  the  Mississippi  River 
Basin,  and  the  Arkansas  River  Basin, 
would  not  wish  to  forfeit  congressional 
privilege  and  responsibility  in  saying  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  “You  cast 
my  vote  for  me,  Mr.  Secretary.  Be  my 
guest.”  I  happen  to  represent  a  congres¬ 
sional  district  in  the  Columbia  River 
Basin,  in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  This  is 
one  of  the  fastest  growing  regions  in  the 
United  States.  The  population  has  dou¬ 
bled  since  1937,  from  3  to  6  million  per¬ 
sons.  Our  water  resources  potential  has 
been  estimated  to  have  been  developed, 
so  far,  to  only  10  percent  of  its  potential. 
I  do  not  want  to  have  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  cast  my  vote  for  me  on  the 
question  of  diverting  the  Columbia  River 
from  its  bed  to  another  river  basin.  I 
want  to  be  able  to  cast  that  vote  myself. 
And  I  should  think  Representatives  of 
the  Missouri  River  Basin,  the  Mississippi 
River  Basin,  and  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin,  would  feel  exactly  as  I  do.  The 
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proponents  of  the  appendages  to  this 
bill  say  they  do  not  know  where  the  wa¬ 
ter  they  intend  to  divert  will  come  from. 
Beware,  my  colleagues,  it  could  be  from 
you. 

The  second  thing  wrong  with  this  for¬ 
feiture  of  the  opportunity  to  vote  on  a 
specific  plan  is  that  regardless  of  what 
kind  of  plan  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
draws  up,  it  is  unnecessary  to  the  success 
or  operation  of  the -central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect.  The  simple  fact  is  that  the  central 
Arizona  project  does  not  require  diver¬ 
sion  of  water  from  any  other  river  basin. 
We  are  being  asked  to  buy,  sight  unseen, 
a  fantastically  expensive  scheme,  we  are 
being  asked  to  give  up  our  individual 
votes  with  regard  to  it  after  the  plan  is 
revealed,  all  in  the  name  of  a  project 
which  does  not  need  it. 

The  second  appendage  to  this  bill 
which  gives  me  concern  is  found,  like  the 
first  appendage,  in  title  II.  This  append¬ 
age  amounts  to  a  cohgressional  commit¬ 
ment  to  develop  sources  of  water  to 
provide,  at  taxpayer  expense  and  at  com¬ 
pletely  unknown  cost,  all  of  the  water 
Mexico  is  entitled  to  receive  under  rights 
which  have  been  confirmed  by  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty.  Let  us  not  be  confused 
about  this  section  of  the  bill. 

At  first  glance,  some  may  think  that 
this  section  deals  with  an  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  to  a  foreign 
power.  Not  so.  This  section  would  oblige 
the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States,  not 
to  provide  a  certain  amount  of  water  to 
Mexico,  but  would  commit  the  people  of 
the  United  States  to  replace  the  water 
that  is  naturally  flowing  to  Mexico,  by 
a  like  amount  of  water  from  nobody 
knows  where. 

Who,  then,  would  benefit?  Arizona? 
No.  California?  Yes.  And  several  other 
Southwest  States.  As  the  proponents  have 
stated,  this  is  a  delicately  structured 
compromise.  The  fact  is  that  every  one 
of  the  seven  States  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  has  its  specific  wants,  and  none 
will  support  the  other  unless  each  gets 
those  wants  out  of  the  deal. 

But  look  who  pays  for  this  scheme  that 
is  so  cleverly  tied  up  in  a  package  that  is 
labeled,  “Foreign  affairs — keep  hands 
off.”  Footing  the  bill — to  the  time  of  al¬ 
most  $19  billion — will  be  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Taxpayer,  U.S.A.  The  same  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Taxpayer  who  are  being  asked  to  dig 
down  deep  to  come  up  with  a  10-percent 
income  tax  surcharge.  The  same  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Taxpayer  who  are  going  to  feel  the 
pinch  of  Federal  belt  tightening  when 
the  effects  of  budget  cutting  hit  them. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  either  of  these 
provisions  of  title  II  were  urgent  or  ab¬ 
solutely  necessary,  that  would  be  one 
thing.  But  they  are  not.  The  proponents 
of  these  appendages  to  H.R.  3300  admit, 
in  the  majority  report,  that  “a  full  water 
supply — 1,200,000  acre-feet — can  reason¬ 
ably  be  expected  for  the  central  Arizona 
project  until  some  time  during  the  dec¬ 
ade  1985-95.”  There  is  no  crisis  on  the 
Colorado,  Mr.  Chairman.  There  is  not 
even  a  problem  which  requires  a  solu¬ 
tion  or  a  decision  at  this  time. 

Quite  frankly,  it  is  my  suspicion  that 
the  only  real  reason  these  appendages 
are  on  the  bill  is  that  the  proponents  are 
afraid  that  by  themeslves,  these  append¬ 
ages  simply  could  not  stand  up. 
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Well,  if  that  is  their  worry,  so  be  it. 
But  certainly,  we  of  this  body  should  not 
be  asked  to  approve  a  bill  that  is  so  deli¬ 
cately  contrived  that  the  least  little  al¬ 
teration  will  jeopardize  the  arrangement. 

Any  project  that  cannot  stand  by  itself, 
and  stand  tall,  Mr.  Chairman,  needs  to 
be  critically  examined  on  its  merits.  I 
have  attempted  to  do  this,  and  have 
found  that  an  unencumbered  central 
Arizona  project  can  stand  all  by  itself. 
It’s  a  good  project. 

But  these  other  appendages  cannot 
stand  by  themselves  because  they  are 
not,  at  this  time,  justified. 

I  intend  to  support  amendments  to 
delete  these  two  provisions;  the  direc¬ 
tive  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
undertake  immediate  reconnaissance  and 
feasibility  studies  on  water  importation 
to  the  Southwest,  and  the  national  com¬ 
mitment  to  pay  untold  billions  of  dollars 
to  replace  Mexican  treaty  water  from  an 
unknown  source.  If  these  two  provisions 
are  removed,  I  am  prepared  to  support 
the  central  Arizona  project  with  all  of 
the  vigor  at  my  command. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Dellenback]  . 

(Mr.  DELLENBACK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  DELLENBACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
my  respect  for  a  number  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who 
have  stood  before  us  today  in  support 
of  H.R.  3300  is  sufficiently  high  that  I 
thought  hard  before  asking  for  this  time 
in  which  to  express  my  own  concerns 
about  this  measure.  The  gentleman  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Udall]  who,  in  my  opinion, 
is  one  of  the  most  able  debaters  in  this 
body,  has  very  eloquently  argued  that  the 
provision  of  this  bill  which  relates  to  the 
Mexican  Treaty  obligation  merely 
amounts  to  a  simple  little  sense-of- 
Congress  resolution,  a  declaration  of 
congressional  good  faith,  a  declaration 
that  impliedly  could  very  well  not  cost 
anybody  anything. 

The  argument  is  made  that  a  feasi¬ 
bility  study  will  now  be  made,  and  only 
when  the  results  of  that  study  are  known 
will  the  Congress  be  asked  to  approve 
any  actual  expenditure  of  funds. 

The  point  that  is  lost  sight  of  as  this 
fast  shuffle  of  words  takes  place  is  that 
this  declaration  of  congressional  intent 
would  lay  the  groundwork  for  the  feasi¬ 
bility  study.  Having  made  certain  by  this 
bill  that  a  major  share  of  the  costs  in¬ 
volved  in  this  whole  project  would  be 
considered  a  Federal  obligation,  non¬ 
reimbursable,  the  results  of  any  feasibil¬ 
ity  study  made  thereafter  would  be 
skewed  and  to  a  very  significant  degree 
predetermined. 

If  this  declaration  is  really  unimpor¬ 
tant,  then  let  it  wait.  But  if  it  is  in  truth 
of  the  major  significance  we  feel  it  to  be, 
then  it  is  in  fact  an  improper  putting  of 
the  cart  before  the  horse  and  should  by 
no  means  be  the  action  of  this  Congress. 

The  further  argument  is  made  that  we 
are  dealing  only  with  2M>  million  acre- 
feet  of  water.  Each  of  us  knows  that  the 
ultimate  amount  of  water  is  extremely 
likely  to  be  much,  much  more  than  that 
amount.  Once  the  sluice  gate  is  open,  the 
trickle  will  become  a  torrent.  Maybe  it 


should.  But  let  us  not  delude  ourselves. 
Let  us  proceed  in  a  normal  and  proper 
fashion.  Let  us  first  make  the  proper, 
normal  reconnaissance  study.  Let  that 
study  deal  with  the  full  real  possibilities. 
Then,  and  only  then,  should  we  face  the 
question  of  proceeding  with  the  feasibil¬ 
ity  study. 

The  concerns  of  the  Members  of  this 
body  from  both  the  upper  basin  and  the 
lower  basin  are  sincere  and  deserving  of 
careful  attention.  But  a  matter  of  the 
importance  here  dealt  with  should  not  be 
hastily  or  peculiarly  handled.  It  is  not 
the  type  of  project  which  should  be  han¬ 
dled  by  legislation  held  together  by  ad¬ 
hesive  tape  or  string,  or  fear  that  sound 
amendments  will  remove  quid  pro  quos 
or  cause  a  collapse  of  support. 

Admittedly  we  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  are  apprehensive  about  this  bill.  In 
spite  of  the  fact  that  the  feasibility  study 
called  for  by  this  legislation  could  well 
embrace  other  possibilities  than  diversion 
of  water  from  the  Columbia  River,  the 
remarks  which  have  been  made  on  this 
floor  here  today  by  a  number  of  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  this  bill  make  clear  that  such 
diversion  is  at  least  one  of  the  possibili¬ 
ties,  and  most  likely  the  most  seriously 
considered  possibility,  in  the  minds  of 
these  proponents. 

I  join  in  support  of  the  central  Arizona 
project.  But  at  the  same  time  I  object 
strongly  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  Ore¬ 
gon  to  the  passage  of  H.R.  3300  in  its 
present  form.  I  urge  the  Members  of  the 
House  to  join  in  support  of  amendments 
which  will  be  offered  to  eliminate  the 
Mexican  Treaty  obligation  provisions  and 
the  precipitant  feasibility  study  provi¬ 
sions. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DELLENBACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  The  Columbia  River 
Treaty  of  1964  settling  a  dispute  between 
the  United  States  and  Canada  provided 
some  rather  hefty  payments  by  the 
United  States  to  Canada  for  certain  as¬ 
sumed  benefits.  Does  the  gentleman 
argue  with  that  kind  of  principle  with 
respect  to  a  formal  treaty  arrangement 
between  a  couple  of  countries? 

Mr.  DELLENBACK.  May  I  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  California  that  the 
thing  to  which  I  object  is  a  predetermi¬ 
nation  of  what  the  feasibility  studies 
should  show.  If  we  come  out  of  a  feasibil¬ 
ity  study,  as  happens  with  every  public 
works  project,  with  a  calculation  of  ben¬ 
efits,  and  at  that  time  it  is  properly 
determined  that  some  benefits  are  non¬ 
reimbursable  and  some  benefits  are  re¬ 
imbursable,  I  do  not  object  for  a  moment 
to  the  fact  that  some  benefits  are  prop¬ 
erly  then  considered  the  obligation  of  the 
United  States  and  that  they  are  borne 
on  a  nonreimbursable  basis. 

The  thing  that  seems  to  me  eminently 
irresponsible  is  this - 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Did  not  the  United 
States  give  this  treaty  to  Mexico,  and  is 
it  not  on  the  United  States  of  America 
and  should  not  the  United  States  of 
America  have  to  make  good  on  it? 

Mr.  DELLENBACK.  Is  the  gentleman 
asking  me  or  is  he  stating  what  his 
opinion  is? 


Mr.  HOSMER.  I  am  asking  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  DELLENBACK.  My  answer  to 
that  is  no.  That  treaty  merely  recognized 
the  rights  of  the  respective  nations  and 
States  in  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River.  It  did  not  create  an  obligation  on 
the  part  of  this  Nation  to  assume  a  mas¬ 
sive  financial  obligation  in  unknown 
amount  under  the  incorrect  label  of  mak¬ 
ing  good  on  a  treaty. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Waggonner], 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
some  might  raise  the  question  why  a 
Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
from  the  State  of  Louisiana  would  want 
to  take  part  in  the  debate  which  occurs 
here  today,  when  we  have  the  colloquy 
that  we  have  had  between  the  South¬ 
western  part  of  the  United  States  and 
the  Northwestern  part  of  the  United 
States.  But  it  might  just  be  possible  that 
some  are  having  a  little  bit  of  trouble 
seeing  the  forest  for  the  trees.  I  have  no 
axe  to  grind,  I  have  no  motive  except  to 
fulfill  the  responsibility  which  is  mine 
as  a  Member  of  the  U.S.  Congress. 

We  have  heard  the  quotation  referred 
to  on  a  number  of  occasions,  but  believe 
me,  here  over  the  Speaker’s  desk  is  a  very 
significant  statement  by  Daniel  Webster, 
a  statement  which  says: 

Let  us  develop  the  resources  of  our  land, 
call  forth  its  powers,  build  up  its  institu¬ 
tions,  promote  all  its  great  interests — 

And  then  there  are  other  words  which 
are  much  the  same,  but  challenge  us  a 
little  bit  further — 

and  see  whether  we  also  in  our  day  and  gen¬ 
eration  may  not  perform  something  worthy 
to  be  remembered. 

That  is  the  creed  of  a  conservationist, 
and  I  am  a  conservationist.  It  is  sig¬ 
nificant  to  me,  as  I  have  listened  to  those 
from  the  Northwest  and  the  Southwest 
discuss  the  merits  and  supposedly  the 
demerits  of  this  Colorado  River  Basin 
project,  that  no  one  has  said  there  is  not 
in  the  southwestern  part  of  the  United 
States  a  need  for  more  water.  So,  if  we 
begin  by  admitting  that  the  southwest¬ 
ern  part  of  the  United  States  needs  more 
water,  what  is  there  to  argue  about  ex¬ 
cept  how  and  when  we  are  going  to 
do  it? 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Haley],  said  that  the  water  available 
presently  in  the  Colorado  River,  in  the 
mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River,  fell 
by  3V2  million  acre-feet  per  year,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentleman  said,  short  of  the 
present  needs. 

This  occurs,  I  am  told,  because  engi¬ 
neers  years  ago  made  a  mistake — as  en¬ 
gineers  make,  and  as  everybody  makes — 
and  overestimated  the  amount  of  water 
available  for  the  southwestern  part  of 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  through 
one  agreement,  one  compact,  one  treaty 
or  the  other.  But  the  fact  is  we  have 
agreements,  we  have  compacts,  and  we 
have  treaties.  If  we  admit  that  they  need 
water,  how  do  we  fulfill  our  responsi¬ 
bility  to  those  compacts,  those  agree¬ 
ments,  and  those  treaties? 

Would  my  friend  from  Florida  like  me 
to  yield? 
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Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
gentleman  either  misunderstood  what  I 
said  or  is  misquoting  what  I  said.  The 
availability  of  the  acre-feet  of  this  water 
in  the  Colorado  River  was  known  as  far 
back  as  1906  and  right  up  through  1967. 
I  make  the  statement  that  the  people 
who  entered  into  this  compact  knew 
those  figures  and  knew  they  were  over¬ 
apportioning  the  water  that  was  in  the 
river. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  But  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  allow  me  to  ask  one  question,  he 
does  not  take  the  position  there  is  not  a 
shortage  of  water  in  the  southwestern 
part  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  do  not.  My  main  thrust 
or  my  main  argument  is  that  there  is  a 
water  shortage.  We  are  going  to  have  to 
go  somewhere  to  get  it.  Why  not  find  out 
what  it  is  going  to  cost  to  bring  that 
water,  because  three  and  a  half,  or  two 
and  a  half  million  acre-feet  is  not  even 
going  to  begin  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
southwestern  part  of  the  United  States 
in  a  few  years  to  come. 

It  will  be  closer  to  8  million  acre-feet, 
and  the  cost  will  be  perhaps  $25  billion 
or  $30  billion. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  will  speak  to 
that  in  just  a  moment. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Of  course, 
what  the  gentleman  from  Florida  stated 
is  exactly  our  version  of  what  title  II 
would  do.  It  would  allow  studies  to  be 
made  to  determine  what  the  needs  are, 
where  the  surpluses  are,  and  where  the 
augmentation  would  come  from. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  If  we  can  agree 
here  as  Members  of  the  House  today  that 
we  need  more  water  in  the  southwestern 
part  of  the  United  States — or,  for  that 
matter,  anywhere  in  the  United  States — 
and  we  recognize  that  need,  what  obli¬ 
gation  do  we  have  to  ourselves  and  to 
future  generations?  The  answer  is  sim¬ 
ple.  We  have  the  obligation  to  try  to 
provide  that  necessity.  Future  genera¬ 
tions  will  remember  us  for  it.  And,  truth¬ 
fully  speaking,  we  would  all  support  this 
project  if  we  lived  in  this  area. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  project,  the  central  Arizona  project, 
I  am  told,  is  going  to  cost  $779  million. 
Eighty-six  percent  of  that  will  be  repaid. 
The  five  projects  in  the  upper  reaches,  in 
the  upper  basin,  will  cost  $391  million. 
This  is  a  lot  of  money  but  on  the  overall, 
90  percent  of  this  money  is  going  to  be 
repaid,  not  just  86  percent. 

The  overall  cost-benefit  ratio,  within 
50  years,  for  this  project  is  2.1  to  1,  for 
future  generations  of  Americans.  There 
is  not  anything  wrong  with  that. 

Some  people  are  trying  to  make  a 
scapegoat  of  the  people  of  Arizona. 
There  are  six  other  States  involved,  and 
they  have  some  benefits  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  from  this  project  as  well. 


We  have  an  obligation,  whether  we  like 
it  or  not,  to  the  Mexican  people.  We 
have  entered  into  a  treaty  with  Mexico, 
to  be  honored  by  the  U.S.  Government. 
We  are  a  part  of  that  treaty.  We  pledged 
them  iy2  million  acre-feet  of  water  a 
year.  I  believe  we  ought  to  fufill  that 
obligation. 

What  else  are  we  going  to  do  other 
than  to  authorize  the  central  Arizona 
project?  We  are  merely  going  to  autho¬ 
rize  a  feasibility  study  to  see  if  other 
water  is  available  and  if  we  can  bring 
more  water  in.  If  we  can,  we  will  deter¬ 
mine  from  where  and  whether  or  not  it, 
too  will  result  in  a  cost-benefit  ratio 
we  can  justify  and  live  with.  If  we  can, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Foley]  suggested  earlier,  then  I 
am  sure  the  request  will  come  back  to 
this  Congress  to  put  up  some  money  to 
bring  that  water  in.  If  it  has  a  favorable 
cost-benefit  ratio  and  the  shortage  still 
exists,  then  I,  as  an  interested  American, 
interested  in  the  future  needs  for  water 
as  well  as  the  present-day  needs,  for  all 
these  United  States,  will  support  such  a 
proposal. 

But  this  legislation  does  not  authorize 
anything  except  a  study.  The  Congress, 
whether  we  are  Members  of  it  in  future 
years  or  not,  will  make  a  determination 
then  about  whether  we  should  go  for¬ 
ward  to  augment  the  then  existing  sup¬ 
ply. 

I  believe  this  project  is  just.  It  is  fair. 
It  is  equitable.  It  needs  and  deserves  our 
support. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  should  like  to  have  the 
attention  of  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana.  I  should  like  to  yield  him  2  minutes, 
and  I  wish  to  tell  him  that  I  commend 
him  for  his  statement  on  this  bill. 

I  believe  what  the  gentleman  must  un¬ 
derstand  is  that  everyone  has  said  he  is 
in  favor  of  these  projects.  The  only  thing 
is  that  we  are  duplicating  what  is  already 
in  the  law. 

In  the  89th  Congress  we  passed  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act.  There  is 
already  in  existence  a  Commission  which 
will  do  the  work  which  is  to  be  duplicated 
in  this  bill. 

This  is  the  objection  of  the  people 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest.  This  is  the 
objection  I  have  to  the  bill.  It  is  not  that 
the  projects  to  be  authorized  would  not 
do  just  what  the  gentleman  said. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  answer  a  question  for  me? 

The  gentleman  does  not  take  the  posi¬ 
tion,  as  some  would  like  to  indicate — and 
I  do  not  believe  any  Member  of  the 
House  believes — that  this  legislation  ac¬ 
tually  would  authorize  the  construction 
of  any  further  addition  to  this  project 
which  is  not  included,  after  the  feasibility 
study? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Then  can  the  gen¬ 
tleman  tell  me  what  there  is  to  lose  by  a 
feasibility  study  and  determining  this? 
If  we  have  a  3  y2  million  acre-foot  short¬ 
age  of  water  in  that  part  of  the  United 
States  now,  what  is  wrong  with  finding 
out  whether  a  favorable  cost-benefit  ratio 
can  be  obtained  and  whether  we  can 
find  water  somewhere  to  help  these  peo¬ 
ple  without  depriving  others. 
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Mr.  SAYLOR.  All  I  can  say  is  that 
there  Is  already  in  existence  the  me¬ 
chanics  to  get  just  what  they  have  asked 
for.  This  House  has  already  passed  and 
sent  over  to  the  Senate  a  National  Water 
Commission  bill. 

If  the  Senate  will  just  pass  that,  that 
will  be  another  thing  which  would  in¬ 
dicate  that  this  is  not  needed. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  But  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  recall  the  debate  when  this 
commission  was  created  and  there  was 
consideration  given  to  that  legislation 
at  that  time,  here  on  the  floor  on  that 
day,  which  pointed  out  the  functions  of 
that  commission  which  could  be  in  It¬ 
self  a  duplication  of  the  already  exist¬ 
ing  water  Resources  Council.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  gentleman  from  Colorado  is 
one  of  those  who  worked  that  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute  and 
ask  the  gentleman  if  he  will  yield  to  me. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Of  course,  this  is  not 
exactly  directly  in  point,  and  I  can  tell 
my  colleagues  who  have  followed  my 
recommendations  and  suggestions  so 
many  times  in  the  past  that  the  National 
Water  Commission  study  bill  will  not  do 
the  job  that  this  bill  does,  and  neither 
does  the  act  referred  to  by  my  good  friend 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor].  This 
highlights  the  necessity  for  this  particu¬ 
lar  study.  That  is  the  reason  why  it  is 
placed  in  this  legislation,  so  that  we  do 
not  get  lost  in  a  maze  of  general  activities 
of  some  of  the  other  commissions. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  I  have  to  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  in 
that  respect. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  McClure], 

(Mr.  McCLURE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time,  not  to 
repeat  all  of  the  arguments  that  have 
been  made,  but  to  underscore  some  of  the 
arguments  that  have  been  made  on  the 
floor  today.  I  will  not  open  my  remarks 
by  making  eulogies  to  our  chairman  and 
to  the  members  of  the  committee,  be¬ 
cause  it  has  been  my  experience  in  the 
short  while  that  I  have  served  here  that 
those  eulogies  are  followed  by  condemna¬ 
tions  and  generally  you  build  up  a  man 
so  you  can  let  him  down. 

I  think  one  thing  that  must  be  taken 
into  consideration  here,  and  which  was 
totally  missed  in  the  last  remarks  made 
before  this  body,  is  the  distinction  be¬ 
tween  reconnaissance  surveys  and  feasi¬ 
bility  studies.  This  Congress  and  this 
committee  from  which  this  bill  has  come 
to  the  floor  found  that  the  authorizations 
and  the  practices  being  followed  in  mak¬ 
ing  feasibility  studies  without  prior,  au¬ 
thorization  by  the  Congress  were  leading 
to  unwise  legislation  and  building  up 
pressures  here  in  this  body  when  the 
study  was  brought  forward  to  the  com- 
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mittee  and  this  body.  Because  of  this 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  this  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  have  adopted  the  proce¬ 
dures  which  have  been  followed  in  every 
instance,  to  my  knowledge,  save  this  one, 
since  they  have  been  adopted,  of  requir¬ 
ing  that  the  reconnaissance  study  be 
made  first  and  then  the  Congress  pass 
on  that  reconnaissance  study  and  is 
asked  to  authorize  a  specific  feasibility 
study.  Why,  then,  are  we  departing  from 
that  sound  plan  in  this  instance?  It  has 
been  suggested  here  this  afternoon,  only 
once  to  my  knowledge,  that  we  are  dupli¬ 
cating  the  studies  which  will  be  required 
of  the  National  Water  Commission,  an 
act  which  has  already  passed  this  House 
of  Representatives.  The  National  Water 
Commission  is  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  looking  at  all  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  this  country,  not  just  one  area, 
one  region,  or  just  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  two  river  basins.  It  is  said  that  we 
are  not  pointing  a  finger  at  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  Basin,  and  this  water  aug¬ 
mentation  for  the  Colorado  River  might 
come  from  weather  modification,  de¬ 
salinization,  and  from  the  Missouri  River 
or  the  Mississippi  River  or  from  Canada. 
If  this  is  exactly  what  is  meant  by  the 
people  who  have  said  that,  then  how  can 
they  say  that  the  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission  study  is  not  necessary  to  put 
this  into  the  context  of  the  overall  na¬ 
tional  needs  for  water  in  the  future  of 
this  country?  They  say  also  that  this  is 
no  threat  to  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
that  there  will  be  no  demand  made  upon 
any  river  or  any  river  basin  which  does 
not  have  a  surplus  of  water.  I  call  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  the  fact  that 
repeatedly  out  of  the  State  of  California 
we  are  faced  with  threats  and  continuing 
proposals  are  made  to  come  to  the  State 
of  Idaho  and  divert  water  from  the 
Snake  River  Basin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Snake  River  Ba^in 
1s  a  potentially  water-deficient  area  at 
the  present  time.  We  have  within  the 
Snake  River  Basin  still  to  develop  6  mil¬ 
lion  to  12  million  acres  of  ground.  In 
short  water  years  there  has  been  no  wa¬ 
ter  spilled  past  Milner  Dam,  the  mid¬ 
point  in  that  basin. 

Mr.  Chaix-man,  faced  with  these  threats 
and  faced  with  this  continuing  pressure 
from  people  outside  our  basin  aimed  di¬ 
rectly  at  a  river  which  is  already  water 
shoi't,  how  can  we  be  asked  to  take  on 
faith  alone  the  fact  that  there  will  not 
be  further  threats  made  from  other 
soui'ces? 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  This  is  not  authorizing 
a  study,  but  if  the  gentleman  says  there 
isn’t  any  water  in  his  river,  it  is  perfectly 
obvious  that  no  one  is  going  to  get  any 
water  out  of  it. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Unless  it  may  be  the 
people  of  the  State  of  California,  because 
that  has  been  the  history  in  the  past  with 
reference  to  water  resources. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  This  Columbia  River  is 
not  the  only  place  that  is  looked  at.  I 
think  other  rivers  are  looked  at  from  the 
standpoint  of  possible  water  resource. 


Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
cline  to  yield  further  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington. 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it  not 
tine  that  the  objection  in  the  Northwest 
goes  not  to  studies  as  such,  but  rather  to 
ibreaking  of  the  tradition  of  the  In¬ 
terior  Committee  in  and  the  Congress  in 
not  authorizing  a  feasibility  study  in 
advance  of  the  completion  of  a  prelimi¬ 
nary  reconnaissance  study 

Mr.  McCLURE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield  further,  is  not  the  effect 
of  authorizing  a  feasibility  study  prior  to 
the  reconnaissance  study  simply  to  deny 
the  Members  of  Congress  the  benefit  of 
this  reconnaissance  study  conclusions 
before  they  vote  on  a  costly  feasibility 
proposal? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  The  gentleman's  ob¬ 
servation  is  correct.  We  have  been  as¬ 
sured  that  the  language  in  the  bill  is  a 
sufficient  guarantee  of  rights,  because 
the  Governors  have  the  right  to  veto  such 
proposals.  I  would  point  out  the  fact, 
however,  that  thei-e  cannot  be  any  bet¬ 
ter  guarantee  to  any  State  than  a  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  If  the  decree  won  by  the  State  of 
Arizona  is  not  sufficient  to  protect  them 
against  the  demands  of  another  State, 
how  can  the  language  in  this  bill  consti¬ 
tute  such  a  guarantee? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chaiiman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  yield  further  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  want  to  congratulate 
the  gentleman  in  the  well  upon  a  vexy 
fine  statement  and  a  very  accurate  state¬ 
ment  of  the  problems  this  conglomerate 
bill  has  raised.  If  he  will  bear  with  me 
further,  I  wish  to  inform  the  committee 
that  when  we  reach  the  5-minute  rule  I 
am  going  to  offer  an  amendment  to  sub¬ 
stitute  a  reconnaissance  study  for  this 
feasibility  study.  I  would  like  to  have  the 
attention  of  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Rhodes]  who  asked  me  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago  whether  I  would  accept  title 
II  if  the  word  “feasibility”  were  changed 
to  the  word  “reconnaissance.”  As  I  have 
just  said,  I  intend  to  offer  such  an 
amendment  and  I  hope  the  gentleman 
fi'om  Arizona  will  support  it.  It  will 
simply  change  the  word  from  “feasi¬ 
bility”  to  “reconnaissance,”  but  I  will 
make  a  statement  that  if  it  is  adopted 
then  I  shall  support  title  II  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  for  his  contribution 
and  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  will  support 
that  change  also. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  thank  my 
good  friend  from  Idaho  for  yielding.  The 


process  which  the  House  must  go 
through  in  order  to  authorize  a  feasibility 
report  is  to  determine  as  best  it  can 
whether  or  not  a  project  when  it  is 
authorized  either  has  or  appears  to  have 
some  possibility  that  it  will  prove  bene¬ 
ficial.  This  has  already  happened  and 
this  is  not  a  suggestion  to  authorize  a 
feasibility  study.  Therefore,  I  could  not 
support  the  amendment  which  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Foley], 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  from  Idaho  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther,  I  am  sorry  that  the  gentleman  can¬ 
not  support  my  pi'oposed  amendment.  I 
thought  that  was  the  burden  of  his  ques¬ 
tion  to  me,  in  asking  if  I  would  agree  to 
such  an  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  would  like  also  to 
comment  further  on  this  particxilar 
feature  written  into  the  bill  and  which 
is  similar  to  the  story  told  of  the 
gentleman  working  for  a  large  corpora¬ 
tion  who  was  asked  to  donate  to  the 
Community  Chest. 

All  of  the  people  in  that  great  corpora¬ 
tion,  save  one,  had  made  this  donation, 
and  the  president  of  the  corporation 
wanted  to  know  why  this  one  man  was 
holding  out,  and  he  sent  various  people 
to  persuade  him  to  make  the  donation  so 
the  company  could  be  100  percent  on  the 
donation.  The  man  was  adamant,  and 
again  said,  “No.”  Finally,  the  pi'esident 
called  the  man  into  his  office  and  told 
him,  “You  will  donate,  or  you  will  be 
freed.”  The  fellow  said,  “Of  coui~se  I  will 
donate.”  The  president  said,  “If  you  are 
going  to  donate  now,  why  was  it  that  you 
required  me  to  call  you  in?”  The  man  re¬ 
plied,  “Well,  I  never  had  it  explained  to 
me  so  clearly  before.” 

The  people  of  Arizona  are  in  that  po¬ 
sition  today.  They  have  never  had  the 
demands  of  the  river  explained  to  them 
so  clearly  as  when  Califoi'nia  said,  “If 
you  want  any  mox-e  projects  in  Arizona, 
you  will  concede  to  us  what  you  have 
won  in  the  Supreme  Court  decision.” 

So  they  have,  and  so  we  may  be  faced 
with  the  same  kind  of  threats  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  when  it  comes  to  the  future  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  water  resources  and  lands 
in  the  Northwest.  The  same  kind  of  prop¬ 
osition  is  being  suggested  to  us,  “Will 
you  concede?  Will  you  knuckle  under? 
Will  you  stand  on  your  rights  to  veto  the 
diversion  at  the  expense  of  any  future 
development  within  your  States?” 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chareman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chareman,  I  would 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  for  the 
statement  he  has  made,  and  to  point  out 
another  example  of  the  highhanded 
manner  in  which  the  folks  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  have  demanded  prizes  in  this  bill. 

We  set  up  a  basin  fund,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  this  session,  on  one  day  said 
that  the  funds  should  pay  for  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  pi'ojects  in  Utah  which  could 
not  be  paid  out  of  the  farm  development 
funds - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Idaho  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chareman,  I  yield 
5  additional  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
fxJom  Idaho  [Mr.  McClure]. 
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Mr.  McCLURE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  If  I  may  continue,  the 
next  day  we  reconsidered  the  act  where¬ 
by  we  took  it  out,  at  the  insistence  of 
the  Representative  from  California  who 
insisted  that  the  Dixie  project  and  the 
projects  in  Utah  be  paid  by  the  State 
of  Arizona. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  I  have  time  I  will 
be  delighted  to  yield  to  the  gentleman, 
after  I  have  completed  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  there  is  one 
other  element  that  must  be  pointed  out 
here,  that  there  is  a  source  of  water 
in  the  States  affected  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  which  has  not  been  pointed 
to  except  in  passing  remarks.  There  is 
adequate  water  in  northern  California  to 
meet  the  future  requirements  within  the 
foreseeable  future  of  the  demands  of 
southern  California.  This  is  water  which 
is  kept  in  the  bank  by  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  their  future  demands  while 
they  are  looking  outside  to  augment  the 
supplies  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  touch 
briefly  on  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
obligation,  because  it  has  been  said  here 
that  this  really  does  not  change  any¬ 
thing.  I  would  like  to  repeat  again  what 
has  been  said,  that  if  the  language  in 
this  bill  does  not  really  mean  anything, 
why,  then,  the  insistence  upon  its  inclu¬ 
sion?  “Methinks  thou  dost  protest  too 
much.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  read  to 
the  Members  the  language  of  this  bill 
exactly,  in  case  anyone  present  has  not 
done  so. 

Section  202,  which  appears  on  page  52 
of  the  bill,  says : 

The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River  con¬ 
stitutes  a  national  obligation — 

While  it  is  true  that  this  bill  does  not 
require  any  immediate  expenditure  to 
satisfy  that  obligation,  it  does  indeed 
constitute  a  blank  check  for  the  future. 
In  the  words  of  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona,  as  quoted  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania,  it  “transfers”  this  obliga¬ 
tion  to  the  National  Government,  and 
it  then  becomes  the  responsibility  of  all 
50  States  to  satisfy  this  obligation  when, 
as,  and  if  we  find  a  means  to  do  it. 

I  believe  we  need  to  look  at  the  back¬ 
ground  for  a  moment,  for  those  people 
who  are  not  familiar  with  Western 
water  law,  that,  generally  speaking, 
waters  are  not  used  are  subject  to  appro¬ 
priation  by  the  first  person  who  can  put 
it  to  use. 

The  compact  on  the  Colorado  River 
has  changed  that  by  making  a  reserva¬ 
tion  for  future  use  of  the  waters  that 
are  not  now  being  used. 

The  Mexican  Water  Treaty  is  a  recog¬ 
nition  of  this  principle.  It  did  not  give 
Mexico  something  that  Mexico  did  not 
have.  It  did  not  give  Mexico  something 
that  the  other  States  in  the  basin  did  not 
have.  It  was  in  recognition  of  an  existing 
right,  and  now  we  are  seeking  to  make 
this  an  obligation,  not  of  the  river — but 
of  the  United  States  generally. 

I  would  again  say  that  the  compact  • 
recognized  this  in  1922.  It  was  again 


recognized  in  the  treaty  discussions  in 
1944.  It  should  again  be  recognized  at 
this  time. 

A  gentleman  in  one  of  the  speeches 
earlier  remarked  about  the  fact  that  we 
have  taken  something  away  from  Arizona 
and-  that  we  should  pay  them  for  it  be¬ 
cause  we  are  not  going  to  allow  any  dams 
to  be  built  in  the  Grand  Canyon  and  we 
should  compensate  the  State  of  Arizona. 

I  wonder  if  this  principle  applies  to  my 
State  where  3  million  acres  of  the  State 
of  Idaho  have  been  dedicated  to  wilder¬ 
ness  uses.  Is  the  State  of  Idaho  to  be 
compensated  then  for  those  3  million 
acres? 

In  conclusion  let  me  say,  I  want  to 
make  it  clear,  as  has  been  stated  re¬ 
peatedly,  that  I,  along  with  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Northwest  delegation,  support 
the  central  Arizona  project.  We  think 
Arizona  is  entitled  to  develop  their  water 
and  their  land  as  has  been  determined 
under  the  compact  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  and  that  they  should 
be  permitted  to  do  so.  They  are  having 
to  surrender  rights  which  are  theirs 
legally  and  morally,  and  which  this  legis¬ 
lation  requires  them  to  surrender. 

I  would  like  to  conclude  my  remarks 
by  stating  at  the  conclusion  rather  than 
at  the  inception  of  my  remarks  that 
never  has  any  committee  been  chaired 
in  a  more  fair  manner  and  by  a  more 
capable  chairman  than  this  great  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 
Certainly,  as  a  freshman  Member  of  the 
Congress,  I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not 
extend  to  the  chairman  my  heartfelt 
gratitude  for  his  generosity  and  fairness 
in  the  consideration  of  this  bill. 

(Mr.  HOSMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  misconceptions  in  the  debate  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  Water  Resources  Council  and 
related  matters  that  ought  to  be  cleared 
up. 

For  instance,  the  claim  that  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  II,  “Investigations  and 
planning,”  duplicate  existing  authority 
given  the  Water  Resources  Council  in 
the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  and 
the  bills  passed  by  both  Houses  of  the 
Congress  establishing  a  National  Water 
Commission. 

The  minority  states  on  pages  116-117  of 
its  report  that  authority  to  study  in¬ 
terbasin  diversion  of  water  already  exists 
in  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources. 
Planning  Act— page  117 — and  quotes 
some  irrelevant  sections — the  minority 
omits  the  key  provision;  for  example, 
section  3(d)  which  prohibits  the  study 
of  interbasin  water  transfers  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  more  than  one  river  basin 
commission  or  entity  performing  the 
function  of  a  river  basin  commission. 
Since  section  3(d)  became  law,  the  Wa¬ 
ter  Resources  Council  has  scrupulously 
interpreted  that  subsection  as  meaning 
not  even  reconnaissance  study  of  inter¬ 
basin  transfers.  An  excellent  case  in 
point  is  guideline  3,  page  3,  of  the  Water 
Resources  Council  publication  “Guide¬ 
lines  for  Framework  Studies,  October 
1967,”  which  states: 

Framework  studies  will  be  concerned  only 
with  the  intraregional  water  and  related  land 
resources  and  their  uses.  .  .  .  (Emphasis  sup¬ 
plied.) 
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The  facts  do  not  support  the  minority’s 
claim  that  the  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion  will  have  the  authority  to  make 
needed  studies.  First  of  all,  time  is  of  the 
essence  and  the  establishment  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Commission  is  proceeding  at  a 
snail’s  pace.  A  year  ago,  the  House  of 
Representatives  passed  a  Commission  bill 
with  relatively  minor  differences  from 
the  Senate-passed  version.  No  Senate- 
House  conference  has  been  called  so  there 
has  been  great  trouble  even  launching 
this  supposed  cure-all  study  agency. 

This  delay  is  symptomatic  of  blue-rib¬ 
bon  commissions.  The  policy  problems 
involved  transcend  all  others.  It  is  incon¬ 
ceivable  that  a  seven-man  Commission, 
with  a  life  of  5  years,  can  do  more  than 
examine,  on  a  broad-brush  basis,  funda¬ 
mental  nationwide  water  and  related 
land  resources  problems.  Such  a  Com¬ 
mission  cannot  make,  or  even  hope  to 
direct,  studies  of  the  type  required  to 
meet  equitably  the  diverse  challenges 
which  stretch  from  one  end  of  the  coun¬ 
try  to  the  other.  Not  only  are  there  the 
major  western  areas  of  deficient  water 
resources — such  as  the  Colorado  River, 
Rio  Grande,  High  Plains  of  Texas,  and 
the  Great  Basin — there  are  very  signifi¬ 
cant  but  different  type  of  problems  as¬ 
sociated  with  water-rich  areas  in  the 
West,  such  as  the  Columbia  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia's  north  coast,  and  the  Missouri- 
Mississippi  Rivers. 

There  are  the  multiple  and  unique 
problems  in  the  Great  Lakes  area,  the 
Northeast,  and  the  Southeast.  There  are 
water  quality  problems  nationwide. 
There  is  the  competition  between  “wild 
rivers”  and  “wilderness  areas”  and  con¬ 
servation.  There  are  many,  many  more 
water  and  related  land  resources  prob¬ 
lems.  For  the  Southwest,  Northwest, 
Northeast,  Southeast,  or  any  other  region 
of  the  country  to  stop  regional  planning 
until  a  yet-to-be  authorized  National 
Water  Commission  finishes  its  report  is 
tantamount  to  abdication  of  responsibil¬ 
ity.  The  ideal  solution  is  to  have  regional 
studies  proceeding  concurrently  with  the 
National  Water  Commission  review,  that 
way  more  data  would  be  available  to  the 
Commission,  and  the  Congress  would  be 
furnished  with  the  report  on  national 
water  policy  which  can  be  put  to  im¬ 
mediate  use  in  appraising  regional  plans. 
The  title  II  studies  of  a  specific  plan  are 
scheduled  for  completion  in  1975,  which 
will  enable  full  consideration  of  the 
Commission’s  report. 

It  also  has  been  alleged  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
and  the  Congress  do  not  have  available 
the  preliminary  information  and  anal¬ 
ysis  to  justify  authorization  of  the  study 
provisions  of  title  II. 

The  facts  are  otherwise.  These  people 
reverse  their  field.  Having  said  that  title 
II  was  unnecessary  because  Congress  has 
already  provided  study  authority  in  other 
legislation,  there  is  no  rational  basis  for 
asserting  that  there  is  not  enough  in¬ 
formation  to  justify  the  study  authoriza¬ 
tion  provisions  in  title  II.  The  undis¬ 
puted  facts  show  the  Southwest  is  facing 
a  water  problem  rapidly  approaching  the 
crisis  stage — manifestly  a  study  is  jus¬ 
tified.  A  very  large  part  of  the  four- 
volume  set  of  hearings  deal  squarely 
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with  the  critical  water  outlook  in  the 
Southwest. 

It  also  has  been  said  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Congress  do  not  have 
available  the  necessary  information  as 
to  the  costs  of  the  studies  authorized  by 
title  II. 

The  facts  are  otherwise  on  this  point 
as  well.  On  page  1400  of  the  House  hear¬ 
ings  on  H.R.  4671 — 1966 — the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  furnished  cost  data 
for  both  the  reconnaissance-  and  the 
feasibility-level  studies.  The  reconnais¬ 
sance  study  was  estimated  to  cost  about 
$4  million;  the  feasibility-level  study 
from  two  to  three  times  that  amount. 

We  have  also  heard  allegations  that 
there  is  no  emergency  and  no  immediate 
water  shortages  which  require  or  justify 
immediate  and  hurried  approval  of  the 
provisions  found  in  title  II,  and  quoted 
is  the  fact  that  there  will  be  a  full  water 
supply  available  for  the  central  Arizona 
project  until  sometime  during  the  decade 
1985-95.  This  does  not  prove  anything 
at  all.  The  lapse  of  time  between  initia¬ 
tion  of  studies  and  delivery  of  water  for 
major  water  projects  invariably  covers 
decades. 

For  example:  First.  The  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  studies  were  initiated  in 
1945,  and  water  will  not  be  delivered  be¬ 
fore  1979,  which  is  a  lapse  of  time  of  34 
years.  Adding  34  years  to  1968  would  re¬ 
sult  in  a  water  delivery  in  year  2002,  for 
an  augmentation  project  7  to  17  years  too 
late  to  meet  1985-95  requirements. 

Second.  The  California  State  water 
project  studies  were  initiated  in  1947,  and 
water  will  be  delivered  to  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  about  1972,  an  elapse  time  of  25 
years.  Adding  25  years  to  1968  would  re¬ 
sult  in  a  water  delivery  in  year  1993, 
barely  before  the  1995  date. 

Even  with  title  II  studies  being  author¬ 
ized  this  year,  and  the  feasibility-level 
study  being  completed  by  1975  as  speci¬ 
fied  in  title  II,  more  than  a  decade  will 
have  been  spent  in  making  reports  to  the 
Congress.  At  that  time,  the  augmentation 
studies  will  be  at  the  stage  the  CAP 
studies  were  17  years  ago,  and  who  can 
argue  that  Colorado  River  augmentation 
authorization  will  be  less  controversial 
than  CAP.  Clearly,  there  is  no  time  to 
lose  in  getting  meaningful  studies  under¬ 
way. 

There  has  also  been  loose  talk  that 
the  committee’s  report  does  not  make 
any  reference  to  the  estimated  cost  of 
augmenting  the  Colorado  River  by  any 
of  the  alternatives  mentioned  in  title  II. 

The  answer  to  this  one  is  simple.  There 
are  ho  reliable,  comparable  cost  data  on 
the  alternatives.  To  get  that  data  is  the 
express  purpose  of  title  n.  The  commit¬ 
tee  rightfully  refrained  from  prejudging 
or  speculating  on  costs.  If  the  studies 
show  whether  modification  is  reliable 
and  less  costly  than  other  alternatives, 
the  Southwest  will  welcome  the  news. 
The  same  is  true  if  desalting  appears  to 
be  the  preferable  source.  The  minority 
views  miss  the  point.  Alternative  costs 
will  not  be  ignored  if  title  II  studies  are 
authorized,  they  will  constitute  the  cor¬ 
nerstone  of  the  studies.  By  quoting  un¬ 
supported  preliminary  cost  estimates  the 
minority  appears  to  be  prejudging  the 
results  of  yet  to  be  undertaken  studies. 

At  the  time  the  Interior  Department 


was  assuming  desalting  costs  may  be  re¬ 
duced  to  9.8  cents  per  1,000  gallons  in 
the  next  25  years,  the  estimated  costs 
for  the  Bolsa  Island  plant  off  the  coast 
of  southern  California  were  being  raised 
from  22  cents— 1965  estimate— to  37 
cents — 1968  estimate. 

Operational  weather  modification  may 
be  technically  feasible  by  1975,  although 
there  is  no  consensus  on  that,  but  even 
if  that  fortuitous  circumstance  happens, 
what  are  the  legal  implications  of  “milk¬ 
ing”  millions  of  acre-feet  out  of  the 
skies  to  augment  the  flows  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River?  What  happens  if  droughts 
occur  in  nearby  regions?  Are  there  legal 
and  financial  responsibilities?  What  hap¬ 
pens  if  floods  should  accompany  weather 
modification,  or  if  inclement  weather 
adversely  affects  business?  If  all  of  the 
weather  modification  problems  are  solved 
by  1975,  there  will  be  no  conflict  with 
title  n,  because  the  feasibility  report  is 
due  at  the  beginning  of  that  year.  Con¬ 
gress  will  be  in  the  happy  position  of 
making  an  easy  choice.  If  weather  mod¬ 
ification  fails  legally  or  technically,  the 
Congress  will  have  the  necessary  data  to 
turn  to  some  other  solution. 

Someone  earlier  complained,  that  the 
Congress  has  reserved  to  itself  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  feasibility-level  studies  and 
that  title  n  would  permit  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  proceed  directly  from 
reconnaissance-  to  feasibility-level  stud¬ 
ies  without  affording  a  congressional  re¬ 
view  of  the  reconnaissance  level  studies. 
There  is  absolutely  no  wager  about  this 
whatsoever. 

The  reconnaissance  reports  will  be 
available  in  1973.  The  Congress  can  re¬ 
view  them  and  stop  the  feasibility-level 
study  at  that  time. 

[Mr.  WALKER  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  happy  to  urge  the  enactment 
of  H.R.  3300.  The  enactment  of  this  bill 
into  law  can  go  a  long  way  toward  help¬ 
ing  the  people  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  resolve  the  problems  created  by 
rapid  population  growth  and  dwindling 
water  supplies. 

The  city  and  county  of  Denver,  which 
comprises  the  First  Congressional  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Colorado,  and  which  I  have  the 
privilege  of  representing  derives  a  sig¬ 
nificant  portion  of  its  water  supply  from 
the  major  tributaries  of  the  Colorado 
River.  Because  of  its  dependence  upon 
that  source,  Denver  is  vitally  concerned 
with  any  Federal  legislation  affecting  the 
Colorado  River. 

I  am  especially  interested  in  section 
501(f).  My  concern  over  this  provision 
stems  from  the  fact  that  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir  is  located  on  the  Blue  River, 
one  of  the  major  tributaries  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  from  which  the  Denver 
metropolitan  area  now  derives  a  part  of 
its  water  supply.  That  area  must  neces¬ 
sarily  look  to  this  river  for  increasingly 
large  amounts  of  its  supply  to  support  its 
future  growth.  Denver’s  rights  to  the  use 
of  this  water,  created  by  the  people  of 
Denver  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $70  mil¬ 


lion,  are  closely  tied  in  with  the  operation 
of  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  under  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  80  by  reason  of  the  incor¬ 
poration  of  certain  provisions  of  that 
document  in  that  decree  of  the  U.S.  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  of  Colorado 
which  defines  the  rights  of  both  the 
United  States  and  Denver  in  the  Blue 
River. 

Under  the  law,  the  definition  of  those 
rights  by  the  court  is  simply  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  what  Denver  and  the  United 
States,  as  appropriators,  did  to  create 
their  respective  rights.  In  describing  the 
rights  of  the  United  States  therefore,  the 
court,  rather  than  presuming  to  intrude 
upon  the  functions  of  Congress,  merely 
copied  the  language  of  Senate  Document 
No.  80  without  interpreting  it.  Since 
question  exists,  not  as  to  any  court  in¬ 
terpretation,  but  as  to  the  Congress’  pur¬ 
pose  in  creating  Green  Mountain  Reser¬ 
voir,  it  is  appropriate  that  only  Congress 
resolve  any  problem  relating  to  this  Fed¬ 
eral  property  which  may  have  arisen  out 
of  this  congressional  document. 

In  reporting  on  that  problem,  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  of  this  House,  stated  in  its  report 
on  H.R.  3300— Report  No.  1312,  90th 
Congress,  second  session — at  pages  81 
and  82 : 

Subsection  (f)  has  been  included  in  the 
legislation  in  order  to  give  congressional 
interpretation  to  the  meaning  of  the  words 
“any  western  slope  appropriations”  that  ap¬ 
pear  in  paragraph  (i)  of  the  section  of  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  No.  80,  75th  Congress,  1st 
session,  entitled  “Manner  of  Operation  of 
Project  Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features.” 
The  meaning  of  these  words  which  this  sub¬ 
section  approves  is  the  same  as  that  approved 
by  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board. 
The  section  of  Senate  Document  No.  80  re¬ 
ferred  to  provides  for  three  principal  water 
components  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Federal  reclamation  project;  namely,  for 
diversion  of  water  to  the  eastern  slope  of 
Colorado,  for  storage  of  replacement  water, 
and  for  storage  of  water  for  use  in  western 
Colorado.  The  replacement  water  (52,000 
acre-feet)  and  water  for  use  in  western 
Colorado  (100,000  acre-feet)  are  stored  in 
Green  Mountain  Reservoir  in  western 
Colorado. 

The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (g)  of  the 
particular  section  of  Senate  Document  No. 
80  in  question  says: 

“The  100,000  acre-feet  of  storage  in  said 
reservoir  shall  be  considered  to  have  the 
same  date  of  priority  of  appropriation  as 
that  for  water  diverted  or  stored  for  trans¬ 
mountain  diversion.” 

This  quoted  sentence  is  subsequently 
qualified  by  paragraph  (i)  of  the  same  sec¬ 
tion  which,  with  reference  to  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  states,  in  part,  as  follows: 

“Notwithstanding  the  relative  priorities 
specified  in  paragraph  (g)  herein,  if  an  obli¬ 
gation  is  created  under  said  compact  to  aug¬ 
ment  the  supply  of  water  from  the  State  of 
Colorado  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  said 
compact,  the  diversion  for  the  benefit  of  the 
eastern  slope  shall  be  discontinued  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  any  western  slope  appropriations.” 

The  Committee  was  informed  that  there 
has  been  considerable  misunderstanding 
within  the  State  of  Colorado  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  additional  projects  herein  authorized 
when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  above  quoted 
provisions  of  Senate  Document  No.  80.  Al¬ 
though  the  misunderstandings  may  be  less 
real  than  they  appear,  the  Committee  agrees 
to  resolving  the  matter  by  approving  the 
interpretation  of  the  words  “any  western 
slope  appropriations”  to  mean  and  refer  to 
the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for  stor- 
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age  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  on  the 
western  slope  of  Colorado.  It  is  the  view  of 
the  Committee  that  any  other  interpreta¬ 
tion  would  Interfere  with  water  rights  vested 
by  law  in  prior  appropriators,  and  that  the 
approved  interpretation  defines  and  observes 
the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate 
Document  No.  80,  and  does  not,  in  any  way, 
affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  aris¬ 
ing  under  Senate  Document  No.  80  or  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

This  matter  concerning  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  80  affects  no  other  State  than 
Colorado.  If  it  did,  as  a  Member  of  the 
National  Congress,  I  would  have  to  exer¬ 
cise  my  judgment,  not  only  from  the 
local  viewpoint  but  from  the  viewpoint 
of  national  interest  as  well.  Here  I  have 
no  such  problem;  the  State  of  Colorado 
has  spoken  officially  through  its  water 
conservation  board,  its  legislature,  and 
.its  Governor  who  testified  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Rec¬ 
lamation  of  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  of  this  House  on  May 
8,  1966 — page  1045  of  serial  No.  89-17, 
part  n,  hearings  on  the  H.R.  4671  and 
similar  bills,  89th  Congress,  second  ses¬ 
sion.  He  said  at  that  time: 

The  current  controversy  concerns  the 
meaning  of  the  words  “any  western  slope 
appropriations.”  It  appears  clear  enough  from 
the  document  that  such  words  apply  only 
to  the  priority  of  water  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir  for  use  in  western  Colorado,  as 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (g).  Any  other  inter¬ 
pretation  would  do  violence  to  rights  vested 
by  law  in  prior  appropriations.  Since  it  is  a 
congressional  document  which  creates  the 
problem,  we  feel  that  it  is  necessary  to  have 
the  matter  clarified  by  the  Congress.  It  is 
not  our  intention  that  any  rights  in  western 
Colorado  to  the  use  of  water  from  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir  be  diminished  or  im¬ 
paired.  We  ask  only  that  the  intent  of  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  No.  80  be  observed  by  all 
parties. 

Senate  Document  No.  80  grew  out  of 
negotiations  between  representatives  of 
eastern  and  western  Colorado  during 
the  time  that  I  was  the  attorney  general 
of  Colorado.  My  recollection  of  the  prod¬ 
uct  of  those  negotiations  agrees  with 
the  understanding  of  the  intent  of  the 
parties  which  section  501(f)  confirms. 

I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  other  body 
concurred  with  the  Colorado  Governor’s 
request  by  adopting  an  identical  provi¬ 
sion  in  its  version  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  project  bill. 

I,  too,  concur  with  this  official  State 
policy  which  determines  that  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  water  uses  in  western  Colo¬ 
rado  should  not,  by  reason  of  this  por¬ 
tion  of  Senate  Document  No.  80,  jeop¬ 
ardize  the  existing  and  future  economy 
of  eastern  Colorado  which  is  also  de¬ 
pendent  upon  the  use  of  the  waters  of 
the  Colorado  River.  With  this  clarify¬ 
ing  language  in  the  bill,  I  give  my  whole¬ 
hearted  support  to  its  passage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  direct  a 
question  to  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

Do  you  understand  that  the  effect  of 
section  501(f)  is  to  cast  the  burden  of 
providing  water  for  a  Lee  Ferry  deficiency 
upon  all  the  water  rights  on  the  Colorado 
River  within  Colorado  in  the  order  of 
their  priority  under  State  law? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Yes,  I  do. 


Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  to  show 
that  the  planning  sections  of  this  act  are 
a  duplication  of  already  existing  law,  let 
me  quote  to  you  the  provisions  of  that; 
act  relative  to  the  duties  of  the  Water 
Resources  Council  and  the  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  procedures. 

Sec.  102.  The  Council  shall — 

(a)  maintain  a  continuing  study,  and  pre¬ 
pare  an  assessment  biennially,  or  at  such  less 
frequent  intervals  as  the  Council  may  deter¬ 
mine,  of  the  adequacy  of  supplies  of  water 
necessary  to  meet  the  water  requirements  in 
each  water  resource  region  in  the  United 
States  and  the  national  interest  therein;  and 

(b)  maintain  a  continuing  study  of  the 
relation  of  regional  or  river  basin  plans  and 
programs  to  the  requirements  of  larger  re¬ 
gions  of  the  Nation  and  of  the  adequacy  of 
administrative  and  statutory  means  for  the 
coordination  of  the  water  and  related  land 
resources  policies  and  programs  of  the  sev¬ 
eral  Federal  agencies;  it  shall  appraise  the 
adequacy  of  existing  and  proposed  policies 
and  programs  to  meet  such  requirements; 
and  it  shall  make  recommendations  to  the 
President  with  respect  to  Federal  policies  and 
programs. 

Sec.  103.  The  Council  shall  establish  after 
such  consultation  with  other  interested  en¬ 
tities,  both  Federal  and  non-Federal,  as  the 
Council  may  find  appropriate,  and  with  the 
approval  of  the  President,  principles,  stand¬ 
ards,  and  procedures  for  Federal  participants 
in  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  regional 
or  river  basin  plans  and  for  the  formula¬ 
tion  and  evaluation  of  Federal  water  and 
related  land  resources  projects.  Such  proce¬ 
dures  may  include  provision  for  Council  re¬ 
vision  of  plans  for  Federal  projects  intended 
to  be  proposed  in  any  plan  or  revision  thereof 
being  prepared  by  a  river  basin  planning 
commission. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  take  the  remaining  time  to  commend 
the  members  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  debate  which  has  taken  place 
today.  I  believe  that  in  the  19  years  it 
has  been  my  privilege  to  serve  in  this 
House  I  have  never  seen  a  finer  example 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  working 
at  its  best  on  a  bill  which  is  controversial, 
and  a  bill  which  is  of  tremendous  interest 
not  only  to  the  people  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  but  to  all  the  United  States. 
The  attitude  of  the  proponents  and  the 
opponents  has  been  in  the  highest  and 
best  tradition  of  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives. 

There  has  been  no  rancor,  no  bitter¬ 
ness  or  personalities  injected  into  the 
debate.  Those  who  represent  other  areas 
have  carefully  explained  their  reasons 
for  opposition  to  the  bill  and  the  pro¬ 
ponents  have  explained  their  reasons  for 
the  compromises  that  exist  in  the  legis¬ 
lation. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  May  I  join  in  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  commendation  of  our  colleagues 
in  the  House? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  just  hope  with  the 
same  spirit  the  Members  of  the  House 
will  tomorrow  morning  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  examine  the  record  that  has 
been  made  on  the  House  floor  today  and 
will  determine  tomorrow  that  some  of 
the  amendments  which  we  have  proposed 
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can  be  accepted — so  that  this  legislation 
may  become  law. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Calif « rnia  [Mr. 
Van  Deerlin]. 

(Mr.  VAN  DEERLIN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  VAN  DEERLIN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
coming,  as  I  do,  from  the  thirstiest  end 
of  California,  it  will  occasion  no  surprise 
that  I  rise  in  support  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  of  us  from  the 
West  have  been  waiting  a  long  time  for 
this  day.  H.R.  3300  would  go  far  toward 
ending  the  disputes  that  have  prevented 
full  and  efficient  use  of  a  great  natural 
resource,  the  Colorado  River. 

The  Interior  Committee,  under  its  able 
chairman,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Colorado,  is  especially  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  giving  us  a  bill  that  so  care¬ 
fully  balances  the  interests  of  the  States 
involved. 

We  Californians  are  delighted,  of 
course,  that  the  committee  has  seen  fit 
to  preserve  our  entitlement  of  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  a  year  from  the 
Colorado. 

I  shudder  to  think  where  we  would  be 
today  without  this  river  which  furnishes 
80  percent  of  all  the  water  used  by  the 
10  million  people  who  live  in  Southern 
California.  California  has  been  taking 
around  5.1  million  acre-feet  a  year,  and 
our  water  experts  tell  us  we  could  not 
live  with  less  than  the  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  specified  in  H.R.  3300. 

This  same  allotment  was  specified  in 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  of  1929. 
But  California  is  a  notably  thirsty  State. 
In  our  desire  to  anticipate  the  future 
needs  of  a  very  rapidly  growing  popula¬ 
tion,  we  built  projects,  at  a  cost  of  more 
than  $600  million,  that  are  intended  to 
use  5.4  million  acre-feet.  We  recognize, 
however,  that  our  neighbor  States  also 
have  a  right  to  grow,  and  we  accept  the 
hard  fact  that  we  will  eventually  have 
to  operate  our  expensive  system  at  1  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  below  its  design  capacity. 

I  wish  I  could  say  that  this  spirit  of 
cooperation  extended  to  our  good  friends 
from  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Unfortunately,  many  of  them  seem  to 
regal’d  the  augmentation  study  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  bill  as  the  beginning  of  a 
plot  to  grab  off  their  own  water. 

I  must  confess  that  I  find  it  difficult 
to  understand  the  logic  of  our  colleagues 
from  the  Northwest,  although  I  certainly 
sympathize  with  this  desire  to  protect 
the  rights  of  their  own  region  and  people. 

But  what  are  they  worried  about?  If 
anything,  they  suffer  from  an  overabun¬ 
dance  of  water.  Compared  with  their  big 
river,  the  Columbia,  the  Colorado  is  a 
mere  stream.  Some  140  million  acre-feet 
of  water  gush  through  the  Columbia  each 
year — and  most  of  them  keep  flowing 
right  out  into  the  Pacific.  The  annual 
flow  of  the  Colorado — on  which  seven 
States  depend — is  in  the  neighborhood 
of  13  million  acre-feet,  less  then  one- 
tenth  of  what  the  Columbia  produces. 

My  learned  colleagues,  Bizz  Johnson 
and  Craig  Hosmer,  have  summed  up  the 
situation  very  cogently  by  comparing  the 
Colorado  to  the  U.S.  gold  stock:  both  are 
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woefully  depleted  and  in  urgent  need  of 
augmentation. 

To  the  20  million  people  in  the  seven 
States  served  by  the  Colorado,  water  is  gold — 

Said  Messrs.  Hosmer  and  Johnson — 

But,  water  or  gold,  there  isn't  enough  of 
it  to  cover  a  cow’s  knee  by  the  time  the 
Colorado  reaches  the  Gulf  of  California. 

In  other  words,  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States,  unlike  their  counterparts 
in  the  Northwest,  simply  cannot  afford 
the  luxury  of  waste. 

And  today’s  scarcity  promises  to  be¬ 
come  a  critical  shortage  in  the  future — 
unless  something  can  be  done  to  re¬ 
plenish  the  Colorado. 

H.R.  3300  would  make  up  some  of  the 
deficiency  by  adding  2.5  million  acre-feet 
a  year  to  the  river  from  some  outside 
source.  The  bill  does  not  say  what  this 
source,  or  sources,  should  be.  Instead,  it 
directs  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  study 
all  possibilities  and  come  up  with  a  fea¬ 
sible  plan  by  1975.  The  possibilities  in¬ 
clude,  but  are  not  limited  to,  desalting, 
weather  modification,  or  an  interbasin 
transfer  from  a  water  surplus  area,  in¬ 
cluding  northern  California. 

The  Interior  Secretary  cannot,  how¬ 
ever,  recommend  an  interbasin  diversion 
unless  the  plan  has  been  approved  by  the 
affected  States.  Once  they  have  given 
their  okay,  areas  of  origin  not  only  get 
full  protection  of  existing  uses  but  also 
recall  of  the  water  if  it  is  needed  later 
and  development  fund  assistance. 

I  cannot  see  how  this  wise  proposal, 
with  its  built-in  protection  for  all  11  of 
the  Western  States,  can  be  construed  as 
a  threat  to  anyone’s  water  supplies. 

Rather,  it  seems  to  me,  the  augmenta¬ 
tion  provision  would  tend  to  assure  the 
orderly  development  of  water  resources 
throughout  the  West  to  the  advantage 
of  all  the  Western  States,  not  just  some 
of  them. 

Water  does  not  recognize  political 
boundaries — and  we  should  not  either, 
when  we  are  handling  legislation  as  com¬ 
prehensive  as  this  excellent  bill. 

I  would  urge  our  colleagues  to  think 
twice  before  voting  to  scuttle  the  aug¬ 
mentation  section  or  any  other  provision 
of  H.R.  3300.  If  we  tamper  with  the  bill 
here  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  we  could 
kill  it  in  the  process  and  all  our  States 
would  be  the  losers. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  the  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Holifield], 

Mr.  ROYBAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  colleague  from  California. 

(Mr.  ROYBAL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  ROYBAL.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  re¬ 
marks  will  be  brief  in  support  of  this  bill 
to  develop  the  Colorado  River  to  meet 
the  inevitable  needs  of  growth. 

I  do  support  it  and  in  doing  so,  I 
reflect  the  overwhelming  sentiments  of 
my  constituents.  Every  communication 
from  my  home  district  in  Los  Angeles 
urges  me  to  support  this  legislation  as 
recommended  by  the  House  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee. 


One  of  the  most  striking  facts  about 
the  Colorado  River  is  that  the  water  it 
produces  now  is  completely  used  up.  For 
the  past  several  years  no  useful  water 
has  been  discharged  to  the  Gulf  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  relative  trickle  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Colorado  River  to  the  sea  is 
too  degraded  by  dissolved  minerals  for 
further  use.  Although  this  legislation 
contemplates  an  increase  of  demands 
upon  the  supply  of  water  in  the  future  I 
can  support  this  bill  because  it  also  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  factfinding  program  to  guide 
our  future  decisions  about  the  best  way 
to  augment  the  water  supply  of  this 
stream. 

There  is  no  hope  for  reduction  of  de¬ 
mand.  No  law  exists  to  stop  new  settlers 
from  moving  into  the  arid  Southwest 
where  water  from  the  Colorado  River 
must  be  used  to  support  them.  Every 
index  promises  population  growth  in 
these  areas  and  the  only  question  is 
whether  the  growth  will  be  just  plain  big, 
or  even  bigger.  Translated  into  water  re¬ 
quirements,  this  question  becomes  one 
of  how  much  additional  water  will  be 
required  and  where  can  ft  best  be  found 
and  how  best  delivered. 

In  conversations  with  some  of  our  col¬ 
leagues,  I  have  encountered  some  res¬ 
ervations  about  a  provision  of  this 
Colorado  River  project  legislation  which 
assigns  as  a  national  obligation  the  cost 
of  providing  water  to  Mexico  under  the 
1944  treaty.  Speaking  as  a  member  of  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee  who  fully 
endorses  the  good  neighbor  policy,  I 
have  no  such  reluctance  to  endorse  that 
provision.  All  treaties  are  national  obli¬ 
gations. 

When  this  particular  agreement  with 
Mexico  was  reached,  many  members  of 
the  other  body  voted  against  ratifica¬ 
tion  because,  among  other  inequities, 
it  placed  no  obligation  upon  the  citizens 
of  the  Nation  as  a  whole  to  provide  the 
required  water  which  the  United  States 
promised  to  deliver  annually.  The  trea¬ 
ty  was  approved,  however,  in  spite  of  the 
anxiety  of  those  who  objected  on  behalf 
of  the  seven  Southwestern  States  which 
depend  upon  the  Colorado  River.  The 
million  and  a  half  acre-feet  plus  con¬ 
veyance  losses,  which  must  be  delivered 
yearly  to  Mexico  fell  by  default  as  a 
burden  upon  only  the  citizens  living  on 
lands  comprising  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  Their  protesting  representatives 
were  correct.  The  burden  was  not  fair¬ 
ly  shared. 

I  congratulate  the  members  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
for  the  language  in  this  bill  which  cor¬ 
rects  the  injustice.  Cost  of  paying  this 
debt  to  Mexico  should  be  borne  by  all 
of  us,  not  by  just  a  few  of  us  and,  in 
this  instance,  a  few  least  able  to  afford 
to  do  so. 

At  the  moment,  the  distress  is  mini¬ 
mal  because  development  of  the  South¬ 
western  States  is  still  in  progress.  But 
all  the  water  of  the  river  is  now  being 
used.  What  little  flows  to  the  Gulf  of 
California  is  too  saline  for  further  serv¬ 
ice  to  either  Americans  or  Mexicans. 
And  both  Americans  and  Mexicans  are 
concerned,  Mexicans  about  water  quality 
and  Americans  about  both  quantity  and 
quality. 


Therefore,  some  kind  of  a  meaning¬ 
ful  augmentation  program  holds  extra 
significance  because  of  its  great  poten¬ 
tial  for  good  in  our  relations  with  Mexico. 
New  water  added  to  the  Colorado  River 
would  serve  primarily  to  alleviate  the 
salinity  problem  south  of  the  border. 
And,  who  knows,  there  might  also  be 
enough  to  provide  Mexico  with  additional 
supplies. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  colleague  from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  awhile  back  in  the  debate 
reference  was  made  to  a  letter  received 
from  the  Honorable  Carl  Hayden,  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona.  I  received  a  letter  from 
that  fine  gentleman,  Senator  Hayden, 
and  I  think  all  of  the  letter  should  be 
made  a  part  of  the  Record  since  only  a 
part  of  it  was  quoted  for  the  Record. 

In  the  letter  he  addressed  to  me  Sen¬ 
ator  Hayden  said  that  H.R.  3300,  as  well 
as  S.  1004,  would  provide  the  essential 
Arizona  project.  I  do  believe  that  he  is 
in  support  of  H.R.  3300  as  it  came  from 
the  committee  and  is  authored  by  the 
Chairman  of  our  full  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Aspinall], 

The  letter  is  as  follows: 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  13,  1968. 
Hon.  Harold  T.  Johnson, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Biz:  By  now,  every  member  of  the 
Congress  knows  that  the  State  of  Arizona  is 
in  desperate  need  of  supplemental  water. 

For  over  forty  years,  driven  by  necessity, 
plagued  by  frustration  and  sustained  by 
hope,  Arizona  has  worked  hard  to  secure  and 
use  its  share  of  Colorado  River  water.  At 
times  I  have  been  called  upon  to  lead  that 
fight,  just  as  I  have  supported  many  meas¬ 
ures  of  resource  development  in  every  State 
in  the  Nation.  It  has  become  my  fervent  hope 
to  see  the  passage  of  legislation  which  will 
make  the  Central  Arizona  Project  a  reality. 

Three  times  the  Senate  has  passed  a  bill 
to  make  that  dream  come  true,  but  never, 
until  this  year,  has  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  had  the  opportunity  to  vote  on  this 
legislation.  Soon  you  will  be  voting  on  Chair¬ 
man  Aspinall’s  bill,  H.R.  3300.  While  this  bill 
differs  in  some  respect  from  the  Senate  bill, 
S.  1004,  either  would  authorize  construction 
of  an  aqueduct  from  the  Colorado  River  to 
bring  water  into  central  Arizona. 

I  hope  that  you  will  now  support  Arizona 
and  that  you  will  urge  your  colleagues  to  help 
in  passing  this  legislation  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  without  crippling  amend¬ 
ments. 

Yours  very  sincerely, 

Carl  Hayden. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
I  wish  to  thank  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee  for  yielding  me  some  time.  As 
a  member  of  the  38-member  California 
delegation,  I  want  to  say  that  we  are 
unanimous  in  support  of  H.R.  3300.  To  us 
the  river  water  of  the  Colorado  is  the 
lifeblood  of  our  whole  economy. 

I  wish  to  go  back  at  this  time  to  some¬ 
thing  that  occurred  when  I  was  first  a 
Member  of  the  House,  along  in  1944  and 
1945.  At  that  time,  in  1944,  as  I  remem¬ 
ber,  the  Mexico-United  States  Treaty 
was  proposed,  and  in  1945  it  was  ratified. 
That  treaty  guaranteed  IV2  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  to  Mexico. 
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Before  that  time  floods  would  devastate 
Mexico  below  the  U.S.  boundary,  and 
they  could  never  depend  upon  getting  a 
crop,  regardless  of  what  it  was.  When 
the  Hoover  Dam  was  built,  we  had  a 
means  of  controlling  that  water,  and 
water  that  had  been  destructive  became 
beneficial  water,  not  only  to  the  people 
of  California  but  to  the  people  of  Mexico, 
because  we  could  save  them  from  the 
annual  flooding  which  usually  took  place. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Hoover  Dam  has  been 
paid  for  by  the  consumers  of  the  electric 
power  that  is  generated  by  the  Hoover 
Dam  generating  facilities,  and  those  con¬ 
sumers  live  in  California  and  Arizona;  is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  The  bulk  of  the  power  is  bought 
by  California.  At  that  time  we  built  an 
aqueduct  with  California  funds — not  with 
Federal  funds — some  275  or  300  miles, 
which  cost  us  at  that  time  $500  million. 

If  that  aqueduct  had  to  be  built  today, 
it  would  probably  cost  a  billion  or  a  bil¬ 
lion  and  a  half.  But  we  built  that  with 
our  own  funds  and  not  with  Federal 
funds,  and  it  was  paid  for  by  the  taxpay¬ 
ers  of  California  in  order  to  bring  that 
lifegiving  river  water  into  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

We  have  an  annual  rainfall  of  about 
14  inches  in  southern  California.  That, 
of  course,  is  the  reason  why  we  need  the 
water. 

The  next  reason  is  we  have  about  10 
million  people  in  that  area.  We  have  close 
to  19  million  people  in  California.  We 
might  say  that  from  almost  the  north¬ 
ern  part  of  California  down  through  the 
southern  part,  we  need  the  lifegiving 
water  that  flows  through  the  rivers  of 
California  and  flows  through  the  aque¬ 
duct  into  California. 

Back  to  the  treaty,  the  testimony  at 
that  time  before  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  of  the  Senate,  from  the  ex¬ 
perts  and  from  the  State  Department, 
was  that  there  was  something  like  18,- 
400,000  acre-feet  in  the  Colorado  River 
flow.  They  did  not  have  the  means  of 
measuring  water  as  accurately  then  as 
they  do  now,  and  there  may  have  been 
some  decrease  in  the  flow  of  the  river  in 
the  meantime  due  to  weather  variance. 

However,  the  million  and  a  half  acre- 
feet  was  given  to  Mexico  on  the  basis 
that  it  was  being  given  out  of  surplus, 
over  and  above  the  15  million  acre-feet 
committed  to  northern  and  southern 
basin  States.  We  were  giving  them  some¬ 
thing  out  of  surplus,  we  thought,  and 
the  State  Department  so  testified,  and 
the  experts  who  came  before  us  so  testi¬ 
fied. 

This  was  for  the  benefit  of  Mexico  in 
an  international  treaty.  It  was  not  for 
the  benefit  of  the  people  of  California, 
or  the  people  of  Colorado,  or  of  the  other 
Colorado  Basin  States.  This  was  an  in¬ 
ternational  treaty  of  comity  between  two 
nations,  but  hooked  in  with  that  was 
also  the  Rio  Grande  River  treaty  of  flood 
control  and  division  of  water  between 
Mexico  and  the  United  States. 


Something  has  been  said  here  that  it 
was  not  a  national  obligation,  that  a 
treaty  is  not  a  national  obligation. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  well  to  point  out  just  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  said,  that  when  they  made  the 
treaty  what  they  were  talking  about  was 
water  that  was  going  into  Mexico  any¬ 
way,  but  it  turns  out  it  was  water  that 
was  not  going  to  go  to  Mexico  at  all,  and 
it  has  to  come  out  of  somebody’s  field 
and  somebody’s  factory  and  somebody’s 
home. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  That  is  correct.  Let 
me  stress  that  part  of  the  treaty  was  the 
Rio  Grande  water  control  and  distribu¬ 
tion.  Here  again  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  came  in  and  built  two  dams,  at 
Federal  expense  and  not  at  the  expense 
of  the  people  of  Texas.  The  National 
Government  took  over  that,  thereby 
proving  it  was  the  national  obligation. 
We  built  those  two  dams  in  order  to  con¬ 
trol  the  waters  of  the  Rio  Grande  and 
divert  the  water  to  Mexico  that  should 
go  to  Mexico  and  the  water  to  Texas 
that  should  go  to  Texas. 

Now,  is  this  diversion  of  water  to 
Mexico  from  the  Colorado  River  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  or  is  it  an  obligation 
that  should  be  assessed  against  the  basin 
States,  north  and  south?  In  1965  we 
came  on  this  floor  with  legislation  which 
was  in  effect  a  modification  of  that 
treaty  for  improving  the  quality  of  the 
water.  The  quantity  was  not  in  question. 
We  were  giving  them  some  1,500,000 
acre-feet,  but  it  had  become  too  salty 
due  to  the  situation  on  the  Colorado,  so 
the  Federal  Government  again,  in  an 
agreement  with  Mexico,  came  to  the 
Congress  for  Federal  funds  to  modify 
that  treaty,  and  we  spent  approximately 
$30  million  to. $40  million  making  di¬ 
version  canals  around  the  Morales  Dam 
to  bring  sweet  water  in  to  protect  Mexico 
from  water  that  had  become  too  saline. 

There  is  adequate  proof,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  that  it  is  a  national  obligation.  It 
was  done  for  a  national  purpose,  and 
the  National  Government  stood  behind 
its  responsibility  in  that  treaty  and  paid 
for  the  diversion  canals — some  $30  to 
$40  million. 

It  was  a  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  ex¬ 
perts  before  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  when  they  said  there 
was  18,400,000  acre-feet  in  that  river. 
Should  we,  the  seven  member  States  of 
the  Colorado  Basin,  bear  that  mistake, 
which  was  made  in  testimony  by  the 
State  Department,  or  should  the  Nation 
as  a  whole  bear  the  cost  of  that  mistake? 
The  effect  of  that  mistake  is  redounding 
upon  the  States  that  are  involved  in  the 
Colorado  Basin,  because  we  find  we  have 
a  scarcity  of  water  which  was  not  fore¬ 
seen  or  forecast  or  estimated  at  the  time 
of  the  treaty. 

Let  me  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
Members  of  the  Northwestern  States  of 
Washington  and  Oregon  the  fact  that 
they  are  benefiting  from  the  Canadian 
Treaty  by  the  expenditure  of  millions  of 
Federal  dollars  to  bring  water  down  from 
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Canada  into  the  Bonneville  system, 
which  makes  kilowatts  that  will  go  as  far 
south  as  Los  Angeles  eventually  through 
the  Northwest-Southwest  intertie. 

It  was  the  Federal  Government  which 
took  over  the  obligation  of  that  treaty, 
and  it  was  the  Federal  Government 
which  built  the  canals  to  bring  the  20 
million  acre-feet  into  the  Bonneville  sys¬ 
tem  from  Canada.  So  I  say  to  the  people 
of  the  Northwest,  they  are  benefiting 
from  a  treaty  made  between  Canada  and 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  No.  The  gentleman 
has  had  a  lot  of  time  and  I  have  had 
little.  I  ask  the  gentleman  to  bear  with 
me.  I  know  he  does  not  like  to  hear  these 
facts,  but  they  are  facts,  and  he  knows  it. 

I  believe  the  point  that  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States  should  bear  a  na¬ 
tional  treaty  impact,  because  of  a  mis¬ 
take  in  testimony  and  a  mistake  in  esti¬ 
mates  which  was  made,  would  be  an 
equitable  arrangement  in  line  with  many 
national  treaty  precedents. 

Do  we  want  any  State  involved  in  any 
international  treaty  with  any  nation  to 
bear  the  impact,  good  or  bad,  of  that 
treaty?  Of  course  not.  A  treaty  is  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  between  two  sovereign 
nations.  It  is  not  to  be  borne  by  any  sec¬ 
tion,  by  any  State,  by  any  county  or  by 
any  city  in  the  United  States. 

If  there  be  deleterious  effects  upon 
a  State,  that  State  should  be  made 
whole,  because  the  treaty  which  was 
made  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
people  of  the  United  States  and  not  for 
the  people  of  a  certain  area  of  the  United 
States,  although  the  water  in  this  in¬ 
stance  had  to  come  from  a  river  which 
drains  seven  of  these  States.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  if  an  impact  which  is  deleterious  on 
those  States  occurs  as  a  result  of  a  na¬ 
tional  treaty,  I  say  it  is  just  simple  equity 
that  the  Nation  itself  bear  that  cost,  and 
not  the  six  States,  one  State,  two  States, 
or  three  States  pay  for  the  impact  of  a 
national  treaty. 

This  is  an  important  thing  I  want  to 
say,  because  the  point  has  been  repeat¬ 
edly  made  that  we  are  doing  something 
very  devious  in  asking  that  the  United 
States  bear  the  cost  and  the  obligation 
and  the  burden  of  an  international 
treaty.  In  my  opinion,  that  is  a  com¬ 
pletely  fallacious  position  to  take.  We 
have  precedent  after  precedent.  If  Mem¬ 
bers  will  read  the  report,  pages  47  to  51, 
they  will  find  a  number  of  those  prece¬ 
dents  where  the  Nation  picked  up  the  tab. 
That  is  all  we  ask,  simple  equity  to  the 
seven  States  in  the  region  who  have  long 
worked  to  get  an  agreement  and  a  piece 
of  legislation  which  will  help  us  on  the 
distribution  of  the  water,  on  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  the  water,  and  the  restoration 
to  that  basin  of  waters  which  were  taken 
by  mistake  in  an  international  treaty. 

So  I  say  that  we  have  a  good  cause.  I 
hope  the  Members  of  the  House  who  are 
not  on  the  floor  will  read  my  words  and 
will  remember  that  we  seek  to  help  an 
area  of  the  United  States  which  repre¬ 
sents  13  percent  of  the  population. 

I  would  say  to  my  friends  from  the 
Northwest,  from  Oregon  and  Washing- 
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ton,  there  are  some  31  million  people  In 
these  seven  States.  There  are  about  6 
million  people  in  the  States  of  Idaho, 
Oregon,  and  Washington.  I  would  say 
the  greatest  market  they  have  are  the 
people  of  California,  who  buy  the  apples 
of  Washington  and  the  lumber  of  Wash¬ 
ington  and  the  potatoes  of  Idaho  and  the 
other  products  of  that  area.  It  is  their 
natural  market.  That  market  is  growing. 
It  will  continue  to  absorb  the  products 
of  those  States. 

Let  us  look  at  this  as  a  regional  prob¬ 
lem,  a  problem  whereby  the  whole  region 
will  profit  from  its  solution.  You  sell 
your  potatoes  and  apples  and  lumber 
to  Californians.  We  buy  them.  We  have 
to  have  water  to  drink  or  we  camiot 
live  there,  and  we  cannot  build  our 
houses,  and  we  cannot  eat  your  food. 
So  let  us  try  to  look  at  this  thing  for  one 
moment  on  the  basis  of  regional  pros¬ 
perity,  for  without  regional  prosperity, 
Washington,  Oregon,  and  Idaho  can¬ 
not  have  prosperity,  either. 

If  we  work  together  on  this,  without 
deti'iment,  because  there  are  plenty  of 
safeguards  in  the  legislation  to  keep 
away  any  detrimental  diversion  of  water 
from  the  States  in  the  North,  we  can 
solve  this  problem.  We  do  not  say  in  this 
legislation  that  there  will  be  diversion, 
but  we  say  that  the  study  will  take  into 
consideration  desalting,  in  which  I  am 
very  much  interested,  recovery  of  waste 
water  from  all  sources,  and  weather 
modification  as  well  as  importation. 

This  bill  provides  that  we  make  a 
study  and  then  that  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  will  come  back  to  this  committee. 
Then  this  committee,  as  it  sees  fit,  will 
make  whatever  recommendations  it 
determines  are  necessary  from  this 
feasibility  study.  This  then  comes  back 
to  the  Congress,  and  then  the  Congress 
has  the  final  word  as  to  whether  we  shall 
authorize  and  appropriate  for  these 
items  that  are  recommended  by  the 
study  and  which  survives  the  regular 
committee  process  of  authorization  and 
appropriation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  has  expired.  All 
time  has  expired. 

Pursuant  to  the  rule,  the  Clerk  will 
read  the  committee  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  printed  in  the  bill  as  an  original 
bill  for  the  purpose  of  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I - COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT: 

OBJECTIVES 

Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  “Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act”. 

Sec.  102.  (a)  It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to 
provide  a  program  for  the  further  compre¬ 
hensive  development  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  additional  and  adequate  water  sup¬ 
plies  for  use  in  the  upper  as  well  as  in  the 
lower  Colorado  River  Basin.  This  program  is 
declared  to  be  for  the  purposes,  among  oth¬ 
ers,  of  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado 
River;  controlling  floods;  improving  naviga¬ 
tion;  providing  for  the  storage  and  delivery  of 
the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  for  reclama¬ 
tion  of  lands,  including  supplemental  water 
supplies,  and  for  municipal,  industrial,  and 
other  beneficial  purposes;  improving  water 
quality;  providing  for  basic  public  outdoor 


recreation  facilities;  improving  conditions  for 
fish  and  wildlife,  and  the  generation  and  sale 
of  electrical  power  as  an  incident  of  the  fore¬ 
going  purposes. 

(b)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  continue 
to  develop,  after  consultation  with  affected 
States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies,  a 
regional  water  plan,  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  and  with  future  authoriza¬ 
tions,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under  which 
projects  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  be 
coordinated  and  constructed  with  proper 
timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate  supply 
of  water  may  be  made  available  for  such 
projects,  whether  heretofore,  herein,  or  here¬ 
after  authorized. 

TITLE  II - INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Water  Resources  Council, 
acting  in  accordance  with  the  procedure  pre¬ 
scribed  in  section  103  of  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act  (79  Stat.  244),  shall  within  one 
year  following  the  effective  date  of  this  Act 
establish  principles,  standards,  and  proce¬ 
dures  for  the  program  of  investigations  and 
submittal  of  plans  and  reports  authorized  by 
this  title.  The  Secretary,  in  conformity  with 
the  principles,  standards,  and  procedures  so 
established,  is  authorized  and  directed  to — 

( 1 )  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range  wa¬ 
ter  supply  available  for  consumptive  use  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  current  water 
requirements  therein,  and  of  the  rate  of 
growth  of  water  requirements  therein  to  at 
least  the  year  2030; 

(2)  investigate  and  recommend  sources 
and  means  of  supplying  water  to  meet  the 
current  and  anticipated  water  requirements 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  either  directly 
or  by  exchange,  including  reductions  in  loss¬ 
es,  importations  from  sources  outside  the 
natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system,  desalination,  weather  modification, 
and  other  means;  Provided,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not,  under  the  authority  of  this 
clause  or  anything  in  this  Act  contained, 
make  any  recommendation  for  importing 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  system  from 
other  river  basins  without  the  approval  of 
those  States  which  will  be  affected  by  such 
exportation,  said  approval  to  be  obtained  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  the  procedure  and 
criteria  established  by  section  1  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  887); 

(3)  undertake  investigations,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  other  concerned  agencies,  of  means 
for  maintaining  an  adequate  water  quality 
throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin; 

(4)  investigate  means  of  providing  for 
prudent  water  conservation  practices  to  per¬ 
mit  maximum  beneficial  utilization  of  avail¬ 
able  water  supplies  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin; 

(5)  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of 
the  long-range  water  supply  in  States  and 
areas  from  which  water  could  be  imported 
into  the  Colorado  River  system,  together 
with  estimates  and  plans  to  satisfy  the  prob¬ 
able  ultimate  requirements  for  water  within 
such  States  and  areas  of  origin  for  all  pur¬ 
poses,  including  but  not  limited  to  consump¬ 
tive  use,  navigation,  river  regulation,  power, 
enhancement  of  fishery  resources,  pollution 
control,  and  disposal  of  wastes  to  the  ocean, 
and  estimates  of  the  quantities  of  water,  if 
any,  that  will  be  available  in  excess  of  such 
requirements. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  prepare  reconnaissance  reports  cov¬ 
ering  the  matters  set  out  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  and  such  reports  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  not  later  than  Jan.  30,  1973,  and,  as 
revised  and  updated,  every  five  years  there¬ 
after.  For  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the 
repayment  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  any 
projects  covered  by  such  reports,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  take  into  account  such  assistance 
as  may  be  available  to  the  States  of  the  Up¬ 
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per  Division  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Fund  (70  Stat.  107),  and  to  the  States 
of  the  Lower  Division  from  the  development 
fund  established  by  section  403  of  this  Act. 

(c)  On  the  basis  of  the  investigations  and 
studies  performed  pursuant  to  this  section, 
and  subject  to  the  provision  of  subsection 
(a)  (2)  and  section  203  hereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  prepare  a-  feasibility  report  on  a  plan 
which  shows  the  most  economical  means  of 
augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in 
the  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  two 
and  one-half  million  acre-feet  annually.  The 
recommended  plan  may  include  the  con¬ 
struction  of  works  and  facilities  by  such 
successive  stages  as  are  estimated  to  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  alleviate  critical  water  shortages 
as  they  occur.  The  report  prepared  pursuant 
to  this  subsection,  along  with  comments  of 
the  affected  States  and  appropriate  Federal 
agencies  thereon,  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  1975. 

Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the 
satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado 
River  constitutes  a  national  obligation  which 
shall  be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water 
augmentation  project  planned  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  this  Act  and  authorized  by  the 
Congress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the 
Upper  Division  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah, 
and  Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the  Lower 
Division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada) 
shall  be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which 
may  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by 
article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in 
operation  which  augment  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity 
as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses  of 
water  associated  with  the  performance  of 
that  treaty. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  pursuant  to  section  201(a)  (2)  and 
201(c),  plan  works  to  import  water  into 
the  Colorado  River  system  from  sources  out¬ 
side  the  natural  drainage  areas  of  the  sys¬ 
tem,  he  shall  make  provision  for  adequate 
and  equitable  protection  of  the  interests 
of  the  States  and  areas  of  origin,  including 
assistance  from  funds  specified  in  section 
201(b)  of  this  Act,  to  the  end  that  water 
supplies  may  be  available  for  use  in  such 
States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate  to  satisfy 
their  ultimate  requirements  at  prices  to 
users  not  adversely  affected  by  the  exporta¬ 
tion  of  water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future, 
for  water  within  any  State  lying  wholly  or 
in  port  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river 
basin  from  which  water  is  exported  by  works 
planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have  a 
priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use 
of  the  waters  of  that  river  basin,  for  all  pur¬ 
poses,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water  de¬ 
livered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  interstate 
agreement. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  an¬ 
nually  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  re¬ 
ports  covering  progress  on  the  investigations 
and  reports  authorized  by  this  title. 

Sec.  205.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  are  required  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

TITLE  in - AUTHORIZED  UNITS!  PROTECTION  OF 

EXISTING  USES 

Sec.  301.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnish¬ 
ing  irrigation  water  and  municipal  water 
supplies  to  the  water-deficient  areas  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct 
diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  control  of 
floods,  conservation  and  development  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of  rec¬ 
reation  opportunities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Secretary  shall  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
consisting  of  the  following  principal  works: 
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(1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals, 
including  a  main  canal  and  pumping  plants 
(Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping 
plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water 
from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  system  shall  have  a  capac¬ 
ity  of  not  to  exceed  two  thousand  five  hun¬ 
dred  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2)  Orme  Dam 
and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or 
suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated  as  not 
to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to 
the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those  rights 
are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United 
States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District 
and  others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59); 

(4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  shall  be  constructed  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  give  effect  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  304; 

(5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6) 
Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7) 
Salt-Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  related  canals,  regu¬ 
lating  facilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants, 
and  electrical  transmission  facilities  required 
for  the  operation  of  said  principal  works; 
(9)  related  water  distribution  and  drainage 
works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

(b)  Article  11(B)(3)  of  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall 
be  so  administered  that  in  any  year  in  which, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is  in¬ 
sufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water 
available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main  stream 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so 
limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  wa¬ 
ter  in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for 
the  aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  by 
holders  of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other 
users  in  the  State  of  California  served  under 
existing  contracts  with  the  United  States  by 
diversion  works  heretofore  constructed,  and 
by  other  existing  Federal  reservations  in 
that  State,  of  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and 
by  users  of  the  same  character  in  Arizona 
and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State  of 
Nevada  shall  not  be  required  to  bear  short¬ 
ages  in  any  proportion  greater  than  would 
have  been  imposed  in  the  absence  of  this 
subsection  301(b).  This  subsection  shall  not 
affect  the  relative  priorities,  among  them¬ 
selves,  of  water  users  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and 
California  which  are  senior  to  diversions  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any 
provisions  of  said  decree. 

(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  so  long  as  the 
Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  that 
means  are  available  and  in  operation  which 
augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to  make 
sufficient  mainstream  water  available  for  re¬ 
lease  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of 
seven  million  five  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada. 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate 
the  lands  of  the  Salt  River  Pima-Maricopa 
Indian  Community,  Arizona,  and  the  Fort 
McDowell-Apache  Indian  Community,  Ari¬ 
zona,  or  interests  therein,  and  any  allotted 
lands  or  interests  therein  within  said  com¬ 
munities  which  he  determines  are  necessary 
for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United  States 
for  the  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or  alter¬ 
native.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  lands  and  interests 
designated,  inclusive  of  improvements.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  toward 
the  cost  of  relocating  or  replacing  such  im¬ 
provements  not  to  exceed  $500,000  in  the  ag¬ 
gregate,  and  the  amount  offered  for  the  ac¬ 
tual  relocation  or  replacement  of  a  residence 
shall  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  residence  and  $8,000. 


Each  community  and  each  affected  allottee 
shall  have  six  months  in  which  to  accept  or 
reject  the  Secretary’s  offer.  If  the  Secretary’s 
offer  is  rejected,  the  United  States  may  pro¬ 
ceed  to  acquire  the  property  interests  in¬ 
volved  through  eminent  domain  proceedings 
in  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Arizona  under  40  U.S.C.,  sections 
257  and  258a.  Upon  acceptance  in  writing  of 
the  Secretary’s  offer,  or  upon  the  filing  of  a 
declaration  of  taking  in  eminent  domain  pro¬ 
ceedings,  title  to  the  lands  or  interests  in¬ 
volved,  and  the  right  to  possession  thereof, 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States.  Upon  a  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Secretary  that  all  or  any 
part  of  such  lands  or  interests  are  no  longer 
necessary  for  the  purpose  for  which  acquired, 
title  to  such  lands  or  interests  shall  be  re¬ 
stored  to  the  appropriate  community.', 

(b)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  acquired 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
the  right  of  the  former  owner  to  use  or  lease 
the  land  for  purposes  not  inconsistent  with 
the  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project,  as  determined  by,  and 
under  terms  and  conditions  prescribed  by, 
the  Secretary.  Such  right  shall  include  the 
right  to  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals.  The 
determination  of  fair  market  value  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  reflect  the  right  to  ex¬ 
tract  and  dispose  of  minerals  but  not  the 
other  uses  permitted  by  this  subsection. 

(c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  lands  of  the  Fort  McDowell 
Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community  will  be 
required  for  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or  al¬ 
ternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition  to 
the  compensation  provided  for  in  subsection 

(a)  of  this  section,  designate  and  add  to  the 
Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation  twenty- 
five  hundred  acres  of  suitable  lands  in  the 
vicinity  of  thee  reservation  that  are  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  township  4  north,  range  7  east; 
township  5  north,  range  7  east;  and  township 
3  north,  range  7  east,  Gila  and  Salt  River 
base  meridian,  Arizona.  Title  to  lands  so 
added  to  the  reservation  shall  be  held  by  the 
United  States  in  trust  for  the  Fort  McDowell 
Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community. 

(d)  Each  community  may,  pursuant  to  an 
agreement  with  the  Secretary,  develop  and 
operate  recreational  facilities  along  the  part 
of  the  shoreline  of  the  Orme  Reservoir  located 
on  or  adjacent  to  its  reservation,  including 
land  added  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Reserva¬ 
tion  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  governing  the  recrea¬ 
tion  development  of  the  reservoir.  Recreation 
development  of  the  entire  reservoir  and  fed¬ 
erally  owned  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  adjacent  thereto  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  a  master  recreation  plan 
approved  by  the  Secretary.  Each  community 
and  the  members  thereof  shall  have  non¬ 
exclusive  personal  rights  to  hunt  and  fish  on 
the  reservoir,  to  the  same  extent  they  are 
now  authorized  to  hunt  and  fish,  without 
charge,  but  shall  have  no  right  to  exclude 
others  from  the  reservoir  except  by  control 
of  access  through  their  reservations,  or  any 
right  to  require  payments  by  the  public  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  use  of  community  lands  or  facili¬ 
ties. 

(e)  All  funds  paid  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  any  per  capita  distribution  thereof, 
shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of  State  and 
Federal  income  taxes. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  continue  to  a  conclusion 
appropriate  engineering  and  economic  studies 
and  to  recommend  the  most  feasible  plan 
for  the  construction  and  operation  of  hydro¬ 
electric  generating  and  transmission  facili¬ 
ties,  the  purchase  of  electrical  energy,  the 
purchase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant 
capacity,  or  any  combination  thereof,  includ¬ 
ing  participation,  operation,  or  construction 
by  non-Federal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of 
supplying  the  power  requirements  of  the 
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Central  Arizona  Project  and  augmenting  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund:  Provided, 
That  nothing  in  this  section  or  in  this  Act 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the 
study  or  construction  of  any  dams  on  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between 
Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

(b)  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  non-Federal  interests  pro¬ 
posing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating 
powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall 
acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of  the 
capacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery 
of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 
delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project.  When  not  required  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  power  and 
energy  acquired  by  such  agreement  may  be 
disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary 
for  other  purposes  at  such  prices  as  he  may 
determine,  including  its  marketing  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  sale  of  power  and  energy 
from  Federal  powerplants  in  the  Colorado 
River  system  so  as  to  produce  the  greatest 
practicable  amount  of  power  and  energy  that 
can  be  sold  at  firm  power  and  energy  rates. 
The  agreement  shall  provide,  among  other 
things,  that — 

(1)  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction 
cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any  switch¬ 
yards  and  transmission  facilities  serving  the 
United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for 
the  United  States  therein  to  the  total  capaci¬ 
ties  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary  shall 
make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  avail¬ 
able  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,  including  the  period  of 
preparation  of  designs  and  specifications,  in 
such  installments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely 
construction  schedule,  but  no  funds  other 
than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  until  he 
determines  that  adequate  contracts  have 
been  entered  into  between  all  the  affected 
parties  covering  land,  water,  fuel  supplies, 
power  (its  availability  and  use),  rights-of- 
way,  transmission  facilities  and  all  other 
necessary  matters  for  the  thermal  generating 
powerplant; 

(2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance 
costs,  including  provisions  for  depreciation 
(except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro  rata 
share  of  the  construction  cost  borne  by  the 
United  States  in  accordance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  clause  ( 1 ) ) ,  shall  be  apportioned  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal 
interests  on  an  equitable  basis  taking  into 
account  the  ratios  determined  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  clause  (1) ; 

(3)  the  United  States  shall  be  given  appro¬ 
priate  credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal 
lands  administered  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the 
powerplant  and  appurtenances; 

(4)  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States 
under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  shall  not  include 
(a)  interest  and  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  franchise 
fees,  and  (d)  such  otjier  costs  as  shall  be 
specified  in  the  agreement. 

(c)  No  later  than  one  year  from  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  sub¬ 
mit  his  recommended  plan  to  the  Congress. 
Except  as  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section,  such  plan  shall  not  become  ef¬ 
fective  until  approved  by  the  Congress. 

(d)  If  the  thermal  generating  plant  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  is 
located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is  served  by  wa¬ 
ter  diverted  from  the  drainage  area  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  other 
provisions  of  existing  law  to  the  contrary  not¬ 
withstanding,  such  consumptive  use  of  water 
shall  be  a  part  of  the  fifty  thousand  acre-feet 
per  annum  apportioned  to  the  State  of  Ari- 
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zona  by  article  III  (a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

Sec.  304.  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise 
provided  by  Congress,  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available 
directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of 
lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  history 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the 
case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife  refuges 
and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary, 
State-administered  wildlife  management 
areas. 

(b) (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  under  supply  under  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona  may, 
in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines  that 
it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be  pur¬ 
suant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations 
which  have  power  to  levy  assessments  against 
all  taxable  real  property  within  their  bounds 
aries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts 
or  other  arrangements  whereby  each  such 
organization  makes  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within  its 
boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary’s 
approval,  and  the  United  States  shall  if  the 
Secretary  determines  such  action  is  desirable 
to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it 
be  a  party  to  such  contracts  or  that  contracts 
subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts  be  en¬ 
tered  into  between  the  United  States  and 
any  user.  The  provisions  of  this  clause  (1) 
shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying  of  water  to 
an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to 
section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 
of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h  (d) )  with  respect  to 
any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block 
shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not 
more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  pro¬ 
vided  pursuant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Rec¬ 
lamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h 
(e) )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of 
water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main 
canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other 
points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  desig¬ 
nate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to 
irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that 
water  made  available  thereunder  may  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  muni¬ 
cipal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the 
extent  that  such  water  is  not  required  by 
the  contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard 
to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c) ) ;  may  provide  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main 
canals  and  conduits;  and  may  provide  for  re¬ 
payment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made 
pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and 
for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of 
fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (2) 
thereof. 

(c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is 
provided  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  meas¬ 
ures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from 
aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract 
service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and  distribution 
systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed 
after  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the 
contractors  shall  be  provided  and  maintained 
with  linings  adequate  in  his  judgment  to 
prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3) 
neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall 
pump  or  permit  others  to  pump  ground  water 
from  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the 
service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any  use 
outside  said  contractor’s  service  area  unless 


the  Secretary  and  such  contractor  shall  agree, 
or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drain¬ 
age  is  or  was  required.  Such  contracts  shall 
be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  all  existing  contracts  between  the 
Secretary  and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore 
made  pursuant  to  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  (45  Stat.  1057). 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  con¬ 
tract  under  which  water  is  provided  from  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  Contractor 
agree  to  accept  mainstream  water  in  exchange 
for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  supplies 
from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The 
Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the  case  cf  users 
in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from  the  Gila 
River  system  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make 
available  to  users  of  water  from  the  Gila 
River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional  quan¬ 
tities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the 
conditions  specified  in  subsection  (f)  of  this 
section:  Provided,  That  such  exchanges  and 
replacements  shall  be  accomplished  without 
economic  injury  or  cost  to  such  Arizona  con¬ 
tractors. 

(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of 
mainstream  Colorado  River  water  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main 
stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall 
have  a  first  priority  to  receive  mainstream 
water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by 
that  project  which  have  not  so  yielded  water 
from  other  sources,  but  only  in  quantities 
adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(f)  (1)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  con¬ 
tract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in  New 
Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in 
any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  res¬ 
ervoir  evaporation,  over  and  above  the  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340).  Such  increased  consumptive 
uses  shall  not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue 
only  so  long  as,  delivery  of  Colorado  River 
water  to  downstream  Gila  River  users  in  Ari¬ 
zona  is  being  accomplished  in  accordance 
with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  re¬ 
place  any  diminution  of  their  supply  result¬ 
ing  from  such  diversions  from  the  Gila  River, 
its  tributaries  and  underground  water 
sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required 
for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be 
given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the 
waters  involved. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to 
contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and 
underground  water  sources  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in 
New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  aver¬ 
age  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre-feet,  in¬ 
cluding  reservoir  evaporation.  Such  further 
increases  in  consumptive  use  shall  not  begin 
until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as, 
works  capable  of  augmenting  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  Colorado  River  system  have  been 
completed  and  water  sufficiently  in  excess  of 
two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  per  annum  is  available  from  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  consumptive 
use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water  for  the  ex¬ 
changes  herein  authorized  and  provided.  In 
determining  the  amount  required  for  this 
purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to 
any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters 
involved. 

(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New 
Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the 
decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 


Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley 
Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity 
Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  existing 
on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mex¬ 
ico  and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  River, 
its  tributaries,  and  underground  water 
sources  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall 
be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without 
economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of 
such  rights. 

Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of 
the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River  is 
augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)  (1)  of 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  four  million  four 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  California, 
and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Nevada,  respectively,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  such  water  available  to  users  of  main¬ 
stream  water  in  those  States  at  the  same 
costs  (to  the  extent  that  such  costs  can  be 
made  comparable  through  the  nonreimburs¬ 
able  allocation  to  the  replenishment  of  the 
deficiencies  occasioned  by  satisfaction  of  the 
Mexican  Treaty  burden  as  herein  provided 
and  financial  assistance  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  section  403  of  this 
Act)  and  on  the  same  terms  as  would  be  ap¬ 
plicable  if  mainstream  water  were  available 
for  release  in  the  quantities  required  to  sup¬ 
ply  such  consumptive  use. 

Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake 
programs  for  water  salvage  and  ground  water 
recovery  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main¬ 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance 
of  a  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat 
for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  State  of  Utah,  is  hereby  re¬ 
authorized  for  construction  at  the  site  de¬ 
termined  feasible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the 
Secretary  shall  integrate  such  project  into 
the  repayment  arrangement  and  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  De¬ 
velopment  Fund  established  by  title  IV  of 
this  Act  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Act:  Provided,  That  section  8  of  Public 
Law  88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended 
by  deleting  the  figure  “$42,700, 000”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$58,000,- 
000”. 

Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportuni¬ 
ties  in  connection  with  the  project  works 
authorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat. 
213),  except  as  provided  in  section  302  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  construction  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  including  prepayment 
for  power  generation  and  transmission  facil¬ 
ities  but  exclusive  of  distribution  and  drain¬ 
age  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands,  $779,000,- 
000  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any, 
as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary 
fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  in¬ 
dicated  by  engineering  cost  indices  applica¬ 
ble  to  the  types  of  construction  involved 
here  and,  in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as 
may  be  required  for  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project. 

(b)  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  $100,000,000  for  construction  of  dis¬ 
tribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non- 
Indian  lands.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  403  of  this  Act,  neither  appro¬ 
priations  made  pursuant  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  contained  in  this  subsection  (b)  nor 
revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  such  facilities  shall  be  credited 
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to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  and  payments  shall  not  be  made 
from  that  fund  to  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  return  any  part  of  the  costs  of 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
such  facilities. 

TITLE  TV - LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVEL¬ 

OPMENT  fund:  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT 

OF  COSTS :  CONTRACTS 

Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower 
basin  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter 
authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the 
Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  con¬ 
structing  said  unit  or  features  to  (1)  com¬ 
mercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply,  (4)  flood  con¬ 
trol,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  con¬ 
trol,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9) 
the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  flows  available  for  use  in  the 
United  States  occasioned  by  performance  of 
the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994),  and  (10) 
any  other  purposes  authorized  under  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws.  Costs  of  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  allocated  to 
the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  flows  available  for  use  in  the 
United  States  occasioned  by  compliance  with 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (including  losses 
in  transit,  evaporation  from  regulatory  res¬ 
ervoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at  the  Mexican 
boundary,  incurred  in  the  transportation, 
storage,  and  delivery  of  water  in  discharge  of 
the  obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall  be  non¬ 
reimbursable.  The  repayment  of  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  recretaion  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Rec¬ 
reation  Act  (79  Stat.  213)  :  Provided,  That  all 
of  the  separable  and  joint  costs  allocated  to 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
as  a  part  of  the  Dixie  project,  Utah,  shall  be 
nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated  to  nonre¬ 
imbursable  purposes  shall  be  nonreturnable 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the 
repayment  capability  of  Indian  lands  within, 
under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the  project. 
Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  of 
Indian  lands  (including  provision  of  water 
for  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses) 
and  within  the  repayment  capability  of  such 
lands  shall  be  subject  to  the  Act  of  July  1, 
1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such  costs  that  are 
beyond  repayment  capability  of  such  lands 
shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
a  separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereinafter 
called  the  "development  fund”) ,  which  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  as  herein¬ 
after  provided. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title 
III  of  this  Act  shall  be  credited  to  the  devel¬ 
opment  fund  as  advances  from  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  available 
for  such  purpose. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund — 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  facilities  authorized  in 
title  III  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission,  and 
other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  proceeds 
received  from  recreation  concessionaires) ,  in¬ 
cluding  revenues  which,  after  completion  of 
payout  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  re¬ 
quired  herein  are  surplus,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  said  proj¬ 
ect;  and 

(2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder 
Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects  which, 
after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis 
projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  requirements  of  those  projects: 
Provided,  however,  That  the  Secretary  is  au¬ 


thorized  and  directed  to  continue  the  in-lieu- 
of-tax  payments  to  the  States  of  Arizona,  and 
Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2(c)  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so 
long  as  revenues  accure  from  the  operation 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project;  and 

(3)  any  Federal  revenues  from  that  portion 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest 
intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and 
Arizona  which,  after  completion  of  repay¬ 
ment  requirements  of  the  said  part  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie 
located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona, 
are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  requirements  of  said  portion  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie 
and  related  facilities. 

(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  credited  to 
the  development  fund  pursuant  to  subsection 

(b)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (3)  of  subsection 

(c)  of  this  section  and  the  portion  of  reve¬ 
nues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  for  use  in  Arizona  pursuant  to  clause 
(2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  shall  be 
available,  without  further  appropriation 
for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacements  of,  and  emergency 
expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of  the  projects, 
within  such  separate  limitations  as  may  be 
included  in  annual  appropriation  Acts;  and 

(2)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in 
the  State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as  a 
result  of  diminuation  of  the  production  of 
hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  Arizona, 
resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  between 
users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  ,  New 
Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  304(f)  of  this 
Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  development 
fund  shall  not  be  available  for  construction 
of  the  works  comprised  within  any  unit  of 
the  project  herein  or  hereafter  authorized 
except  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 

(f)  Moneys  credited  to  the  development 
fund  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses 
(1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
and  the  portion  of  revenues  derived  from  the 
sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section  in  excess  of  the  amount  neces¬ 
sary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  ( 1 ) , 
and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall 
be  paid  annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  projects  or 
separable  feature  thereof-  authorized  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  III  of  this  Act,  which  are  al¬ 
located  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  Act  within  a  period  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  fifty  years  from  the  date  of  comple¬ 
tion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable  feature, 
exclusive  of  any  development  period  au¬ 
thorized  by  law :  Provided,  That  return  of  the 
cost,  if  any,  required  by  section  307  shall  not 
be  made  until  after  the  payout  period  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized  here¬ 
in; 

(2)  interest  (including  interest  during 
construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance  of 
the  investment  in  the  commercial  power  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (h)  of  this 
section,  and  interest  due  shall  be  a  first 
charge. 

(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  in  accordance  with  clause  (c)  (2) 
of  this  section  (excluding  only  those  revenues 
derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for 
use  in  Arizona  during  the  payout  period  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized 
herein)  and  such  other  revenues  as  remain 
in  the  development  fund  after  making  the 
payments  required  by  subsections  (d)  and 
(f)  of  this  section  shall  be  availalbe  (1)  to 
make  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  sec¬ 
tions  307  and  502  of  this  Act,  and  (2) ,  upon 
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appropriation  by  the  Congress,  to  assist  in 
the  repayment  of  reimbursable  costs  in¬ 
curred  in  connection  with  units  hereafter 
constructed  to  provide  for  the  augmentation 
of  the  water  supplies  of  the  Colorado  River 
for  use  below  Lee  Ferry  as  may  be  authorized 
as  a  result  of  the  investigations  and  recom¬ 
mendations  made  pursuant  to  clause  201  (a) 
(2)  and  subsection  203(a)  of  this  Act. 

(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those 
portions  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  each 
unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  al¬ 
located  to  commercial  power  development 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for 
initiating  construction  of  such  unit,  on  the 
basis  of  the  computed  average  interest  rate 
payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstand¬ 
ing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are 
neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemjrtion  for 
fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  annually  for  all  op¬ 
erations  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

Sec.  404.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the 
Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Congress,  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from 
and  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the 
project  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The 
report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to 
reflect  accurately  the  Federal  investment 
allocated  at  that  time  to  power,  to  irrigation, 
and  to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return 
and  repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated 
rate  of  progress,  year  by  year,  in  accomplish¬ 
ing  full  repayment. 

TITLE  V - UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

AUTHORIZATION  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel 
Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado;  and 
the  Central  Utah  project  (Uintah  unit), 
Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105;  43  U.S.C.  620),  and  to  provide  for  the 
completion  of  planning  reports  on  other  par¬ 
ticipating  projects,  clause  (2)  of  section  1  of 
said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i) 
inserting  the  words  “and  the  Uintah  unit” 
after  the  word  “phase”  within  the  parenthe¬ 
ses  following  “Central  Utah”,  (ii)  deleting 
the  words  "Pine  River  Extension”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “Animas-La 
Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  San 
Miguel”,  (iii)  adding  after  the  words  “Smith 
Fork :  ”  the  proviso  “Provided,  That  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
project  shall  not  be  undertaken  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  until  he  has  completed  a  feasibility 
report  on  such  unit  and  submitted  such  re¬ 
port  to  the  Congress  along  with  his  certifica¬ 
tion  that,  in  his  judgment,  the  benefits  of 
such  unit  or  segment  will  exceed  the  costs 
and  that  such  unit  is  physically  and  finan¬ 
cially  feasible:”.  Section  2  of  said  Act  is 
hereby  further  amended  by  (i)  deleting  the 
words  “Parshall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear, 
San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek, 
East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores, 
Fruit  Growers  Extension,  Animas-La  Plata”, 
and  inserting  after  the  words  “Yellow  Jacket” 
the  words  “Basalt,  Middle  Park  (including 
the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure 
units) ,  Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East 
River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units) , 
Lower  Yampa  (including  the  Juniper  and 
Great  Northern  units).  Upper  Yampa 
(including  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels, 
and  Toponas  units)”;  (ii)  by  inserting 
after  the  word  “Sublette”  the  words  “(in¬ 
cluding  a  diversion  of  water  from  the 
Green  River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin 
in  Wyoming) ,  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central 
Utah  Project,  San  Juan  County  (Utah), 
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Price  River,  Grand  County  (Utah) ,  Gray 
Canyon,  and  Juniper  (Utah)  and  (iii) 
changing  the  period  after  “projects”  to  a 
colon  and  adding  the  following  proviso: 

“ Provided ,  That  the  planning  report  for  the 
Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  par¬ 
ticipating  project  shall  be  completed  on  or 
before  December  31,  1974,  to  enable  the 
United  States  of  America  to  meet  the  com¬ 
mitments  heretofore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian 
Tribe  of  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Indian  Reser¬ 
vation  under  the  agreement  dated  September 
20,  1965  (Contract  Numbered  14-OG-W- 

194) The  amount  which  section  12  of  said 
Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby 
further  increased  by  the  sum  of  $392,000,000, 
plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may 
be  required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  con¬ 
struction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering 
cost  indices  applicable  to  the  type  of  con¬ 
struction  involved.  This  additional  sum  shall 
be  available  solely  for  the  construction  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek, 
West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  herein 
authorized. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed 
as  nearly  as  practicable  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  partici¬ 
pating  Federal  reclamation  projects  concur¬ 
rently  with  the  construction  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  to  the  end  that  such  proj¬ 
ects  shall  be  completed  not  later  than  the 
date  of  the  first  delivery  of  water  from  said 
Central  Arizona  Project:  Provided,  That  an 
appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each  of 
said  participating  projects  shall  have  been 
executed  as  provided  in  section  4  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107) 
before  construction  shall  start  on  that  par-  - 
ticular  project. 

(c)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclama- 
mation  project  shall  be  constructed  and  op¬ 
erated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the 
engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on 
May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Document 
436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Provided,  That 
construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  and  unless  the  States  of  Colorado  and 
New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified  the  following 
compact  to  which  the  consent  of  Congress 
is  hereby  given: 

“ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT  COMPACT 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  in  order  to  implement  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata" Federal  Recla¬ 
mation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a 
proposed  participating  project  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105),  and  being  moved  by  considerations  of 
interstate  corfiity,  have  resolved  to  conclude 
a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have 
agreed  upon  the  following  articles: 

" Article  I 

"A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water 
in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  from  the  La 
Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including 
return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from 
Animas  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New 
Mexico  under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of 
equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by 
decree  of  the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the 
uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for  that  project, 
providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  with¬ 
in  the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state 
by  articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of 
Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this 
article. 

"Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and 
obligatory  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory 

States.” 


(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel, 
West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating 
projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  proj¬ 
ect,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acreage 
for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive 
project  water  at  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land 
classes. 

(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water 
for  any  project  or  any  parts  thereof  con¬ 
structed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  with¬ 
in  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colorado 
only,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  comply  with 
the  constitution  and  statutes  of  the  State 
of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  appropria¬ 
tion;  with  State  and  Federal  court  decrees 
entered  pursuant  thereto;  and  with  operat¬ 
ing  principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  approved  by  the  State  of  Colorado. 

(f )  The  words  “any  western  slope  appro¬ 
priations”  contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled 
“Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities 
and  Auxiliary  Features”,  shall  mean  and  refer 
to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain  Reser¬ 
voir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and 
the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive 
defines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  par¬ 
agraph  (i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect 
or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising 
under  said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80 
or  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund  established  under  section  5  of  the  Act 
of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107),  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  755)  for  the  money  expended  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in 
generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling 
period  of  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 
the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed. 
Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962) .  For  this  purpose, 
$500,000  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover 
Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing  with  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred 
from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  in 
lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the 
purposes  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  until 
such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To  the 
extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reimburse¬ 
ment  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount 
of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be 
transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  Development  Fund,  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (g)  of  section  403. 

TITLE  VI - GENERAL  PROVISIONS:  DEFINITIONS: 

CONDITIONS 

Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or 
be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057) ,  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63 
Stat.  31) ,  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the 
United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994) , 
the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  except 
as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057), 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act 
(54  Stat.  774)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  1053) . 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 


Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year 
period  starting  on  October  1,  1970.  Such  re¬ 
ports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with 
the  States  of  the  lower  basin  individually 
and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  Congress,  and  the  Governors  of 
each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact; 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery 
of  water  originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River 
Compact. 

(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are 
directed  to  comply  with  the  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty, 
compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and 
release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the 
jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary, 
and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all 
works  which  may  be  authorized  hereafter 
for  the  augmentation  of  the  water  supply  of 
the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the  event  of 
failure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency  to  so 
comply,  any  affected  State  may  maintain  an 
action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder  of 
the  United  States  as  a  party  in  such  suit 
or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  fully  comply  with 
and  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria 
for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of 
the  reservoirs  constructed  and  operated 
under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act,  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Adjustment  Act.  To  effect  in  part  the  pur¬ 
poses  expressed  in  this  paragraph,  the  cri¬ 
teria  shall  make  provisions  for  the  storage 
of  water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  and  releases  of  water 
from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed 
order  of  priority: 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  de¬ 
ficiency  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  de¬ 
ficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States 
of  the  Upper  Division,  but  in  any  event  such 
releases,  if  any,  shall  not  be  required  in  any 
year  that  the  Secretary  makes  the  determin¬ 
ation  and  issues  the  proclamation  specified 
in  section  202  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  less  such 
quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of 
the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  from  other 
sources. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  re¬ 
leases  specified  in  clauses  (I)  and  (2)  of  this 
subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary, 
after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the 
three  Lower  Division  States  and  taking  into 
consideration  all  relevant  factors  (including, 
but  not  limited  to,  historic  streamflows,  the 
most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabili¬ 
ties  of  water  supply) ,  shall  find  this  to  be 
reasonably  necessary  to  assure  deliveries 
under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impair¬ 
ment  of  annual  consumptive  uses  in  the 
upper  basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  re¬ 
quired  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from 
Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be 
reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the  Lower 
Division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such 
releases  shall  be  made  when  the  active  storage 
in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active  storage 
in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly 
as  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead 
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equal  to  the  active  storage  In  Lake  Powell, 
and  (ill)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from 
Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the 
criteria  proposed  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  seotion  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such 
other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate  for  their  review  and 
comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  July  1, 
1970,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate 
criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and 
publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Beginning  January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  there¬ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the 
Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing 
the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted  cri¬ 
teria  for  the  preceding  compact  water  year 
and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current 
year.  As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experi¬ 
ence  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to 
better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  cor¬ 
respondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  appropriate 
consultation  with  such  State  representatives 
as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  shall  be  administered  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to 
the  consumptive  use  of  water  available  to 
that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
under  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not 
be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such 
water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
so  as  to  impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise 
change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  ffl 
this  Act,  in  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  units  of  the  projects  herein 
and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretary  shall 
be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed 
a  supplement. 

Sec.  605.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act 
(41  Stat.  1063;  16  U.S.C.  791ar-823)  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  the  reaches  of  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover 
Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act,  (a)  all  terms 
which  are  defined  in  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  shall  have  the  meanings  therein  de¬ 
fined; 

(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  downstream  from  Lee 
Ferry,  within  the  United  States,  including 
the  reservoirs  thereon; 

(?)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to 
main-stream  water  in  the  lower  basin  means 
the  United  States  or  any  person  or  legal  en¬ 
tity  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340) 
to  use  main-stream  water  when  available 
thereunder; 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount 
of  water  in  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of 
bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through 
the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works; 

*JeL“?olorado  River  Basin  States”  means 
the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming- 
and 

.  *9  “Ahgfiiefit”  or  "augmentation”,  when 
used  herein  with  reference  to  water,  means 

,i?cFease  the  suPPly  of  the  Colorado  River 
w  +trib}Jtaries  by  the  Introduction  of  water 

addition  fCoJ°rado  River  system,  which  is  in 
addition  to  the  natural  supply  of  the  system. 
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Mr.  ASPINALL  (during  the  reading) . 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  committee  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  be  considered  as  read,  printed  in 
the  Record,  and  open  to  amendment  at 
any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  is  it  the  intention  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  to 
proceed  under  the  5 -minute  rule  at  this 
time? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  No.  I  can  say  to  my 
colleague  that  this  will  end  our  work  for 
today. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
withdraw  my  reservation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Mills,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  3300)  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  project,  and  for 
other  purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolu¬ 
tion  thereon. 
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(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  asd  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  xjouse  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Nake  this 
time  to  inquire  of  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  if  there  are  any  announce¬ 
ments  he  cares  to  make  relative  tdvthe 
program  for  the  rest  of  the  week. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  tli) 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will 
continue  with  the  program  as  announced 
previously  except  that  the  interstate  tax¬ 
ation  bill  will  not  be  called  up  this  week. 
However,  I  would  like  to  advise  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  for  the  edification  of  the  House, 
that  after  consulting  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  we  can  advise  the  House 
that  the  tax  bill  conference  report  will 
not  be  called  up  before  the  Memorial  Day 
holiday. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 


THE  LATE  HONORABLE  LOUIS  GARY 
CLEMENTE 

(Mr.  HALPERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HALPERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Mon¬ 
day  of  this  week  the  Nation  suffered  a 
great  loss.  A  beloved  and  esteemed  for¬ 
mer  Member  of  this  House,  L.  Gary 


Clemente,  died  of  an  incurable  cancer 
at  Mary  Immaculate  Hospital  in  Jarnai-, 
ca,  N.Y. 

Gary  Clemente  served  with  distinctic 
from  1945  through  1948,  as  a  mender 
of  New  York’s  City  Council.  Few  rafen  in 
the  history  of  that  body  scored  j&s  out¬ 
standing  a  record  of  achievemqiu  as  did 
Gary  Clemente. 

Then,  from  1949  through  1^52  he  made 
an  enviable  mark  as  a  member  of  this 
House,  representing  the  ihen  Fifth  Dis¬ 
trict  of  New  York  in/my  our  county 
of  Queens. 

As  a  Congressman,  Gary  Clemente’s 
contributions  towajrl  a  better  community 
and  a  better  Am/rica  were  notable.  His 
great  works  and^ood  deeds  are  recorded 
in  the  annals' of  congressional  history 
and  serve  as  an  permanent  tribute  to 
one  of  life’s/truly  beautiful  human  beings. 

As  a  civic  crusader,  as  a  lawyer,  as 
a  publky  servant  and  as  a  soldier,  Gary 
Clemente  was  a  tireless,  determined 
fighter  for  the  causes  he  believed.  His 
military  career  was  brilliant  and  his 
y>rk  in  Army  intelligence  and  as  an 
rmy  judge  advocate  won  wide  acclaim 
for  him. 

Despite  his  boundless  activities  in  pub¬ 
lic,  charitable,  professional,  and  civic 
life,  Gary  Clemente  always  found  time 
to  devote  to  his  dear  wife,  the  former 
Ruth  Sonnefeld,  and  their  nine  won¬ 
derful  children. 

To  them  we  extend  our  heartfelt 
sympathy  and  assure  them  that  the  love 
and  esteem  that  this  humble,  compas¬ 
sionate  man  had  achieved  shall  be 
everlasting. 


THE  LATE  HONORABLE  LURLEEN 
BURNS  WALLACE 

(Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Speaker,  Alabama  suffered  a  severe  blow 
in  the  wee  hours  of  May  7  when  our  47th 
Governor,  Mrs.  Lurleen  Bums  Wallace, 
died.  For  weeks  it  had  been  obvious  that 
he  end  of  the  short  life  of  Lurleen  Wal¬ 
lace  would  be  soon.  And  yet  no  one  is 
evek  prepared  for  the  finality  of  death. 

Shkdied  at  an  age  when  most  mothers 
can  begun  to  relax  and  enjoy  the  fam¬ 
ilies  the\  have  ministered  to  and  cared 
for  duringUong  years  when  there  seemed 
no  end  to  oqe  drudgery.  This  was  tragic 
for  her  but  jwofoundly  more  tragic  for 
the  husband  aj^d  children  who  must  live 
without  her.  Tire  courage  and  indomit¬ 
able  will  of  Mrs\w allace  in  her  long 
fight  against  canceKare  gifts  of  example 
she  bequeathed  to\every  Alabamian, 
every  American. 

Lurleen  was,  in  a  veSv-  real  sense,  a 
queen  untouched  by  the  Swirl  and  heat 
of  partisan  politics.  She  wak  sui  generis, 
and  died  with  the  affection  and  grief  of 
virtually  every  Alabamian,  regardless  of 
political  persuasion.  Queens  dieWoudly, 
and  I  believe  she  did,  serene  in  theimowl- 
edge  that  surely  the  greatest  of  herVon- 
tributions  was  the  compassionate  inbe: 
est  which  led  to  major  advances  in  mer 
tal  health.  Still  fresh  in  the  memory  Ci> 
most  Alabamians  is  the  scene  of  her 


of!  ffiacew Imm, 

of\nterest  to  the  department  of  agriculture 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  3.  C.  20250 

OFFICIAL  BUSIN* 


POSTAGE  AND  FEES  PAID 
U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(FOR  INFORMATION  ONLY} 

NOT  TO  BE  QUOTED  OR  CITED) 


Issued 
Fsfr  actions  of 


CONTENTS 


May  17,  1968 
May  16,  1968 
90th- 2nd;  No.  84 


Adjournment.  ............  17 

Aging . .23 

Appropriations . . 1 

Arts  and  humanities .....  19 

Award . . 24 

Beef . .30 

^uildings. . 9 

Census . . 36 

Commodity  exchanges .....  18 

Communications. . .21 

Consumer  credit . 4 

Cooperatives . .  26y 

Credit. . . 

Credit  unions.... . /28 

Crop  insurance . y<.25 


Electrification/. . . .  11 

Employment . 37 

Food  as sisstaj/ce. ........  35 

Food  stampV; . ....18,35 

F  orei  gn  'tici  ....... o..«32 

Foreign  /service . 15 

Foreign  trade.  N. 7, 13,20,27 

Forest  Service.. \.. . 1 

For^s  try . N. .  .18,26 

Health . \. . .  .22 

ioney . \  . .  39 

Housing . Ay.  12 

Indemnity  payments .....  339 

Legislative  program . lc 

Legislative  record ......  14 


Loans. . . 7,18,34 

Manpower . 5 

Mink  imports . 20 

Orange  juice . 18 

Personnel . 3 

Property . 38 

REA . 11 

Research . .......29 

Reclamation . .2 

Redwood  Park . 10 

Safety . .....22 

St.  Lawrence  Seaway . 6 

Watersheds . 18 

Wilderness . 2,33 

.Wildlife . 8 


HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Committee  reported  Interior  appropriation  bill  (includes  Forest 

Service).  Senateycommittee  reported  bills  on  food  stamp,  Oradle  of  Forestry,  emer¬ 
gency  credit,  Ke/r  Memorial,  and  watershed  construction.  Seh.  Mondale  introduced 
and  discussed  domestic  food  assistance  bill.  Sen.  Nelson  introduced  and  discussed 
wilderness  bij 


HOUSE 


^PROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  1735^3  the 
Interior  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill,  1969  (H.  Rept.  1395)  (p. 
H3924).  A  table  reflecting  the  items  for  the  Forest  Service  and  significant 
excerpts  from  the  report  are  attached  to  this  Digest. 


'/ 


2.  RECLAMATION .  Passed  with  amendments  S.  1004,  to  authorize  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project*  Adopted 
an  amendment  by  Rep*  Saylor  to  direct  Interior  "to  find  the  most  economical 
means  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River"  (pp. 
H387D-^U  Rejected  amendments  by  Rep*  Harrison  "to  provide  that  by**. 
January  1,  1990,.*. in  a  specific  amount,  4  million  acre-feet,  water  will  be 
supplied  to  augment  the  dwindling  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system"  (pp. 
H3874-79);  by  Rep*  Saylor,  45-89,  to  substitute  an  alternative  damsite, 
Conner  site,  for  the  Hooker  site  "to  avoid. ** threat  to  the  wilderness  area" 
(pp*  H3879-81) ;  and  by  Rep*  Saylor  to  authorize  only  two  projects  in  Colo¬ 
rado  (pp*  H3881-3)*  A  motion  by  Rep.  McClure  to  recommit  the  bill  was 
rejected  (p*  H3887)*  H*  R*  3300,  a  similar  bill,  was  tabled*  pp*  H3870-92 


3.  PERSONNEL.  The  Pos\  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H*  R.  15395,  toVprovide  salary  step  advancements  and  adjustments  for 
employees  moving  to  and  from  different  pay  systems  (H/  Rept*  1393)*  p. 

H3924  \  / 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  vot/d  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  H*  R*\17267,  to  remove  persons  from  Federal  employment 
who  engage  in  unlawful  acts \onnected  with  riot/  or  civil  disorders,  p. 

D445  \  / 

4*  CONSUMER  CREDIT*  The  conferees  o\s*  5,  the' truth- in- lending  bill,  were 
granted  until  midnight  May  18  to  rlsnort*  /p*  H3869 

Rep*  Patman  inserted  a  summary  orv the'  truth- in- lending  bill*  pp*  H3921-2  ! 

5*  MANPOWER*  Received  from  the  Post  OfficeVand  Civil  Service  Committee  a  report 
on  manpower  management  in  the  Federal  Government  (H*  Rept*  1392).  p.  H3924 

6.  ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY.  Both  Houses /received  from  the  President  the  annual 

report  of  the  St*  Lawrence  SeawAy  DevelopmentNCorporation  (H*  Doc.  312); 
to  Public  Works  Committees*  The  President  stared  the  Seaway  had  its  second 
best  year  in  nine  years  of  operations  and  has  "placed  Midwest  ports  on  the 
sealanes  of  the  world."  o^*  H3870,  S5683  \ 

7.  EXPORT- IMPORT.  The  Bank/ng  and  Currency  Committee  votW  to  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H/  R*  16162,  to  enable  the  Export^SLmport  Bank  to  extend 
loans,  guarantees,  acra  insurance  in  certain  cases,  p.  DV*-4 

8*  WILDLIFE*  The  Mercnant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  voted\to  report  (but 
did  not  actually/report)  H.  R*  11026,  to  facilitate  the  conduct  of  the  fiih 
and  wildlife  conservation  and  rehabilitation  program;  and  S*  332,  to  restrict 
the  disposition  of  lands  acquired  as  part  of  the  National  Wildlrfe  Refuge 
System*  p*/D445  \ 

9*  BUILDINGS/  A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  approved  for  >full 
committee  action  H*  R*  6589,  amended,  to  require  Federal  buildings  to \e 
i  '.sortably  accessible  to  physically  handicapped  persons*  p„  D445  \ 
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The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Edward  vJ.  Latch, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

We  know  that  in  everything  GoaSvorks 
for  good  with  those  who  love  Hm j. — 
Romans  8 :  28. 

Eternal  Spirit  of  God,  the  light  of  tlJs 
minds  that  seek  Thee,  the  life  of  the' 
spirits  that  find  Thee,  and  the  love  of  the 
souls  that  serve  Thee,  grant  unto  us  a 
renewal  of  heart  as  we  wait  upon  Thee  in 
this  our  morning  prayer.  By  Thy  spirit 
make  us  ready  for  the  responsibilities  of 
this  day,  equal  to  every  experience  and 
adequate  to  serve  the  present  age. 

The  world  around  us  is  full  of  the 
rumblings  of  discontent  and  disturbances 
which  breed  disorder.  In  these  hours  help 
us  to  keep  our  faith,  that  strong  in  Thee 
we  may  face  these  facts  courageously  and 
confidently,  ever  seeking  liberty  and  jus¬ 
tice  and  peace  for  all. 

Bless  our  land  with  Thy  favor  and 
strengthen  us  to  walk  in  the  way  of  Thy 
commandments:  through  Jesus  Christ 
our  Lord.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  next  few  days  I  will  introduce  a 
bill  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Commission  on  the  Establishment  of  an 
African  Institute  for  Cultural  and  Tech¬ 
nical  Interchange.  I  invite  my  colleague/ 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  who 
klieve  in  the  future  of  Africa  to  joipf  as 
msors  of  this  bill. 

The  time  is  now  for  all  in  ourXJnited 
States  to  recognize  that  Africa#  role  in 
tomorrow's  world  will  be  significant. 

There  are  already  in  existence  two  in¬ 
stitutions  which  make  posable  cultural 
and  technical  interchange  between  our 
country  ana.  the  nations/of  Asia  and  our 
country  andNhe  nations  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ica.  There  seems  vafid  and  compelling 
reason  for  the  existence  of  an  institute  to 
accomplish  theseiventical  aims  between 
our  country  and/xhemations  of  Africa. 

The  bill  I  arill  introduce  establishes 
a  commissionrto  determine  whether  such 
a  need  is  real  at  this  time,  and  how  best 
to  accomplish  it.  It  makekno  provision 
for  the  Actual  establishment  of  such  an 
institute  until  an  in-depth  study  first  as¬ 
certains  whether  or  not  justification 
exi^ 

hope  I  may  count  on  your  sitoport. 


PERMISSION  TO  FILE  CONFERENt 

REPORT  ON  S.  5  BY  MIDNIGHT, 

MAY  18 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker#  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conferees  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
on  the  amendments  of  the  trouse  to  S.  5, 
the  Consumer  Credit  Protection  Act, 
known  as  the  Truth  in  Landing  Act,  may 
have  until  midnight  oiySaturday,  May  18, 
to  file  the  con f erence /e port. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  yUie  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  nonobjection. 


COMMISSION  ON  THE  ESTABLISH¬ 
MENT/OF  AN  AFRICAN  INSTITUTE 
FOR/CULTURAL  AND  TECHNICAL 

:hange 

r.  O’HARA  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
fen  permission  to  address  the  House 
br  1  minute.) 


LOAN-SHARK  AMENDMENT 

(Mr.  POFF  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  POFF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  delighted 
to  report  that  conferees  on  the  truth-in¬ 
lending  bill  have  reached  final  accord  on 
the  form  of  the  loan-shark  amendment 
adopted  by  the  House. 

Although  my  separate  bill  on  loan 
sharking  had  been  pending  for  a  con¬ 
siderable  time,  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  had  not  been  able  to  find  time 
in  its  busy  schedule  to  hold  public  hear¬ 
ings  prior  to  floor  action  on  the  amend¬ 
ment.  However,  since  the  day  the  House 
acted,  earnest  efforts  have  been  made 
to  elicit  the  views  and  advice  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  a  broad  spectrum  of  the  fi¬ 
nancial  world.  Legal  craftsmen  in  the 
Congress  and  the  Department  of  Justice 
have  brought  a  wealth  of  talent  to  bear 
upon  the  issue.  Doubtless,  the  final  prod¬ 
uct  will  not  fully  please  everyone.  It  may 
be  too  broad  for  some  and  too  narrow 
for  others. 


Yefi  I  am  confident  that  the  new  form 
wifi/preserve  the  essential  substance  of 
the  original  House  amendment;  that  it 
fill  effectively  reach  its  intended  target, 
'the  heartless  loan  shark  of  organized 
crime  who  preys  upon  destitute  and  des¬ 
perate  people;  and  that  it  will  not  jeop¬ 
ardize  the  lawful  operations  of  legitimate 
lending  institutions. 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
was  necessary  for  me  to  be  absent  on 
May  2.  For  that  reason  I  am  not  record¬ 
ed  on  rollcall  No.  113.  I  would  like  the 
Record  to  show  that  had  I  been  present, 
I  would  have  voted  “yea.” 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  141] 


\arlng 

Hagan 

Morse,  Mass. 

B^l 

Hall 

Olsen 

Bolton 

Halleck 

O'NeiU,  Mass. 

Brook;  field 

Hanley 

Passman 

CabelK 

Hardy 

Pool 

Carter  \ 

Hawkins 

Purcell 

Clark  \ 

Hebert 

Rarick 

CoUier  \ 

Holland 

Resnlck 

Colmer  \ 

Howard 

Rivers 

Conyers  \ 

Irwin 

Rosenthal 

Cramer 

\Karsten 

Scheuer 

Culver 

ICee 

Selden 

Dawson 

KWiy 

Skubitz 

Downing 

Kuykendall 

Stubblefield 

Eckhardt 

LongwLa. 

Taft 

Esch 

Long/Md. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Fraser 

McDonald, 

Teague,  Tex. 

Frelinghuysen 

Mich.  \ 

Tenzer 

Gettys 

Mailliard  \ 

Vander  Jagt 

Griffin 

Mayne  \ 

Wilson, 

Gross 

Moore 

V  Charles  H. 

Gurney 

Moorhead 

NJToung 

The  SPEAKER.  On  thisVollcall  371 
Members  have  answered  to  tNjr  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


H  3869 


H3870 
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ESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

AVmessage  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  communi¬ 
cated  tkthe  House  by  Mr.  Geisler,  one  of 
his  secretaries. 

(Mr.  PUCENSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  toNiddress  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  PUCINSKI  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Extensions  of  Remar 

THE  1967  ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE 
ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVEL 
OPMENT  CORPORATION— MES 

SAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF 
THE  UNITED  STATES  (H\DOC 
NO.  312) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  Ho" 
the  following  message  from  the  Pre: 
dent  of  the  United  States;  which  was’ 
read  and,  together  with  the  accompany 
ing  papers,  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  : 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

It  is  my  pleasure  to  submit  to  Con¬ 
gress  the  1967  Annual  Report  of  the 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 
Corporation. 

The  Seaway  had  its  second  best  year 
in  nine  years  of  operations — registering 
a  total  of  44  million  tons  of  cargo.  The 
record  season  for  Seaway  tonnage  was 
1966  when  49.2  million  tons  were  moved 
through  the  Montreal-Lake  Ontario 
waterway.  We  hoped  that  the  Seaway 
would  reach  the  50 -million  ton  mark  in 
1967,  but  a  strike  plus  some  slackening 
in  demand  for  grain,  resulted  in  reduced 
traffic. 

While  overall  tonnage  was  somewhat 
disappointing,  there  are  many  bright 
spots  in  the  report.  General  cargo,  for 
example,  increased  to  six  million  tons 
from  5.5  million.  Iron  ore  shipments  also 
were  higher  with  16.4  million  tons  mov¬ 
ing  through  the  Seaway  locks  to  the  steel 
mills  of  the  Midwest.  These  increases 
indicate  the  growing  appreciation  of  the 
waterway’s  advantages  as  a  means  of 
reducing  transportation  costs.  -j 

The  Seaway  has  truly  placed  Midwert 
ports  on  the  sealanes  of  the  world.  More 
than  600  salt-water  vessels  madeyL284 
trips  into  the  Lakes  in  1967.  / 

However,  reduced  traffic,  along  with 
an  adjustment  in  the  division  or  toll  reve¬ 
nue  between  Canada  and  /the  United 
States  caused  income  to  fall  from  $7.1 
million  to  $6.1  million.  / 

Despite  this  loss,  $  4/million  was  re¬ 
turned  to  the  U.S.  Treasury.  This  makes 
a  total  repayment  of  $28.9  million  since 
the  Seaway  openejf  in  1959. 

A  major  concern  of  the  Corporation  is 
the  need  to  repair  Eisenhower  Lock.  The 
Corporation  retained  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  direct  the  work  which  will  con¬ 
tinue  unrir  1971.  Fortunately,  it  will  not 
interfer/with  the  navigation  seasons.  In 
my  budget  for  fiscal  year  1969, 1  requested 
that/unds  be  made  available  to  cover  the 
cos/  of  repair. 


I  commend  this  report  to  your  atten¬ 
tion. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

The  White  House,  May  16, 1968. 

*  - - k 

COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  3300)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  3300,  with 
Mr.  Mills  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  it  had  agreed  that 
the  committee  substitute  amendment 
would  be  considered  as  read  and  open  to 
amendment  at  any  point. 

For  what  purpose  does  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmondson],  a 
member  of  the  committee,  rise? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  initially  I  would  like 
to  compliment  the  chairman  of  the  full 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  the  Honorable  Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 
for  the  outstanding  presentation  which 
was  made  yesterday  in  behalf  of  this 
legislation. 

I  think  the  record  that  has  been  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  in  support  of 
this  bill  is  a  splendid  one.  I  am  proud 
of  the  work  that  the  full  committee  has 
done  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  on  this 
particular  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  I  want  to  join  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  complimenting  our  good  friend, 
Wayne  Aspinall,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

I  have  never  heard  or  learned  of 
Chairman  Aspinall  bringing  a  bill  be¬ 
fore  this  body  which  was  unworthy  of 
consideration.  Despite  some  of  the  com¬ 
plaints  that  one  might  hear  in  the  cloak¬ 
room,  and  here  and  there,  about  this  bill, 

I  do  want  to  say  this — if  it  is  good 
enough  for  Wayne  Aspinall,  it  is  good 
enough  for  Ed  Willis. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  remarks. 

I  do  believe  this  is  a  remarkable  piece 
of  legislative  work  that  has  been  brought 
to  the  floor  of  the  House,  and  a  great 
share  of  the  credit  must  go  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  committee. 

Yesterday  the  chairman  of  the  full 
committee,  in  his  presentation,  made  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  purpose  of  title  n,  “to 
assemble  all  of  the  relevant  facts  with 
respect  to  water  availability  and  future 
water  needs  for  all  river  basins  draining 
into  the  Pacific  Ocean,  whether  they 
are  water-short  areas  or  water-surplus 
areas.” 
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The  purpose  of  my  taking  this  time  is 
to  receive  an  assurance,  if  I  can,  from 
the  chairman  of  the  full  committee,  that 
this  language  makes  it  quite  clear  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  not 
’go  beyond  the  area  of  the  reclamation 
States  in  connection  with  the  survey 
authorized  by  title  n. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  First,  may  I  accept  the 
accolades  that  were  thrown  my  way? 
But  may  I  also  state  that  the  work  on 
this  bill  was  a  committee  operation?  Even 
those  who  are  in  opposition  to  some  of 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  deserve  credit 
for  bringing  the  bill  out  and  making  the 
record  which  was  made  yesterday. 

Now,  if  I  may  answer  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Edmondson].  He  is  correct  in  his  inter¬ 
pretation.  When  we  refer  to  “westwide,” 
we  mean  the  western  part  of  the  United 
States,  or  the  reclamation  area.  Of 
course,  this  particular  provision,  or  the 
particular  area  covered  by  the  studies 
authorized  here,  would  be  those  basins 
which  flow  into  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  chair¬ 
man  very  much. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  RHODES  OF 
ARIZONA 


Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 


zona:  On  page  59,  lines  7  and  8,  strike  out 
the  words  “may,  pursuant  to  an  agreement 
with  the  Secretary,”  and  insert  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  the  words:  “shall  have  a  right,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  plans  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
to”. 


Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Are  we  considering 
amendments  to  the  bill  by  title  or  to  a 
particular  title? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  committee  is 
considering  the  bill  on  the  basis  of  its 
being  open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  All  the  way  through 
the  bill? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  the  way  through 
the  bill. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  thank  the  Chairman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arizona  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  under  section  302(a),  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire  either  fee  title  to,  or  easements 
over,  lands  within  the  Fort  McDowell 
and  Salt  River  Reservations  for  the 
Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir.  The  purpose  of 
my  amendment  is  to  make  clear,  as  I 
understand  the  committee  intended, 
that  the  two  Indian  communities  in¬ 
volved  may  not  be  prevented  from  de¬ 
veloping  and  operating  recreation  facili¬ 
ties  within  their  reservations — particu¬ 
larly  on  lands  to  which  the  United  States 
has  acquired  only  flowage  easements — 
by  arbitrary  action  of  some  future  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior. 
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Even  with  my  proposed  change,  the 
first  sentence  of  section  302(d)  still  pro¬ 
vides  that  recreation  development  by  the 
two  Indian  communities  shall  be  “sub¬ 
ject  to  rules  and  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  governing  the  recre¬ 
ation  development  of  the  reservoir,"  and 
the  second  sentence  further  provides 
that  recreation  development  of  the  en¬ 
tire  reservoir,  including  Indian  lands, 
"shall  be  in  accordance  with  a  master 
recreation  plan  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.” 

Moreover  section  302(b)  provides  that 
any  use  or  lease  of  land  by  the  Indians 
must  be  consistent  "with  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
project,  as  determined  by,  and  under 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  by,  the 
Secretary,”  and,  of  course,  any  lease  also 
must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  un¬ 
der  existing  law — 25  United  States  Code 
415. 

In  short,  my  amendment  frees  the  two 
Indian  communities  from  the  threat  of 
arbitrary  administrative  action,  but  still 
leaves  them  subject  to  all  reasonable 
controls  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  in  the  project  and  to  in¬ 
sure  that  recreation  development  will  be 
in  accordance  with  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment’s  master  recreation  plan  for  the 
reservoir. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  say  paren¬ 
thetically  that,  contrary  to  popular  be¬ 
lief,  I  have  only  a  few  Indians  in  my 
district.  This  amendment  is  offered  as  a 
benefit  for  two  Indian  groups  who  live 
in  the  First  District  of  Arizona. 

One  of  them  is  the  Salt  River  Indians, 
a  rather  populous  tribe  with  a  reserva¬ 
tion  which  is  in  a  very  strategically  locat¬ 
ed  part  of  my  district.  The  other  is  the 
Fort  McDowell  group.  This  group,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  not  affluent.  In  fact,  this 
is  the  band  about  which  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  remarked  not  too  many 
weeks  ago  that  it  could  not  hire  an  at¬ 
torney,  so  he  had  to  be  its  attorney. 

I  am  joining  my  illustrious  friend,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  as  the  attorney 
for  the  Fort  McDowell  Tribe  and  the  Salt 
River  Tribe  today. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  yield  to  my 
good  friend  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Rhodes]  that  I  do  not  have  one 
Indian  in  my  congressional  district. 
Nevertheless,  may  I  say  that  I  believe 
this  really  accomplishes  what  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Indian  Affairs  wanted 
to  accomplish.  The  original  amendment 
to  this  bill  was  the  amendment  that  I  of¬ 
fered  and  was  adopted,  and  I  think  cer¬ 
tainly  this  clarifies  the  intention  and 
gives  the  right;  instead  of  saying  “may” 
do  something,  it  says  “shall”  do  some¬ 
thing.  I  think  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  would  do  just  exactly  what  the  sub¬ 
committee  sought  and  hoped  it  was  doing 
in  the  language  we  put  in  the  bill.  I  wish 
to  thank  the  gentleman  for  offering  the 
amendment,  which  I  believe  really 
clarifies  what  we  intended  to  do. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado. 


Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
gentleman  for  advising  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  of  his  intention  to  offer  this 
amendment  in  the  committee,  thus  giv¬ 
ing  us  the  opportunity  to  examine  the 
amendment. 

I  believe  that  the  language  of  the  bill 
as  reported  by  the  committee  is  more 
than  generous  in  its  treatment  of  the 
Indians.  Section  302  provides  for  Federal 
acquisition  of  the  Indian  lands  needed 
for  the  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir.  The 
United  States  will  pay  the  full  fair  mar¬ 
ket  value  of  the  land.  While  the  plans 
are  not  complete,  it  may  be  necessary  to 
acquire  as  many  as  15,000  acres  at  a  pos¬ 
sible  cost  of  $2,000  per  acre,  which  is  a 
possible  total  of  $30,000,000  for  the  land. 
Only  400  Indians  are  members  of  the 
Fort  McDowell  community,  where  most 
of  the  land  will  be  acquired,  which  means 
that  the  payment  for  the  land  may 
amount  to  as  much  as  $75,000  for  each 
Indian  man,  woman,  and  child  if  ap¬ 
plied  on  a  per  capita  basis. 

In  addition,  the  section  authorizes  the 
payment  of  not  to  exceed  $500,000  for  re¬ 
locating  the  53  homes  and  tribal  facilities 
that  must  be  moved.  This  is  a  gratuity, 
because  the  full  value  of  the  improve¬ 
ments  will  be  paid  as  a  part  of  the  land 
acquisition. 

In  addition,  the  section  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  give  the  Fort  McDowell 
community  2,500  acres  of  Federal  land. 
This  also  is  a  gratuity. 

In  addition,  subsection  (d)  provides 
that  each  Indian  community  may,  pur¬ 
suant  to  an  agreement  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  develop  and  operate  recreational 
facilities  on  the  federally  acquired  lands 
along  the  reservoir  shoreline  adjoining 
their  reservations.  The  facilities  must  be 
in  accordance  with  a  master  recreation 
plan  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

The  Indians  are  dissatisfied  with  this 
language  in  two  respects: 

First.  They  want  a  “right,”  rather 
than  “permission”  from  the  Secretary,  to 
develop  the  recreation  facilities  on  the 
Federal  land;  and 

Second.  They  do  not  want  their  right 
to  be  made  contingent  upon  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Secretary.  They  say  that 
it  is  enough  if  their  developments  con¬ 
form  to  the  master  plan,  and  that  they 
should  be  able  to  proceed  with  develop¬ 
ments  on  the  Federal  land  without  any 
agreement  with  the  Secretary  regarding 
specifics. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  subsection  (d)  to 
give  the  Indians  every  opportunity  and 
encouragement  to  undertake  the  recrea¬ 
tional  development  of  Federal  lands  on 
their  side  of  the  reservoir.  There  is  no 
difference  of  opinion  about  this  objec¬ 
tive.  It  is  unreasonable,  however,  to  per¬ 
mit  them  to  proceed  with  development, 
without  an  agreement  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  in  the  hope  that  the  development 
when  completed  will  be  in  accordance 
with  the  master  plan.  If  the  development 
should  turn  out  to  be  incompatible  with 
the  master  plan  it  would  be  difficult  for 
the  Secretary  to  do  anything  about  it. 
If  the  development  were  undertaken  pur¬ 
suant  to  an  agreement,  however,  as  the 
bill  provides,  the  chawce  of  conflict  would 
disappear. 


I  agree  that  the  Indians  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  undertake  any  recreation  de¬ 
velopment  on  the  Federal  lands  along 
their  part  of  the  shoreline  that  they  want 
to  undertake,  if  the  development  is  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  master  plan.  I  also  believe, 
however,  that  each  particular  develop¬ 
ment  should  be  based  on  an  advance 
agreement  with  the  Secretary  in  order  to 
assure  compliance. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona  changes  the  require¬ 
ment  for  an  advance  agreement  between 
the  Indians  and  the  Secretary  to  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  Indian  development 
must  be  in  accordance  with  plans  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary.  This  is  a  clarifi¬ 
cation  of  the  language  in  the  bill,  and  I 
have  no  objection  to  it. 

The  amendment  also  changes  the  word 
“may”  to  “shall  have  a  right.”  I  regard 
this  change  as  unobjectionable  because 
under  either  form  of  the  language  the 
Indian  development  must  be  based  on 
plans  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

I  therefore  am  willing  to  accept  the 
gentleman’s  amendment. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Rhodes]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SAYLOR 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Saylor:  On 
page  53,  line  13,  change  the  period  to  a 
colon,  and  insert  the  following:  “ Provided , 
That  the  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (Treaty  Series 
994,  59  Stat.  1219),  shall  be  from  the  waters 
of  the  Colorado  River  pursuant  to  the  trea¬ 
ties,  laws,  and  compacts  presently  relating 
thereto,  until  such  time  as  a  feasibility  plan 
showing  the  most  economical  means  of  aug¬ 
menting  the  water  supply  available  in  the 
Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and 
one-half  million  acre-feet  shall  be  authorized 
by  the  Congress.” 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  yester¬ 
day  in  the  general  debate  on  this  bill, 
those  of  us  who  spoke  against  it  said 
that  one  of  the  real  defects  in  the  present 
bill  is  that  it  has  in  a  sense  an  open- 
ended  authorization.  The  amendment 
which  I  have  offered  closes  one  of  those 
open  ends. 

This  proviso  will  tell  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  proceed  with  his  plans, 
authorized  in  title  II  of  the  bill.  He  is  di¬ 
rected  to  find  the  most  economical  means 
of  augmenting  the  water  supply  avail¬ 
able  in  the  Colorado  River,  which  is 
short  by  at  least  2.5  million  acre-feet. 
When  he  finds  the  most  economical 
means,  he  is  to  report  back  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and,  when  the  Congress  authorizes 
that  project,  it  can  then  proceed. 

No  one  knows  what  the  total  cost  might 
be.  One  of  the  principal  reasons  that 
some  of  us  have  objected  to  the  bill  as  it 
was  drafted  by  the  committee  is  that 
it  left  this  tremendous  question  of  fu- 
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ture  cost,  ranging  from  low  estimates  of 
$2.5  billion  to  high  estimates  of  $23.5  bil¬ 
lion.  The  total  amount  that  our  commit¬ 
tee  has  been  advised  the  feasibility  re¬ 
search  will  take  is  approximately  $12 
million. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee,  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
colleague  has  again  been  very  coopera¬ 
tive  with  his  chairman.  He  has  shown 
his  chairman  and  others  of  the  staff 
and  of  the  committee  this  amendment. 

What  this  amendment  attempts  to  do, 
if  I  understand  correctly,  is  to  state  a 
policy  which  is  in  keeping  with  other 
policies  that  have  to  do  with  other  river 
basins.  We  also  state  that  this  basin  must 
continue  to  furnish  the  water  of  the  Mex¬ 
ican  water  burden  until  there  is  a  sat¬ 
isfactory  feasible  report  together  with 
an  authorization,  and,  when  the  author¬ 
ization  takes  place,  it  must  take  place 
for  at  least  the  minimum  of  the  2.5  mil¬ 
lion  that  is  provided  in  this  bill,  and 
it  cannot  be  understated.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  It  does  not  attempt 
to  take  any  position  on  the  position 
of  the  upper  basin,  that  under  the  com¬ 
pact  they  are  not  burdened  with  any 
debris  at  all  from  the  river. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct.  This 
does  not  attempt  to  solve  the  problem 
of  the  upper  basin  against  the  lower 
basin. 

This  is  only  an  attempt  to  solve  the 
problem  of  the  burden  on  the  river  with 
respect  to  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Once  again  I  say  to 
my  colleague,  he  has  been  very  coopera¬ 
tive.  I  believe  this  will  remove  a  great 
deal  of  the  fear  which  was  expressed 
in  the  debate  yesterday.  As  chairman  of 
the  committee,  I  am  willing  to  accept 
the  amendment. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Washington. 

Mi's.  MAY.  If  I  understand  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment,  he  is  here  asking  a 
feasibility  study  be  made.  This  would  au¬ 
thorize  a  feasibility  study,  although  noth¬ 
ing  could  be  done  under  this  section  of 
the  bill  until  that  feasibility  study  was 
authorized ;  is  that  correct? 

Mr."  SAYLOR.  Nothing  shall  be  done 
until  the  feasibility  report  is  made  by 
the  Secretary  showing  the  most  economi¬ 
cal  means  of  augmenting  the  supply  of 
the  river,  and  then  the  Congress  must 
approve  and  act  upon  that  report. 

Mrs.  MAY.  But,  in  any  event,  we  would 
still  be  authorizing  a  feasibility  study 
without  a  previous  reconnaissance  study. 
We  do  not  know  what  the  cost  of  this  is 
going  to  be,  as  is  true  in  the  usual  proce¬ 
dure  of  having  a  reconnaissance  study 
before  we  go  into  the  feasibility  study.  I 
am  correct  in  that? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  The  gentlewoman  is  cor¬ 
rect  in  that  this  authorizes  a  feasibility 
study.  It  does  also  authorize  a  recon¬ 
naissance  study. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Saylor 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  5  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  However,  it  will  be  up 
to  some  succeeding  Congress  to  take  a 
look  at  the  report  which  the  Secretary 
will  present.  The  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  in 
testimony  before  our  committee,  stated 
that  in  their  opinions  a  feasibility  study 
of  this  nature  would  cost  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  $12  million. 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  should  like  to  point  out 
one  thing  to  the  gentleman,  in  all  fair¬ 
ness.  I  want  to  be  sure  I  am  correct. 
Upon  the  adoption  of  the  amendment — 
for  which  I  should  like  to  thank  the 
gentleman,  because  I  believe  in  some 
ways  it  partially  corrects  a  situation 
about  which  we  are  all  concerned — I 
should  like  to  point  out  that  we  still 
would  not  be  giving  this  body  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  again  review  a  reconnaisance 
study  before  we  OK’d  expenditure  on 
a  feasibility  study,  as  we  ordinarily  do 
for  most  projects  of  this  sort. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  must  concede  to  my 
colleague  that  this  is  correct. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  chairman 
of  my  committee. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  This  section  has  to  be 
read  in  conformity  with  the  previous 
section.  The  previous  section  calls  for  a 
reconnaisance  study  first.  The  recon¬ 
naisance  study  must  precede  any  feasi¬ 
bility  study  and  report. 

The  only  thing  involved  here  is  whether 
or  not  a  reconnaissance  study  sufficient 
within  itself  can  cause  the  Secretary 
then  to  go  ahead  with  the  feasibility 
report. 

In  my  opinion,  and  in  the  way  our 
committee  has  worked  throughout  the 
years,  there  will  be  no  feasibility  report 
until  we  get  to  see  that  reconnaissance 
report  and  to  see  whether  or  not  it  shows 
feasibility.  Is  that  not  correct,  I  ask  the 
gentleman? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  say  to  the  Members 
of  the  House  that  this  has  been  the 
policy  of  the  chairman  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  Mr.  Aspinall,  which  he  has  fol¬ 
lowed.  I  have  concurred  in  that  policy 
ever  since  he  has  been  the  chairman  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  What  is  involved  here 
is  that  we  go  ahead  and  make  this  a 
one-package  operation.  If  the  recon¬ 
naisance  report  does  show  feasibility 
possibility,  then  the  report  would  be 
prepared. 

The  reason  for  this  is  that  3  or 
4  years  ago  we  changed  the  proce¬ 
dures  in  the  Congress,  establishing  the 
procedure  that  they  have  to  come  to 
Congress  for  authorization  of  feasibility 
reports.  Up  to  that  time  it  could  have 
been  done  anyhow;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct.  Until 
the  action  of  the  committee  in  bringing 
that  bill  to  the  floor  to  change  the  pro¬ 
cedure,  the  Department  would  go  ahead 
on  its  own  and  make  feasibility  reports. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 
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Mr.  FOLEY.  To  clarify  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment,  at  such  time  as  the 
committee  and  the  Congress  received  a 
feasibility  report,  if  it  is  authorized  by 
this  legislation,  nothing  would  take  place 
under  the  amendment  until  that  feasibil¬ 
ity  report  was  acted  upon,  if  there  were 
a  feasible  plan  being  approved;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Now,  if  the  Congress 
should  approve  a  feasibility  plan  for  the 
augmentation  of  the  river  by  2.5  million 
acre-feet,  what  then  would  occur  with 
respect  to  the  burden  of  the  Mexican  Wa¬ 
ter  Treaty? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Then  it  would  be  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation  under  the  terms  of  this 
section  as  amended. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  You  are  proposing,  then, 
that  this  section,  section  202,  shall  be 
suspended  unless  the  Congress  shall 
later  authorize  a  feasibility  plan  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  2.5  million  acre-feet?  Is  that 
the  sense  of  your  amendment? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  the  effect  of  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  And  in  no  way  would  the 
legislation  operate  presently  to  assume 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  as  a  national 
burden?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  That  whole  question 
would  be  left  to  a  later  time? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  I  understand  it  cor¬ 
rectly  by  the  statements  made  by  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  and  by 
your  statement,  this  amendment  which 
you  are  now  offering  does  not  go  to  the 
question  of  reconnaissance  surveys  versus 
feasibility  studies,  but  this  is  carried  in 
a  different  section  of  the  bill.  If  I  under¬ 
stood  the  remarks  of  the  chairman  cor¬ 
rectly,  he  stated  that  this  or  a  future 
Congress  would  have  the  opportunity  of 
looking  at  that  reconnaissance  survey 
between  the  time  it  was  made  and  the 
time  a  feasibility  study  was  carried  for¬ 
ward  by  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield 
to  the  chairman. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  That  is  exactly  what 
I  said.  The  reconnaissance  study  is  in  a 
previous  section  of  this  bill.  That  is  the 
reason  why  it  was  doubled  up  as  I  ex¬ 
plained  to  my  colleagues  yesterday  and 
today.  This  is  so  that  we  can  speed  up  a 
study  without  having  to  come  back  to 
another  Congress  which  will  later  on 
have  an  opportunity  to  act  on  it,  anyway. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  want  to  make  sure  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  chairman’s  former  re¬ 
marks  that  this  Congress  or  a  future  one 
would  have  the  opportunity  at  least  to 
look  at  the  reconnaissance  survey  be¬ 
tween  the  time  it  was  made  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  went  forward  with  a  feasibility 
study,  although  that  is  not  required  by 
this  legislation. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  This  is  correct.  This 
is  a  procedural  matter.  There  has  never 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


H3873 


May  16,  1968 


been  a  feasibility  survey  made  that  I 
know  of  in  reclamation  projects  since  I 
have-  been  in  Congress  which  did  not 
come  first  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  we  can  refer  to  section  401,  title 
IV,  as  I  read  th»t  language,  on  page  72, 
it  will  really - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  expired. 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  (at  the  request  of  Mrs. 
Green  of  Oregon)  was  allowed  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  As  I  read  this 
section,  I  am  concerned  because  it  seems 
to  me  what  we  are  doing  is  to  have  a 
blank  check  on  the  U.S.  Treasury  for 
other  projects  that  may  cost  billions  of 
dollars.  I  would  like  to  have  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  view  on  this,  and  then  I  would 
like  also  to  say  that  it  seems  very  strange 
to  me  that  this  Congress  at  this  time  ex¬ 
presses  deep  concern  about  the  national 
economy  and  about  the  national  budget 
and  that  many  in  this  House  are  insist¬ 
ing  that  we  cut  $6  billion  out  of  the  ap¬ 
propriations.  I  talked  to  the  people  in  the 
education  field,  and  a  $6  billion  cut  in 
appropriations  this  year  actually  means 
a  30-  or  33-percent  cut  on  such  things 
as  Federal  impact  on  elementary  and 
secondary  education  and  higher  educa¬ 
tion.  I  cannot  for  the  life  of  me  under¬ 
stand  why  today  we  would  take  action 
that  would  in  effect  give  this  blank  check 
to  the  U.S.  Treasury  for  projects  that 
will  run  into  billions  of  dollars  if  we 
mean  what  we  say  that  we  are  for  econ¬ 
omy  and  we  intend  to  cut  the  budget. 
But  I  would  like  to  have  the  gentleman’s 
view  on  this.  This  is  in  section  401  of  title 
IV.  It  seems  it  is  in  essence  a  blank  check. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  will  say  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  gentlewoman  from 
Oregon  [Mrs.  Green],  that  this  is  not 
a  blank  check.  I  have  a  tremendous  re¬ 
spect  for  the  gentlewoman’s  ability,  but 
the  procedure  which  we  have  established 
in  title  IV  is  to  establish  a  lower  basin 
fund,  the  same  as  we  have  established  a 
fund  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Colorado 
River  and  specify  where  the  money 
should  come  to  go  into  that  fund. 

Now,  this  is  the  same  provision  as 
Congress  after  Congress  has  used  in  es¬ 
tablishing  water  basin  acts. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further 
for  one  clarifying  question — 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Yes,  I  yield  further  to 
the  gentlewoman. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  The  language 
which  appears  on  page  72  of  section  401 
as  it  is  now  written,  if  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  is  not  adopted  and  if  this 
language  stays  the  same  as  it  is  now  writ¬ 
ten,  is  it  not  conceivable  that  we  really 
will  authorize  projects  that  are  going 
up  onto  billions  of  dollars?  I  happen  to 
support  the  amendment  which  has  been 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  but  if  it  is  not  adopted,  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  is  language  which  would 
allow  this  to  happen. 


Mr.  SAYLOR.  The  reason  this  is  being 
done  is  because  the  Congress  authorized 
the  upper  basin  projects  in  the  Colorado 
River  with  a  similar  provision  and  we 
specified  the  projects  that  had  to  be  built. 
This  provided  that  the  people  of  the 
upper  basin  would  have  to  come  before 
the  Congress  under  certain  circumstances 
to  seek  the  deletion  of  some  projects  and 
ask  for  authorization  for  certain  other 
projects.  The  same  situation  will  exist 
in  the  lower  basin. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Is  it  not  the  same 
identical  procedure  which  we  used  with 
reference  to  the  Columbia  River  Basin? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  It  is  the  identical  pro¬ 
cedure. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  underline  the  fact  that  this  bill 
only  authorizes  certain  projects  and  if 
there  were  augmentation  that  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Oregon  seems  to  be 
worried  about  it  certainly  requires  be¬ 
fore  any  study  could  come  out  of  this 
project  for  this  work  some  subsequent 
Congress  would  have  to  authorize  it.  It 
is  fully  protected  and  there  is  no  back 
door  approach  about  which  I  am  sure  the 
distinguished  gentlewoman  from  Oregon 
[Mrs.  Green]  refers  and  about  which 
she  is  worried. 

Mr.  MEEDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  MEEDS.  Would  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
plain  to  the  members  of  the  committee 
what  the  effect  of  this  amendment  will 
be  on  section  401,  if  any? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  The  effect  on  section 
401?  It  will  have  no  effect  on  section  401. 

Mr.  MEEDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  if  you  can¬ 
not  proceed  under  section  402  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  feasibility  report,  then  that 
portion  dealing  with  nonreimbursables 
will  not  come  up? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Will  not  come  into 
existence;  yes. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  further  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  It  will  not  come  into 
existence  until  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  If  the  amendment  which  has  been 
offered  is  accepted,  the  provisions  of 
section  401  referred  to  will  not  become 
effective  until  the  feasibility  report  has 
been  prepared  and  Congress  takes  a  look 
at  it  and  has  the  opportunity  to  approve 
or  disapprove  it. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  commend 
the  gentleman  for  offering  his  amend¬ 
ment  and  say  to  the  gentleman  that  it 
should  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

(Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington  asked 


and  was  given  permission  to  extend  her 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  HANSEN  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  today,  as  we  continue  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  H.R.  3300,  I  want  to  associate 
my  remarks  with  the  gentleman  from 
Oregon,  Congressman  Ullman,  and  the 
distinguished  gentlemen  of  my  own  State 
of  Washington  [Mr.  Meeds  and  Mr. 
Foley],  who  are  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  serve  under  the 
very  distinguished  chairman,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]. 

My  discussion  today  is  particularly  to 
take  this  time  to  talk  about  the  problems 
of  water. 

Since  I  have  the  privilege  of  serving 
as  the  Subcommittee  Chairman  of  In¬ 
terior  Appropriations  where  a  great 
amount  of  water  research  is  underway, 
and  where  even  more  should  be  under¬ 
way,  if  it  were  not  for  the  problem  of 
guns  or  butter,  but  guns  and  water,  more 
would  be  undertaken.  I  can  understand 
and  do  understand  the  needs  of  Arizona 
and  the  needs  of  California.  I  appreciate 
their  desires  to  settle  this  problem  and 
I  support  the  major  portions  of  this  bill 
but  like  the  gentlemen  from  Oregon  and 
Washington,  I  would  like  to  see  portions 
of  the  bill  deleted  or  changed.  However, 
I  have  no  illusions.  The  bill  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  pass  this  morning  since  the  North¬ 
west  is  that  portion  of  the  Nation  which 
has  clear  cold  water  and  everyone  in  the 
Nation  is  looking  at  it  with  desire. 

But  it  is  because  of  this  very  fact  that 
I  am  taking  this  time  to  develop  legis¬ 
lative  history  and  to  point  out  that  every 
river  basin  in  the  entire  United  States  is 
confronted  by  serious  problems.  I  was 
in  Philadelphia  3  years  ago  when 
the  Delaware  was  short;  I  have  been 
in  other  parts  of  the  United  States  when 
their  rivers  were  almost  dry;  3  weeks 
ago,  I  flew  the  length  of  the  Columbia 
River  where  our  river  was  at  such  a 
low  ebb  that  one  look  was  sufficient  to 
show  what  diversion  might  mean  which 
brings  me  to  the  focal  point  of  my  re¬ 
marks. 

Diversion  of  a  river  is  the  easy  way 
out.  It  is  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s 
traditional  way  out.  They  have  never 
hunted  for  other  solutions  and  never 
will  if  they  are  given  the  money  for 
diversion.  But  what  does  water  diversion 
from  one  river  basin  to  another  area 
mean  at  this  particular  moment  in  our 
history. 

It  means  that  before  we  have  made 
any  national  survey  of  the  total  water 
needs  or  total  water  problems  and  have 
met  these  problems  with  answering  pro¬ 
grams  diversion  could  well  be  considered; 
1973  is  only  5  years  away.  From  the 
testimony  I  have  heard  in  my  com¬ 
mittee  and  with  the  present  status  of 
funding  and  expenditures  limitations, 
the  water  problem  is  not  going  to  be 
solved  in  5  years  or  either  the  Colum¬ 
bia  River  Basin  or  any  other  river  basin. 

What  are  the  long-term  problems  of 
river  basins?  Not  only  are  they  those 
of  having  adequate  water  now  or  in  5 
years  but  what  will  the  total  needs  of 
those  basins  be  in  5  years?  The  Colum¬ 
bia  River  uses  its  water  for  power,  irri¬ 
gation,  domestic  consumption,  indus- 
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trial  supply,  and  navigation.  It  is  a  com¬ 
bination  of  all  these  factors  that  must 
be  considered  and  measured  against  the 
population  not  only  5  years  from  now 
but  20  and  50  years  from  now.  What 
profit  is  there  to  divert  water  to  an  area 
and  dry  up  another  area?  It  is  very 
true,  as  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Holifield]  noted. 
Washington  wants  markets  but  I  am 
sure  that  not  even  California  wants 
Washington  without  water.  Last  Mon¬ 
day  morning  as  I  boarded  a  plane  in 
Portland,  Oreg.,  I  noted  the  headlines 
of  the  Oregonian  “Oregon  Faces  Worst 
Drouth  in  Years.”  Drouth  is  not  a  new 
subject  in  the  Northwest.  The  last  three 
summers  have  been  dry  and  the  past 
is  full  of  them.  I  want  to  bring  to  your 
attention  some  of  the  figures  when  the 
supplemental  appropriations  bill  is  be¬ 
fore  you.  Items  in  this  bill  resulting  from 
fire  damage  were  caused  by  lack  of  rain 
in  the  Northwest. 

Now  what  are  the  answers? 

May  I  say,  diversion  of  any  river 
at  this  time  is  not  an  answer.  There  is 
no  way  of  predicting  weather,  total  pop¬ 
ulation,  total  commerce,  and  total 
growth,  the  total  accuracy  that  is  needed. 
The  people  in  the  Interior  Department 
are  aware  of  this — all  except  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation.  They  are  aware  that  we 
need  to  do  several  things: 

First.  Continue  at  an  accelerated  pace 
the  saline  water  development  program 
and  I  would  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
House  and  the  gentlemen  from  Califor¬ 
nia  that  Interior  is  working  with  areas 
of  southern  California  on  a  saline  ex¬ 
perimental  project.  I  would  remind  this 
House  that  there  is  a  sizable  sum  of 
money  in  this  year’s  budget  for  saline 
water  development.  It  must  be  continued. 
The  price  is  coming  down,  and  there  have 
been  some  exciting  breakthroughs,  and 
there  have  been  some  exciting  agricul¬ 
tural  byproducts. 

Second.  We  must  continue  to  work  to 
find  new  sources  of  underground  water. 
The  Geological  Survey  is  continuing  in 
this  field  as  are  the  research  people.  May 
I  say,  that  these  are  all  in  the  explora¬ 
tory  state  today.  Again,  however,  there 
have  been  some  exciting  results. 

Third.  We  need  to  develop  a  program 
of  weather  modification  for  water 
sources.  Again,  this  is  in  the  field  of  re¬ 
search  and  discussion. 

Fourth.  We  should  be  able  to  know 
more  about  the  recoupment  of  water. 

Fifth.  We  should  know  more  about  the 
waste  of  water. 

Sixth.  Care,  development,  and  protec¬ 
tion  of  our  watersheds. 

All  the  areas  of  the  United  States  are 
going  to  share  this  vast  treasure  house  of 
water  development  knowledge,  and  it  is 
mandatory  that  this  be  completed  before 
diversion  becomes  the  order  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation. 

I  want  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Committee  also  to  one  further  thing 
about  Columbia  River.  Unlike  many  river 
basins  and  unlike  many  rivers,  one  of  its 
major  uses  is  navigation  and  after  View¬ 
ing  the  river  scale  models  year  after 
year  relative  to  small  changes  with  re¬ 
sulting  sandbars  and  other  impediments 
to  navigation  on  the  river  and  noting 
changes  in  currents  and  the  resulting 


problems  this  is  a  subject  of  deep  con¬ 
cern.  Commerce  is  the  lifeblood  of  a 
district  such  as  mine,  and  export  in¬ 
to  the  markets  of  the  world,  if  you 
please,  the  products  that  are  grown  and 
raised  there.  Therefore,  I  mention  this 
one  further  problem  that  is  inherent  in 
navigable  rivers.  One  scale  model  on  the 
upper  part  of  the  river  has  taken  over  a 
year  to  come  up  with  a  solution  that  is 
not  yet  satisfactory.  Five  years  is  a  very 
short  time  to  develop  the  total  results  of 
all  segments  of  the  Columbia  River  in¬ 
volved  in  diversion. 

So,  ladies  and  gentlemen  of  this  House, 
to  make  legislative  history  that  diversion 
is  the  easy  way  out  and  it  is  not,  I  am 
sure,  the  cheapest  way  or  best  way  out 
as  a  permanent  water  solution. 

I  do  trust  that  great  thought  and 
judgment  will  be  given  here  today  not 
against  areas  that  need  water  but  to 
develop  the  resource  programs  that  the 
whole  Nation  needs  and  which  will  be 
of  far  more  total  assistance  to  the  South¬ 
west  than  the  diversion  of  any  single 
river  at  the  expense  of  another  segment 
of  the  country. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  HARRISON 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Harrison:  On 
page  52,  lines  14  and  15,  strike  out  “below 
Lee  Ferry  by  two  and  one-hall  million  acre- 
feet  annually.”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “initially  by  not  less  than  two 
and  one-half  million  acre-feet  annually,  in¬ 
creasing  thereafter  to  not  less  than  four 
million  acre-feet  annually  by  January  1,  1990. 
Whenever  the  water  supply  available  in  the 
Colorado  River  is  augmented  by  four  million 
acre-feet  or  more,  such  water  supply  shall  be 
allocated  so  that  the  States  of  the  Upper 
division  receive  seven  and  one-half  million 
acre-feet  and  the  States  of  the  Lower  Divi¬ 
sion  receive  seven  and  one-half  million  acre- 
feet  and  Mexico  receives  one  and  one-half 
million  acre-feet,  with  any  additional  water 
above  this  allocation  divided  equally  between 
the  States  of  the  Upper  and  Lower  Divisions.” 

On  page  52,  line  16,  strike  out  “may”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “shall”. 

Mr.  HARRISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  this 
time  I  offer  an  amendment  to  H.R.  3300. 
It  is  an  amendment  which  I  sincerely 
hope  my  Arizona  colleagues — motivated 
as  they  are  by  the  good  faith  desire  to 
benefit  their  region  without  causing 
hardship  to  Wyoming  or  other  States — 
will  glady  accept. 

My  amendment  to  title  II  is  a  logical 
extension  of  the  sentiments  of  that  title 
with  respect  to  the  availability  of  suffi¬ 
cient  water  in  the  Colorado  River  system 
to  meet  future  needs. 

My  amendment  would  add  new  lan¬ 
guage  to  section  201  (c)  to  provide  that  by 
a  specific  date,  January  1,  1990,  and  in 
a  specific  amount,  4  million  acre-feet, 
water  will  be  supplied  to  augment  the 
dwindling  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
system. 

I  consider  this  amendment  both  fair  to 
Wyoming  and  all  other  States  of  the 
Colorado,  and  consistent  with  the  tem¬ 
per  of  the  bill  we  are  debating  today.  It 
is  consonant  with  the  basic  law  of  the 
Colorado  River:  The  compact  of  1922, 
the  upper  basin  compact  of  1948,  and  the 
water  treaty  of  1944  with  Mexico. 

The  figure  of  4  million  acre-feet  is  not 
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an  arbitrary  one.  It  would  satisfy  the 
Mexican  treaty  obligation  with  imported 
water,  which  was  stipulated  in  the  1922 
compact,  and  it  would  as  nearly  as  can 
be  determined,  meet  the  needs  of  upper 
and  lower  basin  States  by  the  early  part 
of  the  10th  decade  of  our  century. 

H.R.  3300  as  now  written,  provides  for 
studies  to  investigate  means  of  supply¬ 
ing  water  to  meet  the  current  and  antic¬ 
ipated  water  requirements  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin,  and  reconnaissance 
reports  are  to  be  submitted  no  later  than 
June  30, 1973. 

The  bill  is  silent  on  the  future  of  these 
studies,  other  than  to  assert  that  no  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  importing  water  into 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  from  other 
river  basins  shall  be  made  without  the 
approval  of  States  affected  by  such 
importation. 

Seldom  has  legislation  risen  to  the  sur¬ 
face  atop  such  voluminous  records  and 
history.  I  will  not  burden  this  presenta¬ 
tion  with  more  of  that  history  than  is 
absolutely  necessary  in  presenting  my 
amendment.  My  arguments  and  premises 
draw  their  sustenance  from  the  position 
of  my  State  on  this  legislation  and  I  sup¬ 
port  that  position  fully.  I  will  ask  that 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  a  speech 
by  Mr.  Thomas  E.  Cahill,  assistant  to 
Wyoming  State  engineer,  Floyd  Bishop, 
be  printed  to  establish  for  the  record 
what  has  long  been  the  posture  of  Wyo¬ 
ming  regarding  central  Arizona  legisla¬ 
tion. 

The  history  and  the  record  leave  no 
doubt  that  the  Colorado  River  will  be 
short  of  water  to  a  disastrous  extent  by 
the  latter  half  of  the  1980’s  or  early 
1990’s. 

A  that  time,  some  action  will  have  to 
be  taken  to  make  the  divisible  supply  of 
water  adequate  to  the  per  capita  demand. 

At  some  point  in  the  near  future  aug¬ 
mentation  of  Colorado  River  water  will 
be  an  absolute  requirement.  What  better 
forum  is  there  than  for  spelling  out  the 
clear  intent  to  provide  that  water,  than 
the  legislation  which  will  create  the  most 
expansive  and  expensive  reclamation 
project  in  history,  with  Colorado  River 
water  which  is  rightly  the  property  of 
other  States. 

It  has  been  the  position  of  Wyoming 
throughout  the  proceedings  associated 
with  this  and  similar  bills,  that  a  mini¬ 
mal  precondition  to  acceptance  of  CAP 
would  be  the  concurrent  authorization 
of  water  importation.  This  position  has 
been  eloquently  set  forth  by  State  engi¬ 
neer  Floyd  Bishop  in  these  words: 

The  proposed  authorization  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  poses  an  undeniable  threat 
to  Wyoming,  our  concern  is  not  so  much 
over  the  legal  right  to  the  use  of  the  water 
granted  to  us  by  the  compacts  as  it  is  over 
the  practical  problems  which  Wyoming  will 
face  in  the  future. 

There  is  little  argument  concerning  the 
legality  of  the  compacts,  and  without  some 
unforseeable  upheaval,  it  would  appear 
that  these  documents  will  continue  to  be 
the  “law  of  the  river”.  From  political  view¬ 
point,  however,  Wyoming  could  in  the  future, 
find  it  impossible  to  utilize  this  water  which 
everyone  agrees  is  legally  ours.  It  is  an  ac¬ 
cepted  fact  that  the  central  Arizona  project 
will  be  depending  on  the  use  of  water  which 
is  legally  upper  basin  water  but  is  surplus 
to  present  day  needs  in  the  upper  basin. 
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Concurrently  with  authorization  of  the 
central  Arizona  project,  there  should  be  an 
authorization  of  a  project  to  import  water 
into  the  Colorado  River  system. 

This  history  of  this  legislation  over 
three  stormy  decades  and  my  own  state¬ 
ments  in  public  and  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Interior  Committee 
make  clear  that  Wyoming  does  not  op¬ 
pose  the  central  Arizona  project  for  the 
sake  of  opposition.  We  have  no  desire  to 
contribute  to  the  shortage  of  the  most 
precious  of  all  liquids  in  the  great  State 
of  Arizona. 

I  offer  my  amendment  to  extend  the 
study  and  feasibility  report  provisions  of 
H.R.  3300  as  an  effort  to  put  teeth  into 
the  proposition  that  sufficient  water  will 
flow  into  the  Colorado  River  to  insure 
that  all  user  States  will  have  their  right¬ 
ful  entitlements,  and  that  water  will  be 
available  to  fulfill  the  national  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  with¬ 
out  jeopardizing  the  allotments  of  any 
State. 

I  ask  each  member  now  to  search  his 
knowledge  of  this  legislation  and  to 
search  as  well,  his  own  good  conscience 
and  brush  the  clouds  from  this  bill  so 
the  States  of  the  Colorado  River  will 
know  that  water  definitely  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  from  some  outside  source  when  the 
need  exists. 

This  bill  needs  clear  language  setting 
forth  the  date  for  delivery  of  water  into 
the  Colorado,  and  it  needs  language  spe¬ 
cifying  a  minimum  amount  of  water. 
This  must  not  be  left  to  some  future 
interpretation  of  ambiguity  in  laws  or 
the  munificence  of  some  future  Congress 
unattuned  to  the  realities  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  and  its  history. 

The  crucial  questions  of  how  much 
water  and  when,  must  not  be  left  in 
doubt,  perhaps  someday  to  be  decided  by 
courts  of  law  which  listen  to  the  plead¬ 
ings  of  parched  upper  basin  States  and 
wonder  why  H.R.  3300  was  so  strangely 
silent  on  so  vital  a  matter. 

The  speech  referred  to  follows : 

Interdepartmental  Water  Conference 
(Address  by  Thomas  E.  Cahill,  Special  As¬ 
sistant  Attorney  General,  September  16, 

1966) 

Wyoming,  under  present  compacts,  is  en¬ 
titled  to  the  beneficial  consumptive  use  of 
approximately  800,000  acre-feet  of  water 
from  the  Green  River.  This  is  some  500,000 
acre-feet  more  than  is  presently  being  used. 
This  surplus  is  presently  flowing  from  the 
State  into  the  Colorado.  The  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,  which  is  part  of  House  Bill 
4671  in  the  present  Congress,  needs  that 
water,  and  more,  to  be  a  feasible  project. 
Wyoming  does  not  wish  to  impede  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  Central  Arizona  but  it  would 
not  be  wise  for  Wyoming  to  acquiesce  to 
the  construction  of  a  billion  dollar  project 
in  Arizona  which  is  dependent  upon  Wyom¬ 
ing  water. 

If  it  were  practical  for  Wyoming  to  finance 
projects  on  the  Green  River  with  other  than 
federal  money,  a  legal  right  to  the  use  of  the 
water  would  be  sufficient  to  safeguard 
Wyoming’s  future.  However,  the  projects 
necessary  for  the  full  utilization  of  Wyo¬ 
ming’s  potential  are  so  expensive  and  com¬ 
plex  that  the  most  probable  method  of  de¬ 
velopment  is  through  the  construction  of 
federal  projects. 

Wyoming  is  concerned  that  when  the  time 
comes  to  get  such  federal  projects  author¬ 
ized,  she  will  be  effectively  opposed  in  the 
Congress  by  representatives  of  those  down¬ 


stream  states  who  have  their  projects  con¬ 
structed  and  operating  on  Wyoming  water. 
Practical  politics  show  that  Wyoming’s  two 
Senators  and  single  Representative  will  not 
be  able  to  successfully  overcome  predictable 
opposition  to  such  projects  from  California, 
Arizona  and  Colorado.  To  assist  in  a  better 
understanding  of  Wyoming’s  Colorado  River 
problems,  the  following  background  is 
offered. 

THE  RIVER 

High  in  the  Wind  River  mountains  of 
Wyoming,  about  900  air  miles  from  the  Gulf 
of  California,  the  Green  River,  which  later 
joins  the  Colorado  River,  begins.  From  here, 
the  Colorado  and  its  tributaries  meander 
through  the  seven  western  states  of  Wyom¬ 
ing,  Colorado,  Utah,  Arizona,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico  and  California  on  a  1,600  land  mile 
journey  to  the  sea. 

The  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  and  its 
largest  branch,  the  Gunnison,  flow  westward 
from  the- Continental  Divide  in  Colorado  and 
join  the  Green  River  in  southwestern  Utah. 
Farther  south  the  San  Juan  River  comes  in 
from  the  mountains  of  southern  Colorado 
and  northern  New  Mexico.  For  hundreds  of 
miles  through  Arizona  and  Nevada,  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  is  deeply  entrenched  between 
high  plateaus  and  forms  the  Grand  Canyon. 
It  then  flows  through  a  wide  desert  valley, 
forming  the  boundary  between  Arizona  and 
California.  Almost  at  the  Mexican  border,  the 
Gila  River,  which  begins  in  southwest  New 
Mexico  and  flows  through  southern  Arizona, 
joins  the  Colorado.  A  short  distance  below 
the  Mexican  border  the  Colorado  flows 
through  its  Delta  and  into  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

The  Colorado  River  System  drains  an  area 
of  242,000  square  miles,  l/6th  of  the  con¬ 
tiguous  continental  United  States.  In  half 
of  this  area  the  average  rainfall  is  less  than 
ten  inches  annually;  in  another  third,  it 
averages  from  ten  to  fifteen  inches. 

THE  1922  COMPACT 

The  struggle  over  the  use  of  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  drainage  has  been  long  and 
turbulent.  In  the  early  1920’s,  rapidly  grow¬ 
ing  populations  and  water  uses  in  the  Coastal 
areas,  and  the  desire  of  Lower  Basin  inter¬ 
ests  to  construct  a  major  reservoir  which 
would  regulate  the  river  brought  the  first 
notable  crisis.  California  wanted  to  enlist 
the  Congressional  support  of  the  Upper 
Basin  states  for  a  bill  authorizing  main¬ 
stream  developments  which  included  a  major 
reservoir.  The  Upper  Basin  states,  fearful 
that  the  construction  of  such  a  reservoir 
would  establish  priorities  which  would  pre¬ 
clude  the  later  use  of  water  in  the  Upper 
Basin,  desired  a  guaranteed  right  to  future 
use  of  water.  It  became  obvious  that  some 
form  of  agreement  between  the  states  was 
necessary  before  further  development  of  the 
Colorado  River  could  proceed.  This 
precipitated  negotions  which,  in  1922,  cul¬ 
minated  in  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

Originally,  the  negotiators  attempted  to 
apportion  specific  quantities  of  water  to  each 
of  the  seven  states.  When  this  failed,  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover,  who  represented  the  federal 
government,  urged  that  the  approach  be 
changed,  and  consequently  an  apportion¬ 
ment  of  water  was  made  between  two  divi¬ 
sions.  All  of  the  drainage  area  above  Lee’s 
Ferry  in  southern  Utah  was  called  the  Upper 
Division  and  all  that  below  Lee’s  Ferry  was 
included  in  the  Lower  Division.  This  put 
Wyoming,  Colorado,  Utah  and  New  Mexico 
in  the  Upper  Division  and  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Nevada  in  the  Lower  Division. 

When  the  1922  Compact  was  formulated,  it 
was  estimated  that  the  average  annual  flow 
of  the  Colorado  River  was  about  20,000,000 
acre-feet.  This  estimate  was  based  on  stream 
flow  records  covering  the  period  immedi¬ 
ately  prior  to  1922  which  -was  a  period  of 
excessively  high  stream  flows.  Hoping  for 
some  leeway  for  error,  the  negotiators  of  the 
1922  Compact  allocated  only  16,000,000  acre- 
feet,  leaving,  they  thought,  an  additional 
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4,000,000  acre-feet  to  be  apportioned  at  a 
later  date  (unfortunately,  the  long-term 
average  annual  flow  has  only  been  13,951,000 
acre-feet) . 

Immediately  after  the  ratification  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  the  Boulder  Can¬ 
yon  Project  Act  was  introduced  in  Congress. 
Finally,  after  introduction  in  four  succes¬ 
sive  sessions,  the  act  was  passed.  The  proj¬ 
ect  included  Hoover  Dam,  the  All-American 
Canal,  and  the  Parker-Gila  Valley  recla¬ 
mation  project.  Subsequently,  Parker  Dam 
(diversion  point  for  municipal  and  industrial 
water  for  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego)  and 
the  Coachella  Canal  (which  supplies  irriga¬ 
tion  water  to  part  of  the  Sallon  Basin)  were 
built  by  the  United  States. 

Besides  authorizing  projects,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  divided  the  waters  of  the 
mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River.  It  gave 
California  the  use  of  4,400,000  acre-feet,  Ari¬ 
zona  the  use  of  2,800,000  acre-feet  and 
Nevada  the  use  of  300,000  acre-feet.  The  Act, 
however,  did  not  mention  the  tributaries  in 
the  Lower  Basin  which  have  an  annual  flow 
of  approximately  1.75  MAF  annually,  which 
includes  1  MAF  from  the  Gila,  all  of  which 
is  almost  totally  consumed  in  Arizona. 

UPPER  BASIN  COMPACT 

Soon  after  World  War  II  was  over,  the 
Upper  Basin  states  renewed  their  efforts  to 
gain  congressional  support  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  Upper  Basin  projects.  To  establish 
stable  water  supplies  for  reclamation  projects 
and  to  prevent  future  lawsuits  concerning 
the  equitable  apportionment  of  the  Upper 
Basin  share  of  the  Colorado  River,  the  Upper 
Basin  states  intensified  negotiations  to  divide 
the  water.  These  negotiations  resulted  in  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Compact  of  1948,  which 
was  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  the  four 
states,  and  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  in  1949.  This  Compact  apportioned  to 
the  states  the  annual  beneficial,  consumptive 
use  of  the  following  quantities  of  water; 

Arizona:  50,000  acre-feet. 

Colorado:  51.75  per  cent  of  the  Upper  Basin 
entitlement. 

New  Mexico:  11.25  per  cent. 

Utah:  23.00  per  cent. 

Wyoming:  14.00  per  cent. 

Ratification  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Compact  cleared  the  way  for  development  of 
projects  within  the  Upper  Basin,  and  after 
a  hard  fight,  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  was  passed  in  1956.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  authorized  the  construction  of  Glen 
Canyon,  Navajo,  Curecanti  and  Flaming 
Gorge  dams  and  designated  certain  projects 
which  could  benefit  from  the  power  revenues 
of  these  major  regulating  reservoirs.  Wyo¬ 
ming  projects  which  were  included  were 
Seedskadee,  Lyman,  LaBarge,  Sublette  and 
Savery-Pothook. 

WYOMING  DEVELOPMENT 

In  the  Green  River  Basin  of  Wyoming  ap¬ 
proximately  225,000  acres,  less  than  4  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  land  area,  is  now  under  ir¬ 
rigation.  This  land  lies  mostly  along  the 
Green  River  and  its  tributaries  near  the  base 
of  the  mountains.  Most  of  the  irrigation  de¬ 
velopment  has  been  by  individuals  and  orga¬ 
nized  local  groups.  There  are  also  four  fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  projects  which  are  in  vari¬ 
ous  stages  of  development  in  the  Green  River 
Basin. 

The  Eden  project,  which  includes  the  39,- 
700  acre-foot-capacity  Big  Sandy  Reservoir 
on  Big  Sandy  Creek  and  some  distribution 
facilities,  was  largely  completed  in  1960.  It 
was  initially  intended  to  serve  20,200  acres  in 
the  vicinity  of  Farson,  including  9,540  acres 
that  had  been  previously  irrigated  and  10,660 
acres  of  new  land.  Because  of  water  short¬ 
ages  and  because  anticipated  efficiencies  in 
water  use  have  not  been  attained,  land  de¬ 
velopment  has  been  limited  to  a  smaller 
acreage.  A  program  of  modification  of  the 
distribution  system  is  now  underway. 
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The  Seedskade-e  project  was  authorized  in 
1956.  It  includes  the  Fontenelle  Dam  and  Re¬ 
servoir  on  the  Green  River,  which  has  been 
constructed.  The  project  is  planned  to  ulti¬ 
mately  irrigate  58,775  acres  of  presently  un¬ 
developed  land,  and  to  provide  60,000  acre- 
feet  of  stored  water  for  the  potential  Seed- 
skadee  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Construc¬ 
tion  of  the  irrigation  canals  and  laterals  has 
been  deferred  pending  the  results  of  an  ex¬ 
perimental  development  farm  on  project 
lands.  The  discovery  of  trona  deposits  under 
15,500  acres  of  potential  project  land  on  the 
west  side  of  the  Green  River  has  prompted 
the  deferral  of  agricultural  development  on 
that  land  until  possible  surface  subsidence  is 
further  investigated. 

The  Lyman  project,  also  authorized  in  1956, 
will  include  the  Meeks  >  Cabin  and  China 
Meadows  Reservoirs  on  Black’s  Fork  and  the 
East  Fork  of  Smith  Fork,  respectively.  The 
water  will  be  distributed  through  existing 
works  and  used  as  a  supplemental  irrigation 
supply  on  26,000  acres  in  the  vicinity  of  Ly¬ 
man.  Bids  for  construction  of  Meeks  Cabin 
Reservoir  were  received  ,in  1965  but  were  re¬ 
jected  as  being  too  high.  New  bids  were 
called  for  and  let  in  the  spring  of  1966. 

The  Savery-Pothook  project,  authorized 
September  2,  1964,  will  irrigate  lands  in  both 
Wyoming  and  Colorado.  It  will  develop  un¬ 
used  flows  of  the  Little  Snake  River  and  its 
tributaries,  Savery  Creek  in  Wyoming  and 
Slater  Creek  in  Colorado,  for  the  irrigation 
of  35,265  acres,  including  21,920  acres  of  new 
land.  The  Wyoming  portion  consists  of  16,155 
acres,  including  6,180  acres  of  new  lands  and 
9,975  acres  of  supplemental  service  land. 
Storage  will  be  provided  by  the  18,600  acre- 
foot  Savery  Reservoir  on  Savery  Creek  and 
the  65,000  acre-foot  Pothook  Reservoir  on 
Slater  Creek.  The  water  will  be  conveyed  to 
the  land  by  both  existing  facilities  and 
new  project  canals  and  laterals.  Funds  have 
not  yet  been  appropriated  for  the  start  of 
construction. 

COMPACT  AMBIGUITIES 

The  1922  Compact  is  a  brief,  but  some¬ 
times  ambiguous,  document.  These  ambigui¬ 
ties  have  been  the  basis  for  a  forty  year  fight 
between  California  and  Arizona,  and  are  at 
the  heart  of  the  negotiations  between  the 
two  basins  that  have  been  going  on  for  over 
a  year. 

Most  of  these  ambiguities  stem  from  ar¬ 
ticle  III  which  divides  the  water. 

Ill  (a)  gives  the  beneficial  consumptive 
use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet  to  the  Upper  and 
Lower  Basins,  respectively. 

Ill  (b)  gives  the  Lower  Basin  the  right  to 
increase  its  beneficial  consumptive  use  by 
an  additional  million  acre-feet  annually, 
but  does  not  specify  the  source  of  the  water. 
(Some  claim  that  this  refers  to  the  Gila  and 
Salt  Rivers.) 

Ill  (c)  recognizes  the  possibility  of  a  fu¬ 
ture  treaty  with  Mexico  and  states  that  any 
guaranteed  deliveries  to  Mexico  should  come 
from  unapportioned  waters.  If  there  is  no 
surplus,  both  basins  are  to  share  equally  in 
any  shortage.  In  1944  a  treaty  was  negotiated 
between  Mexico  and  the  United  States  which 
guaranteed  annual  delivery  of  1,500,000  acre- 
feet  of  water  to  Mexico  via  the  Colorado 
River.  Under  normal  river  operations  to  date, 
more  than  this  amount  of  water  has  auto¬ 
matically  reached  Mexico  through  return 
flows,  uncontrolled  releases  and  precipita¬ 
tion  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the  border. 
However,  as  water  becomes  more  valuable, 
and  since  the  expected  flow  has  been  14 
million  acre-feet  rather  than  20  million 
acre-feet,  it  is  obvious  that  the  Mexican 
Treaty  burden  will  at  some  time  in  the 
future  become  more  important. 

Arizona  is  now  using  at  least  a  million 
acre-feet  annually  from  the  tributaries,  and 
this  should  not  be  included  in  the 
7,500,000  acre-feet  given  the  Lower  Basin  by 
Tbis  interpretation  is  based  on  the 
holding  in  Arizona  v.  California,  discussed 


later.  Accountability  of  the  tributaries  is 
important  in  determining  any  Mexican 
Treaty  burden.  If  we  assume  that  required 
deliveries  of  water  from  the  Upper  Basin  to 
the  Lower  Basin  at  Lee’s  Ferry  are  limited  to 
75,000,000  acre-feet  in  a  ten  year  period, 
as  specified  in  III  (d) ,  then  the  consumptive 
beneficial  use  of  water  from  the  main  stem 
in  the  Lower  Basin  will  be  limited  to  some¬ 
thing  less  than  7,500,000  acre-feet  per  year, 
due  mainly  to  the  channel  losses  and  reser¬ 
voir  evaporation,  and  the  Upper  Basin  will 
be  required  to  furnish  part  of  any  shortage 
to  Mexico.  However,  if  Arizona’s  tributary 
uses  are  also  included  in  the  Lower  Basin’s 
7,500,000  acre-feet  annual  consumptive  use, 
then  the  total  beneficial  consumptive  use  in 
the  Lower  Basin  would  surpass  the  7,500,000 
acre-feet  per  year  and  the  burden  of  the 
Upper  Basin  to  deliver  water  to  Mexico 
would  be  reduced  accordingly. 

111(d)  placed  a  delivery  requirement  upon 
the  Upper  Basin  of  75,000,000  acre-feet  in  any 
ten  year  period,  or  an  average  of  7,500,000 
acre-feet  annually.  This  provision  put  a  bur¬ 
den  on  the  Upper  Basin  states  to  make  a 
minimum  delivery  of  water  to  the  Lower 
Basin,  and  any  shortage  of  water  is  auto¬ 
matically  deducted  from  the  Upper  Basin 
apportionment,  rather  than  from  the  Lower 
Basin. 

111(e)  provided  that  the  Upper  Basin 
states  could  not  withhold  water  that  could 
be  reasonably  applied  to  domestic  and  agri¬ 
cultural  uses  in  the  Lower  Basin.  It  also  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  Lower  Basin  could  not  call 
for  water  to  be  delivered  unless  it  could  be 
applied  to  those  same  uses.  This  provision 
raises  the  question  of  whether  the  Upper 
Basin  can  store  water  in  its  reservoirs  for 
the  purpose  of  long-term  carryover  to  even 
out  fluctuations  in  flow  from  year  to  year, 
when  users  in  the  Lower  Basin  are  in  need 
of  more  water  which  could  be  directly  used 
for  “domestic  and  agricultural  purposes.” 

ARIZONA  VERSUS  CALIFORNIA 

In  the  early  1950’s  Central  Arizona  was  con¬ 
sumptively  using  4,500,000  acre-feet  of  water 
annually.  Of  this,  1,000,000  acre-feet  was 
from  surface  runoff  of  the  Salt  and  Gila 
Rivers.  The  other  3,500,000  was  being  mined 
from  a  water  table  that  had  a  recharge  rate 
of  1,000,000  acre-feet  annually.  Consequently, 
the  underground  aquifers  were  losing  ap¬ 
proximately  2,500,000  acre-feet  annually. 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  was  designed 
to  supply  Colorado  River  water  to  Central 
Arizona  to  supplement  the  existing  supplies 
and  protect  a  dropping  water  table.  Arizona 
contended  that  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
granted  Arizona  the  use  of  2,800,000  acre- 
feet  annually  from  the  mainstream  of  the 
Colorado  River,  and  that  since  they  were 
then  using  only  1,200,000  acre-feet  annually, 
they  were  entitled  to  an  additional  1,600,000 
acre-feet,  which  could  be  utilized  by  the 
Central  Arizona  Project. 

However,  California  contended  that  the 
Salt  and  Gila  Rivers  should  be  included  in 
determining  Arizona’s  2,800,000  acre-feet.  If 
this  were  true,  Arizona’s  share  of  Colorado 
River  water  would  have  been  exceeded,  and 
there  would  be  none  available  for  a  Central 
Arizona  Project. 

Arizona’s  congressional  delegation  intro¬ 
duced  legislation  authorizing  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  three  times.  Each  time,  it 
passed  the  Senate,  but  was  blocked  by  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  strength  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  Finally  on  the  fourth  try,  the  House 
Committee  on  Insular  Affairs  stated  that  be¬ 
fore  the  bill  would  be  considered  again  by 
that  committee,  the  Arizona  rights  to  the 
use  of  Colorado  River  water  would  have  to  be 
determined. 

This  resolution  instigated  a  law  suit  be¬ 
tween  Arizona  and  California  which  lasted 
from  the  early  1950’s  until  1963.  In  1963,  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  held  that  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  gave  Arizona  the 
use,  when  available,  of  2,800,000  acre-feet 
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from  the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River 
(which  automatically  excluded  accounting 
for  the  Gila  and  Salt  Rivers) .  Almost  imme¬ 
diately,  the  Arizona  congressional  delegation 
introduced  a  revised  version  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  Bill.  The  bill  was  again  re¬ 
jected  by  Congress. 

CALIFORNIA -ARIZONA  COMPROMISE 

Arizona,  realizing  that  the  38  California 
members  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
could  probably  effectively  block  any  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  authorize  a  Central 
Arizona  Project,  decided  that  they  must  ne¬ 
gotiate  with  the  State  of  California. 

As  a  result  of  these  negotiations,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  8,  1965,  Congressmen  and  Senators 
from  Arizona  and  California  introduced  iden¬ 
tical  bills  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  Senate  which  would  authorize  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  As  was  then  sus¬ 
pected,  and  later  confirmed  in  hearings  be¬ 
fore  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and 
Reclamation  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
for  this  project  to  be  feasible  it  had  to  use 
Colorado  River  water  apportioned  to,  but 
not  presently  used  by,  the  Upper  Basin  states 
by  the  two  Colorado  River  Compacts. 

In  order  to  gain  the  California  support, 
Arizona  had  agreed  that  whenever  there  was 
insufficient  water  to  supply  7,500,000  acre- 
feet  for  consumptive  use  in  the  Lower  Basin, 
the  following  priorities  would  apply: 

1.  Present  perfected  rights  in  Arizona  and 
California; 

2.  4,400,000  acre-feet  to  California; 

3.  Remainder  to  Arizona  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  These  priorities  would  cease 
upon  the  importation  of  2,500,000  acre-feet 
into  the  Colorado  River  System  below  Lee’s 
Ferry. 

In  an  attempt  to  gain  Upper  Basin  support, 
the  Secretary  of  Interior  was  directed  to 
study  the  water  needs  in  the  Upper  and 
Lower  Basins  and  to  establish  whether  or 
not  the  present  sources  in  these  basins  could 
supply  sufficient  water  for  their  own  needs. 
Then,  with  the  help  of  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation,  the  Secretary  was  to  project  these 
estimates  of  water  need  up  to  at  least  2030. 
Concurrently,  a  study  was  to  be  made  of  wa¬ 
ter  supplies  and  water  needs  (also  projected 
far  into  the  future)  in  the  Columbia  River 
Basin.  At  the  same  time,  a  study  of  the  fea¬ 
sibility  of  transporting  water  from  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River  to  the  Colorado  was  to  be  made. 

In  an  attempt  to  placate  Idaho,  Montana, 
Oregon  and  Washington,  these  Northwest 
states  were  designated  as  “areas  of  origin” 
and  were  given  the  future  right  to  “call  back” 
any  water  then  being  transported  to  the 
Colorado  River  states  if  a  need  for  it  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  Northwest.  The  Secretary  of 
Interior  was  to  submit  a  feasibility  report  of 
a  project  which  would  facilitate  the  impor¬ 
tation  of  2 million  acre-feet  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  System  within  three  years  of 
enactment  of  the  Bill. 

A  Lower  Basin  Fund  was  established  which 
would  receive  congressional  appropriations 
for  construction  of  Lower  Basin  projects.  The 
Fund  would  also  receive:  (1)  Revenues  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  (which  would 
include  sale  of  power  from  Bridge  and  Marble 
Canyon  Dams)  :  (2)  Revenues  from  Hoover 
and  Parker-Davis  Dams  after  their  projected 
pay-out  in  1987:  and  (3)  Payments  made 
from  users  on  other  Lower  Basin  projects. 
After  paying  the  overhead,  maintenance, 
capitol  costs  and  interests,  expense  of  the 
operating  units  of  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect,  any  surplus  in  the  Fund  was  to  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  unit  allocation  to  irrigation, 
commercial  power  and  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  water,  for  a  period  of  fifty  years.  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  studies  showed  that  with 
both  Bridge  and  Marble  Canyon  Dams,  by 
2024,  there  would  be  a  billion  dollar  surplus 
which  would  be  available  to  subsidize  the 
importation  of  water  to  be  Used  in  the  Lower 
Basin. 
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The  present  compacts  on  the  river  were  to 
remain  sacred,  and  Jurisdiction  was  given 
to  the  states  to  bring  suit  against  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Interior  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  the  event  that  these  are 
violated. 

UPPER  BASIN  RESOLUTIONS 

In  an  attempt  to  formulate  a  common 
position,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commis¬ 
sion  retained  the  Denver  engineering  firm  of 
Tipton  &  Kalmbach  to  study  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  Colorado  River.  Using  the  period 
of  1921  through  1964,  the  Tipton  Report 
showed  an  average  runoff  of  13,951,000  acre- 
feet  and  assessed  Lower  Basin  requirements 
as  follows : 

Acre-feet 

1.  Beneficial  consumptive  use  (as 


provided  by  in  (a) ) _  7,  500,  000 

2.  Mexican  Treaty  deliveries _  1,  500,  000 

3.  Reservoir  evaporation _  730,  000 

4.  Losses  below  Hoover  Dam _  810,  000 


Total  requirements _  10,  540,  000 


Assuming  that  Upper  Basin  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  deliver  8,250,000  acre-feet  annually 
(which  is  the  111(d)  requirement,  plus  one 
half  of  any  Mexican  Treaty  burden),  the 
Tipton  Report  showed  the  supply  to  be: 

Acre-feet 

1.  Delivery  at  Lee’s  Ferry _ L  8,  250,  000 


2.  Net  inflow  Lee’s  Ferry  to  Lake 

Mead _  675,  000 

3.  Net  inflow  from  Bill  William 

River _  55,  000 

4.  Release  from  Lake  Mead  (draw¬ 

down  to  rated  power  head) _  365,  000 


Total  available _  9,  345,  000 

Thus,  if  the  Lower  Basin  was  to  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  consumptively  use  7,500,000  acre- 
feet  annually,  as  provided  by  III  (a),  with¬ 
out  accounting  for  tributary  uses,  and  an 
annual  delivery  of  1,500,000  acre-feet  to  Mex¬ 
ico  was  to  be  made,  the  Upper  Basin  would 
have  to  deliver  an  average  of  9,445,000  acre- 
feet  annually. 

The  obvious  conclusion  was  that  a  firm 
water  supply  was  not  available  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  to  satisfy  a  basic  beneficial  con¬ 
sumptive-use  requirement  of  7,500,000  acre- 
feet  from  the  mainstream  by  the  Lower 
Basin,  plus  delivery  of  1,500,000  acre-feet  to 
Mexico. 

The  states  of  the  Upper  Basin  estimated 
their  present  uses  and  future  needs  to  be: 


Present  1975  1985  2000  2030 


Colorado _  1,782  2,468  3,098  3,714  3,746 

New  Mexico _  140  514  749  7b4  764 

Utah _ _  579  936  1,171  1,630  2,138 

Wyoming _  265  545  769  1,193  1,193 


Total _  2,766  4,463  5,787  7,301  7,841 


Thus,  even  though  the  study  showed  that 
there  was  a  present  surplus  available  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  future  development 
projections  clearly  showed  that  if  Upper 
Basin  development  was  to  continue,  projects 
which  would  import  major  amounts  of  water 
into  the  Colorado  River  System  would  have 
to  be  authorized  and  constructed. 

Using  these  figures  as  guidelines,  and  re¬ 
alizing  that  future  Upper  Basin  develop¬ 
ment  would  be  contingent  upon  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  future  projects  by  Congress,  the 
Upper  Basin,  acting  through  the  Upper  Col¬ 
orado  River  Commission,  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  H.R.  4671  which  they  felt  would 
protect  future  development  in  the  Upper 
Basin.  On  August  16,  1965,  the  Upper  Basin 
states  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and 
Wyoming,  agreed  that  before  they  could 
support  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  principles  would  have  to  be  included : 

1.  That  all  federal  projects  within  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  be  limited  so  as 


not  to  prejudice,  impair,  or  preclude  the  fu¬ 
ture  federal  authorization  of  projects  which 
will  be  required  for  the  annual  consumptive 
use  by  Upper  Basin  states  of  water  that  may 
be  physically  available  after  delivery  of  75 
million  acre-feet  at  Lee’s  Ferry  in  any  period 
of  ten  consecutive  years; 

2.  That  concurrently  with  any  congres¬ 
sional  authorization  of  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  project  there  also  be  authorized 
a  project  to  import  water  into  the  Colorado 
River  System  in  such  quantities  as  will  (a) 
relieve  the  states  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
from  any  obligation  to  deliver  water  to  the 
Republic  of  Mexioo  pursuant  to  the  terms  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  of  1944.  (b)  Sup¬ 
ply  the  Lower  Basin  states  with  enough  water 
to  allow  for  the  consumptive  use  of  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  per  year,  and  (c)  supply  the 
Upper  Basin  states  with  enough  water  to  al¬ 
low  an  annual  consumptive  use  of  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet. 

3.  That  Glen  Canyon  Dam  shall  be  op¬ 
erated  so  that  it  will  not  be  drawn  below  its 
rated  power  head,  except  as  may  be  necessary 
to  comply  with  article  III  (d)  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  and  except  as  may  be  au¬ 
thorized  otherwise  by  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission. 

4.  That  the  diversion  of  funds  from  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  funds  to  the 
Colorado  River  Dam  fund  as  payment  for  the 
so-called  Hoover  Dam  deficiencies,  pursuant 
to  the  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria,  be  term¬ 
inated  immediately. 

5.  That  all  expenditures  made  from  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  to  meet 
deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam, 
pursuant  to  the  Glen  Canyon  filling  criteria 
be*  reimbursed  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Fund  in  full. 

These  principles  were  included  in  a  draft 
dated  August  16,  1965,  which  was  presented 
to  Congress  in  hearings  held  before  the  Irri¬ 
gation  and  Reclamation  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Insular  and  Interior  Affairs  Committee 
from  August  23  through  September  1,  1965. 

SUBCOMMITTEE  HEARINGS 

Just  prior  to  these  hearings,  the  seven  Col¬ 
orado  River  states  met  and  agreed  upon  the 
following  principles: 

1.  The  Upper  Basin’s  right  to  the  use  of 
water  of  the  Colorado  River,  pursuant  to  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  shall  not  be  jeop¬ 
ardized  by  the  temporary  use  of  unused  Up¬ 
per  Basin  water  by  any  Lower  Basin  projects. 

2.  The  pending  legislation  should  author¬ 
ize  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  construct  im¬ 
portation  works  which  will  deliver  not  less 
than  2,500,000  acre-feet  annually,  upon  the 
President’s  approval  of  the  Secretary’s  find¬ 
ing  of  feasibility. 

3.  Such  importation  works  should  be 
planned  and  built  so  as  to  make  the  imported 
water  available,  if  possible,  not  later  than 
1980. 

4.  Satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  bur¬ 
den  should  be  the  first  priority  to  be  served 
by  the  imported  water.  The  costs  of  importa¬ 
tion  allocable  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  bur¬ 
den,  which  is  a  natural  obligation,  should  be 
nonreimbusable. 

At  the  August  Subcommittee  hearings,  sev¬ 
eral  other  areas  of  opposition  to  the  bill 
emerged.  The  conservation  interests  were  de¬ 
termined  to  delete  both  Marble  and  Bridge 
Canyon  Dams  from  the  bill,  and  the  Pacific- 
Northwest  was  determined  that  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  should  not  make  a  feasibility 
study  of  importation. 

SEPTEMBER  20  DRAFT 

The  states  were  not  able  to  agree  on  spe¬ 
cific  language  of  the  bill,  and  in  September, 
representatives  of  the  governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  states  met  to  attempt  to 
draft  language  that  all  seven  states  could 
agree  upon.  They  could  not  reach  agreement 
but  agreed  that  Felix  Sparks  of  Colorado  and 
Northcutt  Ely  of  California  should  try  to 
draft  a  bill  acceptable  to  all  seven  states.  The 


result  of  their  work  has  been  called  the 
September  20  draft. 

(1)  It  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
to  make  a  feasibility  study  of  a  staged  im¬ 
portation  plan.  The  first  stage  would  include 
at  least  2,500,000  acre-feet  to  satisfy  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Treaty  burden  and  could  also  include 
2,000,000  acre-feet  for  Lower  Basin  use,  2,000,- 
000  acre-feet  for  Upper  Basin  use,  and  2,000,- 
000  acre-feet  for  use  along  the  route  of  the 
importation  system.  The  importation  plan 
was  to  be  completed  by  December  31,  1970, 
and  a  report  was  to  be  made  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  sometime  after  December  31,  1970. 

(2)  Areas  of  origin  were  to  be  protected 
and  a  perpetual  prior  right  to  water  was  to 
be  given  to  any  state  which  contributed  to 
the  Columbia  River  System.  This  priority 
would  be  senior  to  any  rights  to  imported 
water  by  Colorado  River  System  users. 

(3)  Upper  Basin  rights  were  protected, 
but  no  implementation  was  given  for  this 
protection. 

(4)  The  Secretary  of  Interior  was  to  pro¬ 
mulgate  equitable  criteria  for  the  reservoir 
operations  on  the  Colorado  River  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
states. 

(5)  The  Mexican  Treaty  burden  was  to  be 
a  national  obligation,  and  the  Colorado 
River  states  were  to  be  relieved  of  it  upon 
importation  of  at  least  2,500,000  acre-feet 
into  the  Colorado  River  System. 

(6)  The  Central  Arizona  Project  was  to  be 
limited  to  carry  an  average  of  1,200,000  acre- 
feet  from  the  mainstream,  none  of  which 
was  to  be  available  for  use  on  new  lands. 

(7)  The  Dixie  and  Southern  Nevada  proj¬ 
ects  were  integrated  into  the  Lower  Basin 
Fund,  and  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  uses  on  the  Dixie  project  were  made 
nonreimbursable. 

(8)  The  Upper  Basin  Fund  would  be  re¬ 
imbursed  for  expenditures  made  from  it  to 
purchase  power  for  the  Lower  Basin  during 
the  filling  of  the  Upper  Basin  reservoirs. 

(9)  It  authorized  the  Dolores  and  Dallas 
Creek  projects  in  Colorado  and  the  Animas- 
La  Plata  project  in  Colorado  and  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  reauthorized  study  of  other  Upper 
Basin  projects,  including  the  Sublette  proj¬ 
ect  in  Wyoming. 

This  draft  was  unacceptable  to  Wyoming 
and  Utah,  but  became  the  basis  of  negotia¬ 
tion  for  future  drafts  of  H.R.  4671. 

POWER  REVENUES 

As  was  previously  mentioned,  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission,  on  August  16, 
1965,  withheld  support  of  H.R.  4671  pending 
inclusion  of  five  principles.  These  principles 
have  served  as  a  basis  for  negotiations  over 
the  past  year  and  the  Committee  Draft  at 
least  pays  lip  service  to  the  problem  areas. 
Two  of  these  conditions  concerned  power 
and  power  revenues  and  the  language  in  the 
Committee  Draft  is  relatively  acceptable. 

The  problem  arose  during  the  filling  of 
Lake  Powell  and  Flaming  Gorge.  By  storing 
water  in  these  reservoirs,  there  was  less  water 
available  at  Hoover  Dam  to  supply  firm  power 
to  power  contractors.  To  make  up  the  dif¬ 
ference,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  purchased 
power  from  private  power  companies,  and 
charged  the  cost  to  the  Upper  Basin  Fund. 
As  of  September  30,  1965,  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  had  charged  the  Upper  Basin  Fund 
$7,299,350.04  for  the  purchase  of  deficiency 
energy,  generation  impairment  and  capacity 
deficiency.  In  addition,  688,734,112  KWH  of 
power  had  been  delivered  from  Upper  Basin 
dams  to  Lower  Basin  power  contractors.  As¬ 
suming  a  worth  of  3  mills,  $2,066,202.34 
worth  of  power  produced  by  the  Upper  Basin 
generators  was  furnished  to  Lower  Basin 
contractors.  The  Upper  Basin  Fund  received 
no  credit  for  these  deliveries. 

The  September  20  Draft  provided  that 
$7,299,350.04  would  be  returned  to  the  Upper 
Basin  Fund  at  the  rate  of  $500,000  annually. 
No  provision  was  made  for  payment  of  in¬ 
terest,  which  by  June  30,  1966,  will  amount 


H3878 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


to  $13,722,576.38,  nor  was  provision  made 
for  payment  of  Upper  Basin  power  furnished 
to  Lower  Basin  power  contractors.  Both 
basins  have  generally  accepted  this  com¬ 
promise. 

According  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Commission,  approximately  10%  of  the  power 
now  generated  by  Upper  Basin  dams  is  being 
delivered  to  the  Lower  Basin,  sold,  with  credit 
going  to  the  Lower  Basin.  The  Upper  Upper 
Basin  Fund  is  receiving  no  credit  for  these 
deliveries. 

MEXICAN  TREATY  BURDEN 

The  Commission  resolution  of  August  16, 
1965,  directed  that  the  Upper  Basin  should 
only  be  required  to  deliver  75,000,000  acre- 
feet  in  any  ten  year  period,  and  that  the 
Lower  Basin  tributary  uses  be  included  in 
computing  the  Lower  Basin  entitlement  to 
the  consumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet 
annually.  This  would  lessen  the  burden  of 
the  Mexican  Treaty  on  the  Upper  Basin. 

The  Lower  Basin  has  steadfastly  refused  to 
even  consider  any  negotiations  on  this  point. 

In  the  draft  now  in  the  Rules  Committee, 
the  problem  is  deferred  until  sometime  in  the 
future  by  Sec.  601  (b)  which  states: 

“*  *  *  the  following  listed  order  of  priori¬ 
ties  shall  govern  the  storage  of  water  in  stor¬ 
age  units  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  and  releases  of  water  from  Lake 
Powell : 

“(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  defi¬ 
ciency  described  in  article  III  (c)  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  defici¬ 
ency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  states 
of  the  Upper  division,  but  in  any  event  such 
releases,  if  any,  shall  terminate  when  the 
President  issues  the  proclamation  specified 
in  Sec.  305  (b)  of  this  Act.” 

PILLING  CRITERIA 

In  Arizona  v.  California,  the  Supreme  Court 
gave  the  Secretary  of  Interior  the  authority 
to  apportion  future  water  shortages  on  the 
Colorado  among  the  Lower  Basin  states.  It 
also  affirmed  his  authority  to  control  the 
filling  and  refilling  of  dams  on  the  Colorado. 
Based  on  this  authority.  Secretary  Udall 
promulgated  a  filling  criteria  which  provided 
that  during  the  filling  period  of  the  Upper 
Basin  reservoirs,  water  would  not  be  stored 
in  them  unless  Lake  Mead  was  at  its  rated 
power  head.  This  criteria  was  to  be  in  effect 
until  both  reservoirs  reached  their  full  ca¬ 
pacity. 

As  introduced,  S.  1019  and  H.R.  4671  pro¬ 
vided  that: 

.  .  the  Secretary  .  .  .  shall  continue  to 
develop  ...  a  regional  water  plan,  .  .  .  for 
the  filling  and  refilling  of  Lake  Mead  and 
the  reservoirs  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  to  optimum  operating  levels.” 

This  meant  that  Udall’s  filling  criteria 
would  remain  in  force.  The  only  protection 
that  the  Upper  Basin  had  was  found  in  Sec¬ 
tions  502  (a)  which  provided  that: 

“Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  construe,  interpret, 
modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  (or)  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  .  .  .” 
and  502  (b)  directed  the  Secretary  of  In¬ 
terior  “to  comply  with  the  applicable  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty,  com¬ 
pacts  and  decrees  referred  to  in  paragraph 
(a)  in  the  storage  and  release  of  water  from 
reservoirs  in  the  Colorado  Sliver  Basin.” 

The  Upper  Basin  states  were  critical  of  the 
filling  criteria,  and  the  August  16  Draft  had 
the  following  which  would  supercede  it: 

“In  making  the  reports  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  authorized  by  this  section,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  make  the  following  assumptions — 

“(1)  That  the  ultimate  required  delivery 
of  water  by  the  states  of  the  Upper  division 
at  Lee’s  Ferry  or  by  exchange  delivery  at  al¬ 
ternate  points  will  not  exceed  an  aggregate 
of  75  MAF  for  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  reckoned  in  continuing  progressive 
series.” 


"(2)  That  Lake  Powell  Reservoir  will  not 
be  drawn  below  its  rated  head,  except  as  may 
be  necessary  to  comply  with  article  III  (d) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  and  except 
as  may  be  authorized  otherwise  by  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission.” 

This  would  provide  the  Upper  Basin  reser¬ 
voirs  with  enough  water  to  meet  their  Com¬ 
pact  requirements,  and  protect  Upper  Basin 
existing  and  future  uses. 

In  the  September  20  Draft  was  contained 
the  unimplemented  statement  that: 

“Rights  of  the  Upper  Basin  to  the  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  water  of  the  Colorado  River 
System  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by 
any  temporary  use  thereof  in  the  Lower 
Basin.” 

And  that: 

“The  Secretary  shall  promulgate  equitable 
criteria  for  the  coordinated  long-range  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  reservoirs  constructed  under  the 
authority  of  this  Act,  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  and  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act,  consistent  with  the  provisions 
of  those  statutes,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act,  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  and 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  Such  criteria 
shall  be  prepared  after  consultation  with 
representatives  of  the  seven  Colorado  River 
Basin  states  and  parties  to  contracts  with  the 
United  States  affected  by  such  criteria.” 

It  further  provided  that: 

“The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  constitutes  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion.  Accordingly,  the  states  of  the  Upper 
Division  .  .  .  and  states  of  the  Lower  Di¬ 
vision  .  .  .  shall  be  relieved  from  all  obli¬ 
gations  which  may  have  been  imposed  upon 
them  by  article  III  (c)  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  when  the  President  issues  (a)  proc¬ 
lamation”  (that  21/2  million  acre-feet  is 
available  from  sources  outside  the  drain¬ 
age  of  the  Colorado  River.) 

These  provisions  were  the  subject  of  much 
controversy  and  bargaining  and  many  meet¬ 
ings  between  the  various  states.  These  even¬ 
tually  culminated  in  the  language  as  it  is 
now  which  is  found  in  Title  VI  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  approved  draft. 

“601(b)  In  the  preparation  and  subse¬ 
quent  execution  of  the  criteria,  the  follow¬ 
ing  listed  order  of  priorities  shall  govern  the 
storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the 
Colorado  River  storage  project  and  releases 
of  water  from  Lake  Powell : 

“(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  de¬ 
ficiency  described  in  article  III  (c)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact,  if  any  such  de¬ 
ficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States 
of  the  upper  division,  but  in  any  event  such 
releases,  if  any  shall  terminate  when  the 
President  issues  the  proclamation  specified 
in  section  305(b)  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  III 
(d)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact,  less  such 
quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  Credit  of 
the  States  of  the  upper  division  from  sources 
outside  the  natural  drainage  area  of  the 
Colorado  River  system. 

“(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for 
the  releases  specified  in  subparagraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary, 
after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission  and  representatives  of  the 
three  lower  division  States  and  taking  into 
consideration  all  relevant  factors  (Including, 
but  not  limited  to,  historic  streamflows,  the 
most  critical  period  of  record,  and  probabili¬ 
ties  of  water  supply),  shall  find  to  be  rea¬ 
sonably  necessary  to  assure  deliveries  under 
subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  without  impair¬ 
ment  of  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin 
pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River  compact: 
Provided,  That  water  not  so  required  to  be 
stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake  Powell: 
(i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  ap¬ 
plied  in  the  States  of  the  lower  division  to 
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the  uses  specified  in  article  in  (e)  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such  re¬ 
leases  shall  be  made  when  the  active  storage 
in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active  storage 
in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as 
practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead 
equal  to  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell, 
and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from 
Lake  Powell." 

IMPORTATION 

S.  1019  directed  the  Secretary  to  prepare 
estimates  of  the  long-range  water  supply 
available  in  the  upper  and  lower  basins  of 
the  Colorado  River  and  to  project  these  re¬ 
quirements  to  the  year  2030.  It  also  directed 
him  to  investigate  alternative  sources  of  sup¬ 
ply  to  meet  the  needs  in  these  basins.  If  an 
import  was  necessary,  he  was  to  make  pro¬ 
vision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection 
of  the  interests  of  the  States  in  areas  of  ori¬ 
gin.  He  was  to  prepare  a  feasibility  study  of 
a  plan  to  import  2  y2  million  acre-feet  into 
the  Colorado  within  three  years  of  passage 
of  the  act. 

The  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission  draft 
provided  that  if  such  an  importation  plan 
was  feasible,  the  same  legislation  would  also 
authorize  construction.  The  September  20 
Draft  directed  the  Secretary  to  make  a  simi¬ 
lar  feasibility  study,  but  provided  the  first 
stage  must  include  2,000,000  acre-feet  for 
satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden, 
and  could  also  include  2,000,000  acre-feet  for 
use  in  the  Lower  Basin,  2,000,000  acre-feet 
for  use  in  the  Upper  Basin,  and  2,000,000  acre- 
feet  to  be  used  along  the  proposed  diversion 
route.  It  also  gave  to  any  area  or  state  of 
origin  the  perpetual  right  of  recall  of  any 
water  used  for  importation. 

Senator  Jackson  of  the  Senate  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  opposed  this  and 
has  consistently  opposed  the  inclusion  of  any 
provision  which  would  effectuate  a  mean¬ 
ingful  study  of  an  importation  from  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River.  He  has  done  this  in  several 
ways.  In  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act 
of  1965  he  included  provisos  that  no  studies 
would  be  made  of  interbasin  transfers  of 
water  without  express  Congressional  authori¬ 
zation,  and  that  a  River  Basin  Commission  in 
the  Northwest  could  not  be  established  un¬ 
less  it  was  requested  by  governors  of  three 
of  the  four  states  of  Montana,  Idaho,  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Oregon.  He  also  amended  the 
Water  Recreation  Act  by  adding  a  similar  bar 
to  interbasin  studies. 

He  has  consistently  demanded'  that  any 
study  of  importation  be  made  under  the 
auspices  of  a  National  Water  Commission. 
This  Commission  would  be  composed  of  seven 
members  appointed  by  the  President,  who 
could  not  be  connected  with  the  federal  gov¬ 
ernment.  They  would  work  in  conjunction 
with  the  Water  Resource  Council  in  deciding 
broad  policy  questions. 

The  Committee  draft  of  H.R.  4671  provides 
that  the  Water  Resources  Council,  in  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion,  would  establish  principles,  standards, 
and  procedures  to  be  followed  in  any  impor¬ 
tation  study.  The  Secretary  of  Interior,  under 
the  direction  of  the  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion,  would  use  these  guidelines  in  making  a 
reconnaissance  study  of  an  import  plan  by 
December  31,  1969.  Unless  the  plan  proved 
obviously  infeasible,  the  Secretary  would  then 
proceed  with  a  feasibility  study  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  by  December  31,  1971. 

CONCLUSION 

With  this  as  a  background,  it  is  no  wonder 
that  Governor  Clifford  P.  Hansen  of  Wyoming, 
on  August  2,  1966,  in  a  letter  to  President 
Johnson,  found  it  necessary  to  withdraw 
previously  given  support  of  H.R.  4671,  saying: 

“The  gradual  erosion  of  .  .  .  basic  prin¬ 
ciples  through  the  process  of  ensuing  ne¬ 
gotiation  and  compromise  has  been  a  source 
of  increasing  concern  to  me.  The  corner¬ 
stone  of  our  original  position  was  ‘that  con¬ 
currently  with  any  congressional  author- 
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ization  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
project,  or  any  of  its  component  parts,  there 
also  be  authorized  a  project  or  projects  to 
import  water  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
from  sources  outside  the  natural  drainage 
area  of  the  Colorado  River  system’.  This  re¬ 
quirement  has  now  eroded  to  the  point  where 
all  that  is  required  is  a  study  of  the  impor¬ 
tation  question  and  even  the  procedures 
which  are  set  forth  in  the  bill  for  making 
this  study  would  appear  to  be  so  cumber¬ 
some  and  difficult  to  implement  that  there 
is  a  serious  question  as  to  whether  the  study 
could  be  adequately  executed  within  the  time 
limits  provided  in  the  bill. 

***** 

“Wyoming  is  vitally  concerned  that  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill  should  not  interfere  with 
our  right  to  the  use  of  water  allocated  to 
use  under  the  terms  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compacts.  Water  supply  studies  on  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  indicate  that  there  will  not  be 
sufficient  water  in  the  natural  drainage  area 
of  the  Colorado  River  to  permit  fulfillment 
of  all  of  the  commitments  under  the  various 
compacts  now  in  effect.  Consequently,  it 
seems  obvious  that  there  must  be  an  Im¬ 
portation  of  water  into  the  basin  if  all  states 
are  to  be  permitted  the  use  of  waters  to 
which  they  are  rightfully  entitled. 

“All  of  the  assurances  In  the  world  con¬ 
cerning  the  validity  of  compact  allocations 
to  Wyoming  will  be  rendered  ineffective  if 
there  is  not  sufficient  water  to  meet  these 
commitments. 

“(Therefore)  I  cannot  in  good  conscience 
lend  my  continued  support  to  the  passage 
of  this  bill  in  its  present  form.” 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
gret  very  much  that  I  cannot  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Harrison]  because 
I  am  in  agreement  with  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  trying  to  do;  that  is,  to  provide 
assurance  that  in  the  future  the  upper 
basin  States  will  have  available  7.5  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  as  anticipated  by 
the  Colorado  River  compact  and  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact. 

The  amendment  provides  for  a  feasi¬ 
bility  study  and  report  on  a  plan  for 
augmenting  the  river  by  4  million  acre- 
feet  instead  of  2.5  million  acre-feet.  As 
the  gentleman  knows,  the  cost  of  addi¬ 
tional  water  made  available  by  augmen¬ 
tation  must  be  repaid.  Until  the  upper 
basin  States,  and  particularly  Wyoming, 
are  further  along  with  development  of 
the  water  already  apportioned  to  them, 
I  do  not  believe  we  are  ready  to  ask  for 
a  feasibility  study  covering  an  additional 
1.5  million  acre-feet.  I  would  point  out 
that  subsection  (a)  of  section  201  pro¬ 
vides  authority  -  for  reconnaissance  in¬ 
vestigations  and  report  covering  the  mat¬ 
ter  involved  in  this  amendment.  I  would 
also  point  out,  in  the  event  that  it  has 
been  overlooked  by  my  friend  from  Wy¬ 
oming,  that  if  2.5  million  acre-feet  annu¬ 
ally,  or  even  1.7  or  1.8  million  acre- feet — 
the  amount  to  take  care  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty — is  made  available  in  the 
lower  basin,  that  this  will  have  the  effect 
of  making  available  to  the  upper  basin 
States  an  additional  750,000  acre-feet 
annually. 

In  addition,  there  are  flaws  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  amendment.  As  written,  the 
study  would  provide  for  the  entire  4  mil¬ 


lion  acre-feet  being  available  below  Lee 
Ferry.  Also,  even  with  4  million  acre-feet 
of  new  water  available,  we  cannot  assure 
the  deliveries  of  water  provided  for  in 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  very  much  that 
Wyoming  has  not  been  able  to  give  its 
support  to  this  legislation  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  its  rights  are  fully  protected  and 
that  it  will  receive  extensive  benefits  from 
the  enactment  of  H.R.  3300. 

I  shall  have  more  to  say  on  this  subject 
in  a  few  minutes  when  another  amend¬ 
ment  is  proposed.  The  only  difficulty  at 
the  present  time  that  we  have  in  the  up¬ 
per  basin — and  this  is  true  in  Colorado,  it 
is  true  in  Wyoming,  and  it  is  true  in 
Utah — that  we  do  not  have  planning  re¬ 
ports  ready  that  have  gone  through  the 
reconnaissance  survey,  and  feasibility 
survey  procedures,  and  available  here 
for  the  consideration  of  this  committee 
at  this  time.  That  is  our  difficulty. 

Wyoming  does  not  have  any.  I  under¬ 
stand  their  position.  No  one  in  Congress 
during  the  last  20  years  has  worked 
harder  for  the  welfare  of  the  State  of 
Wyoming  than  I  have.  I  am  just  sorry 
that  I  cannot  go  along  with  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reluct¬ 
antly  I  go  along  with  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  in  his  reluctant  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  amendment  for  the  reasons 
he  has  stated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Harrison], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SAYLOR 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Saylor:  On 
Page  55,  line  12:  After  “(4)”,  strike  out 
“Hooker  Dam’’,  and  insert  “Conner  Dam”. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes  in  support  of  his  amendment. 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of 
the  matters  of  controversy  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion  involves  the  site  of  a  dam  to  store 
the  waters  given  to  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  in  this  bill.  If  there  is  augmenta¬ 
tion  in  the  first  instance,  the  State  of 
New  Mexico  is  entitled  to  18,000  acre- 
feet.  If  there  is  further  augmentation  in 
the  river,  then  they  are  entitled  to  an 
additional  30,000  acre-feet. 

Mr.  Chairman,  construction  at  the 
Hooker  site  of  a  dam  high  enough  to 
store  the  amount  of  water  allocated  in 
this  bill  to  New  Mexico  would  result  in 
the  backing  of  slack  reservoir  water 
across  land  within  the  Gila  primitive 
area,  which  is  subject  to  review  for  fu¬ 
ture  inclusion  in  the  national  wilderness 
preservation  system,  and  through  the 
Gila  Gorge  some  9  miles  within  the  Gila 
wilderness  area. 

The  Gila  wilderness  area  Is  one  of 
54  units  of  the  national  wilderness  pres¬ 
ervation  system  established  by  the  Con¬ 


gress  just  4  years  ago,  by  means  of  the 
Wilderness  Act — Public  Law  88-577 — “to 
secure  for  the  American  people  of  pres¬ 
ent  and  future  generations  the  benefits 
of  an  enduring  resource  of  wilderness.” 
Through  the  leadership  of  the  late  Aldo 
Leopold,  it  also  was  the  first  wilderness 
established  by  the  Forest  Service  in  the 
United  States  in  1924.  It  should  not  be 
degraded  by  a  man-made,  unnatural  in¬ 
trusion  as  a  result  of  this  legislation. 

If  the  Forest  Service  is  going  to  be  able 
to  fully  protect  the  Gila  wilderness  from 
nonconforming  uses  and  developments, 
the  bill  should  be  amended  to  eliminate 
all  references  to  the  Hooker  site.  An 
alternative  damsite  downstream,  the 
Conner  site,  should  be  substituted  for 
the  Hooker  site  in  the  bill  to  avoid  this 
direct  threat  to  the  wilderness  area.  The 
phrase,  “Conner  Dam  or  suitable  alter¬ 
native,”  would  be  preferable  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  language.  Many  members  of  the  full 
committee  favored  this  language  over  the 
present  language  of  H.R.  300,  which,  as  a 
minimum,  must  be  interpreted  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  a  clear  man¬ 
date  to  find  an  alternative  to  the  Hooker 
site. 

During  the  committee's  consideration 
of  this  portion  of  the  bill,  it  became  obvi¬ 
ous  that  adequate,  up-to-date  technical 
studies  of  the  Hooker  project,  and  the 
most  feasible  alternatives  based  on  the 
provisions  of  the  current  legislation,  were 
lacking.  Because  the  Wilderness  Act  re¬ 
quires  a  determination  that  a  water- 
development  project  within  a  wilderness 
will  better  serve  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  than  will  its  denial,  and 
because  the  necessary  study  had  not  been 
made  that  would  have  furnished  the 
facts  on  which  the  committee  could  have 
made  a  decision,  the  committee  amended 
the  bill  to  require  such  a  study — the 
“Hooker  Dam  or  suitable  alternative” 
language.  This  amendment — while  it 
does  not  go  as  far  toward  eliminating 
Hooker  Dam  as  is  needed — intends  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  study 
the  project,  taking  into  account  at  least 
the  following. 

First.  The  uses  to  which  the  water 
would  be  put  and  the  benefits  that  would ' 
accrue  to  the  people  of  the  United  States; 
second,  comparative  advantages  of  dif¬ 
ferent  methods  of  providing  the  water, 
such  as,  but  not  restricted  to,  reservoir 
storage  at  various  sites,  purification  of 
brackish  water,  and  pumping  from 
underground  sources;  third,  means  for 
protecting  existing  water  rights;  fourth, 
damage  to  the  natural  environment, 
wildlife,  and  scenic,  resources,  particu¬ 
larly  those  public  lands  within  the  wil¬ 
derness  area  and  primitive  area;  and 
fifth,  the  construction,  maintenance,  and 
other  costs  of  dams  at  the  Hooker  site, 
Conner  site,  and  other  suitable  sites,  or 
other  alternative  water  supply  methods. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  other 
wilderness  areas  will  be  in  great  jeopardy 
if  a  reservoir  and  associated  develop¬ 
ments  are  permitted  in  this  unit  of  the 
national  wilderness  preservation  system. 
I  understand  that,  in  Montana,  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  plans  to  flood 
out  part  of  the  Bob  Marshall  wilderness 
area  by  a  dam  on  the  Sim  River.  Also  in 
Montana,  the  proposed  Glacier  View  Dam 
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would  flood  irreplacable  wilderness  lands 
in  Glacier  National  Park.  Plans  exist  to 
construct  water-development  projects 
that  would  invade  the  Plat  Tops  wilder¬ 
ness  in  Colorado,  the  High  Uintas  in 
Utah,  and  primitive  areas  in  Idaho.  The 
Hooker  Dam  proposal  is  a  test  case.  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  marks  a  crisis  in  the  history  of 
wilderness  preservation  in  the  United 
States.  An  alternative  to  Hooker  Dam 
can  and  must  be  found. 

An  excellent  summary  of  the  poten¬ 
tial  impact  of  Hooker  Dam  on  the  Gila 
wilderness,  and  of  the  advantages  of  the 
alternative  Conner  site,  was  published 
recently  by  the  Wilderness  Society,  a  re¬ 
spected  national  conservation  organiza¬ 
tion,  which  with  other  national  conserva¬ 
tion  groups  strongly  opposes  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  this  dam.  I  quote  part  of 
its  report: 

The  Hooker  project  would  destroy  extraor¬ 
dinarily  scenic  wilderness  lands  and  miles  of 
wilderness  river,  eliminate  significant  fish¬ 
eries  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  obstruct  access 
to  the  wilderness  by  foot  and  horseback. 

The  Gila  River  Canyon  in  the  Hooker  Res¬ 
ervoir  area  is  steep  and  narrow,  strictly  limit¬ 
ing  use  of  the  reservoir  for  recreational  pur¬ 
poses.  Precipitous,  rocky  terrain  would  make 
a  recreation  access  road  to  the  reservoir  very 
expensive  to  build.  Few  locations  on  the  steep 
slopes  around  the  reservoir  would  allow  ade¬ 
quate  campground,  parking,  or  boat-launch¬ 
ing  facilities.  An  alternate  dam  site  down¬ 
stream — the  Conner  site — would  provide  ad¬ 
ditional  recreational  facilities  without  de¬ 
stroying  wilderness  values. 

In  summaiy,  I  believe  the  Congress 
should  accept  the  judgment  it  made  in 
1964  when  it  placed  the  Gila  wilderness 
in  the  wilderness  system,  and  should  not 
now  authorize  a  reservoir  project  which 
will  invade  the  Nation’s  first  wilderness 
and  set  a  pattern  for  other  invasions  of 
the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  in  the  future. 

This  amendment  provides  the  alterna¬ 
tive  dam  site,  which  is  Conner  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  which,  in  turn,  will  both  pro¬ 
vide  New  Mexico  with  its  water  and  pre¬ 
serve  the  integrity  of  the  National  Wild¬ 
erness  Preservation  System. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  and  move  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
make  sure  I  understand  what  is  at  stake 
here,  because  there  has  been  some  pub¬ 
lic  discussion,  and  the  Members  have 
had  some  communication  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  The  bill,  as  passed  by  the  Senate, 
a  similar  bill,  contained  a  flat  unquali¬ 
fied  authorization  for  construction  of 
Hooker  Dam  which  would  have  caused 
some  invasion  of  the  wilderness  area. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  UDALL.  In  the  House  committee, 
I  offered  an  amendment  which  changed 
that  flat  authorization — and  the 
amendment  was  adopted — to  an  author¬ 
ization  for  Hooker  Dam  “or  a  suitable  al¬ 
ternative.”  The  committee  report  directs 
the  Secretary  to  study  this  again,  to 
take  the  outdated  studies  and  bring  them 
up  to  date,  and  find  out  whether  or  not 
there  is  an  alternative  for  Hooker  Dam. 
Is  this  correct? 


Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Is  it  not  the  gentleman’s 
understanding  that  the  good  people  who 
represent  New  Mexico  in  this  Congress 
are  willing  that  such  a  study  be  made, 
and  they  do  not  want  to  invade  the  wild¬ 
erness  area  unless  it  is  absolutely  nec¬ 
essary? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct.  Both 
the  distinguished  gentlemen  from  New 
Mexico  who  serve  in  the  House  have  so 
assured  me,  and  I  understand  the  same 
assurance  has  been  given  the  people  of 
New  Mexico  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
that  State. 

Mr.  UDALL.  So  the  pending  bill  as 
now  written  will  make  sure  there  is  a 
further  study  and  leaves  final  resolu¬ 
tion  further  down  the  line? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  UDALL.  The  only  difference  in  the 
gentleman’s  amendment,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it — and  he  also  wants  a  study  and 
wants  a  decision  at  a  later  time  and  he 
wants  the  Secretary  to  look  at  all  the 
alternatives  and  bring  the  estimates  in — 
is  the  gentleman  suggests  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  read  “Connor  Dam”  or  suitable 
alternative  so  the  the  emphasis  is  pointed 
there  rather  than  at  Hooker  Dam  as 
these  studies  begin.  Is  this  exactly  it? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  This  is  exactly  just  what 
this  amendment  does. 

Mr.  UDALL.  It  seems  to  me  we  are  not 
really  arguing  about  anything  of  any 
great  substance,  that  either  the  language 
the  committee  put  in  the  bill  or  the 
language  of  the  amendment  will  do  es¬ 
sentially  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  It  may  come  out  to  the 
same  end.  I  just  hope  this  amendment 
will  be  adopted,  so  the  Secretaries  will 
not  think  they  are  directed  to  look  at 
Hooker. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Saylor 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  join 
with  the  gentleman  in  his  statement  and 
feeling,  and  also  the  assurance  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Udall] 
that  this  committee,  from  which  the  bill 
came,  and  this  House  itself  is  serious  in 
every  sense  of  the  word,  absolutely  and 
completely  that  the  investigation  will  be 
made  so  that,  when  whatever  is  built  in 
New  Mexico,  it  is  built  wherever  it  can 
be  built  with  the  very  least  detriment  to 
any  of  the  scenic  opportunities  of  that 
State. 

I  commend  the  gentleman  for  point¬ 
ing  this  out.  I  would  like  to  get  it  on  the 
Record  in  triple  clarity  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  when  it  makes 
this  study,  is  to  make  a  most  serious 
evaluation  and  a  most  serious  attempt 
to  get  this  installation  away  from  that 
portion  of  the  Hooker  site  to  which  the 
conservationists  object. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 
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(Mr.  UDALL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  have  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  I  would  like  to  raise  one  more 
point  of  clarification  and  make  legisla¬ 
tive  history  in  the  event  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  is  adopted. 

The  committee  took  the  view — and  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  committee  and 
it  is  so  indicated  in  the  report — that  if 
the  studies  are  carried  out,  under  the 
language  now  in  the  bill,  Connor  Dam 
might  well  be  the  alternative  for  Hooker 
Dam.  Does  the  gentleman  intend  in  his 
amendment  that  if  no  other  site  can  be 
found,  if  there  is  no  other  feasible  way 
to  do  it,  under  language  of  his  amend¬ 
ment  conceivably  Hooker  Dam  could  be 
an  alternative  for  Connor  Dam? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  This  is  correct. 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  would  hope  this  would 
not  occur,  but  it  is  perfectly  within  the 
realm  of  possibility. 

Mr.  UDALL.  Then,  if  the  members  of 
the  Committee  please,  I  suggest  again 
we  are  not  really  arguing  over  any  mat¬ 
ter  of  great  substance.  In  either  event 
there  will  be  a  study.  There  will  be  a  final 
look  at  this.  There  will  be  an  opportu¬ 
nity,  when  appropriations  are  sought,  to 
review  this  matter  once  again,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  decision  which  is  made. 

So  I  would  prefer  and  I  would  suggest 
that  in  this  situation  we  stay  with  the 
committee  and  we  stay  with  the  people 
of  New  Mexico. 

I  want  to  commend  their  leaders  in 
this  House  and  in  the  other  body  for  the 
attitude  they  have  taken  on  this  matter. 
There  has  been  a  lot  of  national  publicity 
about  this.  But  New  Mexico  has  said, 
“We  do  not  want  to  invade  the  wilder¬ 
ness.  We  hope  there  is  an  alternative. 
We  hope  that  another  way  can  be  found 
to  do  this  job.” 

In  this  situation,  where  there  is  no  real 
distinction  between  the  effect  of  the 
amendment  and  the  language  of  the  bill, 
I  hope  this  committee  will  stay  with  New 
Mexico.  We  do  not  have  to  have  this 
argument  now.  We  can  settle  it  later, 
down  the  line. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  did  not  want  to  bring 
this  fhatter  up,  but  the  gentleman  called 
our  attention  to  the  question  of  stick¬ 
ing  with  the  committee.  If  the  Members 
will  look  at  the  committee  report,  they 
will  find  a  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  committee  objected,  and  signed  views 
asking  that  this  be  changed.  So  if  the 
Members  want  to  stick  with  the  com¬ 
mittee  they  will  adopt  my  amendment. 

Mr.  UDALL.  The  gentleman  has  cor¬ 
rectly  stated  the  number  who  signed  the 
separate  views.  Let  me  say  one  more 
thing  for  the  benefit  of  the  Members  who 
have  been  concerned  about  communica¬ 
tions  from  conservation  groups  on  this 
amendment. 
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Most  of  the  Members  received  the 
other  day  a  brochure  from  a  Sierra 
Club  and  a  letter.  In  that  letter  the 
Sierra  Club  does  not  ask  for  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  sure  they  would  be  happy 
with  it,  but  they  do  not  ask  for  it.  What 
they  ask  is : 

I  hope  you  will  seek  assurance  from  the 
sponsors  of  H.R.  3300  that  there  will  he  a 
diligent  search  for  a  suitable  alternative — 
one  that  will  take  full  account  of  the  values 
of  the  Gila  River  and  the  Wilderness. 

The  New  Mexico  members  have  given 
that  assurance  in  letters  to  the  Members 
of  the  House.  The  committee  has  given 
that  assurance.  I  give  that  assurance. 
The  gentleman  from  California  gives 
that  assurance. 

I  would  hope,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  members  of  this  Committee  would 
stay  with  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  in  the  way  we  wrote  the 
bill  as  it  finally  came  to  the  floor,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  matter  pointed  out  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  REINECKE.  I,  too,  want  to  make 
it  clear  that  it  was  our  intention  there 
would  be  a  full  and  fair  and  clear  study 
of  the  situation. 

Whether  the  wording  results  in  either 
Hooker  or  Conner  at  this  point  I  do  not 
believe  is  too  material,  other  than  the 
fact  that  there  should  be  a  full  and  fair 
and  thorough  study. 

I  might  also  comment,  it  is  refresh¬ 
ing  to  find  that  here  is  one  question  on 
which  we  can  agree,  that  there  should 
be  studies,  without  opposition. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  This  whole  matter  will 
go  to  conference,  anyhow.  It  may  come 
out  without  either  name,  is  that  true? 

Mr.  UDALL.  That  is  entirely  possible. 
I  suspect  one  of  the  Senators  from  New 
Mexico  will  have  something  to  say  in 
that  conference. 

[Mr.  WALKER  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks] 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  KYL  asked  and  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is,  of  course, 
with  no  wisdom  that  anyone  says  we  can 
violate  a  rule  without  creating  a  prece¬ 
dent. 

Of  course,  the  invasion  of  the  wilder¬ 
ness  area  will  create  a  precedent — there 
cannot  be  any  argument  about  that. 

The  discussion  we  have  had  seems  to 
circumvent  the  point  which  is  really  at 
issue.  It  is  obvious  that  most  people  be¬ 
lieve  the  Hooker  site  is  the  site  where 
the  dam  should  be  built,  and  where  it  un¬ 
doubtedly  will  be  built,  but  we  are  here 
arguing  about  some  verbiage,  or  about  the 
name  of  a  dam.  And  I  am  somewhat 
amazed  by  all  of  this  argument  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  there  is  another  great 
conservationist  from  that  great  State  of 
New  Mexico,  who  only  a  few  years  ago 


argued  and  pleaded  with  the  Members  of 
both  Houses  of  the  Congress  to  create  a 
65 -million- acre  wilderness  system  which 
would  be  inviolate  to  any  kind  of  activity 
of  any  sort  which  might  alter  its  char¬ 
acter.  The  same  conservationist  who 
waged  that  fight  at  that  time  is  now  the 
first  one  to  come  in  and  create  a  prece¬ 
dent  in  undoing  the  Wilderness  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  matter  is  of  no 
great  significance  we  might  as  well  go 
along  with  the  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania,  and  at  least  give 
some  emphasis  to  trying  to  protect  the 
wilderness  system.  If  those  studies  then 
show,  after  proper  emphasis,  that  the 
Hooker  site  is  the  proper  site  where  a 
dam  should  be  built,  the  fight  will  have 
been  fought  and  the  battle  will  have  been 
lost  by  those  who  wanted  to  preserve  the 
wilderness,  but  nothing  will  be  lost  for  the 
project  which  we  are  debating  today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  noes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  demand 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Saylor  and 
Mr.  Udall. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  45,  noes 
89. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  take  this 
time  to  direct  some  questions  to  the  very 
able  chairman  of  the  committee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]. 

First,  I  would  like  to  say  the  gentleman 
has  acted  with  his  usual  fairness  and 
impartiality  in  dealing  with  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  have  been  proposed  today.  I 
very  much  commend  him  for  the  position 
he  took  with  respect  to  the  amendment 
that  was  proposed  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  which  carried,  and  further 
by  his  strong  stand  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment  by  the  gentleman  from 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask, 
referring  now  to  sections  (b)  and  (c)  of 
section  201,  title  n,  this  question  with 
respect  to  the  expenditures  of  moneys 
authorized  in  this  bill. 

In  section  (c)  it  says; 

The  Secretary  shall  prepare  a  feasibility 
report  on  a  plan  which  shows  the  most 
economical  means  of  augmenting  the  water 
supply  available  In  the  Colorado  River  below 
Lee  Perry  by  two  and  one-half  million  acre- 
feet  annually. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  no 
moneys  shall  be  expended  for  any  study 
beyond  the  2%  million  acre-feet.  Is  that 
right,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  position  taken  by 
the  gentleman  is  correct;  2V2  million 
acre-feet  is  the  maximum. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  That  is  the  maximum 
that  they  can  study.  Does  that  limitation 
also  refer  to  the  reconnaissance  study 
that  is  being  authorized  in  section  (b)  ? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  With  this  particular 
project,  that  does. 

But  I  would  advise  my  colleague  that 
this  does  not  prohibit  the  Secretary  in 


his  general  authority  to  make  recon¬ 
naissance  surveys  as  he  is  making  in  my 
colleague’s  State  and  as  he  is  making 
in  my  State  at  the  present  time  after  he 
has  received  authorization  for  appropria¬ 
tion  and  the  moneys  through  the  general 
appropriations  process. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  What  I  am  specifically 
referring  to  is  this:  He  will  come  back 
before  the  committee  of  the  Congress 
and  make  the  report  as  he  is  directed  to 
do  and  the  first  report  will  be  a  recon¬ 
naissance  reports? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  When  he  makes  that  re¬ 
port,  is  it  within  his  scope  to  come  back 
and  say,  “It  is  not  feasible  in  our  judg¬ 
ment  to  import  water  from  the  Columbia 
River  in  the  amount  of  21/2  million  acre- 
feet,  but  in  our  studies  we  have  deter¬ 
mined  that  it  would  be  feasible  to  make 
such  importation  at  the  figure  of,  say  6 
million  acre-feet.” 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Not  under  this  feasi¬ 
bility  report.  He  would  have  to  get  an¬ 
other  authority  from  the  Congress  and 
from  the  executive  department. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very  much.  Then  the  language  of  this 
bill  is  quite  clear  in  that  it  authorizes  the 
expenditure  of  funds  only  for  studies 
limited  to  2%  million  acre-feet? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  SAYLOR 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Saylor:  On 
page  78,  line  10:  Strike  all  of  section 
501,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  new  section 
501  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation 
iproject,  Colorado-New  Mexico  and  the 
Dolores  Federal  reclamation  project,  Colo¬ 
rado,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105;  43  U.S.C.  620),  and  to  provide  for  the 
completion  of  planning  reports  on  other 
participating  projects,  subsection  (2)  of 
section  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further 
amended  by  deleting  the  words  “Pine  River 
extension”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
words  “Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores”.  Section  2 
of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by 
deleting  the  words  “Parshall,  Troublesome, 
Rabbit  Ear,  Tomichi  Creek,  East  River,  Ohio 
Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  Extension,  Ani¬ 
mas-La  Plate”  and  inserting  after  the  words 
“Yellow  Jacket”  the  words  “Basalt,  Middle 
Park  (including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit 
Ear,  and  Azure  units).  Upper  Gunnison  (in¬ 
cluding  the  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  and 
Tomicki  Creek  units),  Lower  Yampa  (in¬ 
cluding  the  Juniper  and  Great  Northern 
units),  Upper  Yampa  (including  the  Hayden 
Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)”,  and  by 
inserting  after  the  word  “Sublette”  the  words 
“(including  the  Kendall  Reservoir  on  Green 
River  and  a  diversion  of  water  from  the 
Green  River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin 
in  Wyoming) ,  Uintah  unit  and  Ute  Indian 
unit  of  the  Central  Utah,  San  Juan  County 
(Utah),  Price  River,  Grand  County  (Utah), 
Ute  Indian  unit  extension  of  the  Central 
Utah,  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper  (Utah)”. 
The  amount  which  section  12  of  said  Act  au¬ 
thorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further 
increased  by  the  sum  of  $170,000,000  plus  or 
minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  re- 
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quired,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construc¬ 
tion  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost 
indexes  applicable  to  the  type  of  construc¬ 
tion  involved.  This  additional  sum  shall  be 
available  solely  for  the  construction  of  the 
projects  herein  authorized. 

“(b)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  project  shall  be  constructed  and  op¬ 
erated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the 
engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
on  May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Docu¬ 
ment  436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Provided, 
That  the  project  construction  of  the  Animas- 
La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project  shall 
not  be  undertaken  until  and  unless  the 
States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall 
have  ratified  the  following  compact  to  which 
the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given: 

“  ‘ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT  COMPACT 

“  ‘The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  in  order  to  implement  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
Reclamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico, 
a  proposed  participating  project  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105),  and  being  moved  by  considerations  of 
interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude 
a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed 
upon  the  following  articles: 

“  ‘Article  I 

“  ‘A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water 
in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  from  the 
La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  includ¬ 
ing  return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from 
Animas  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New 
Mexico  under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of 
equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by 
decree  of  the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the 
uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for  that  project, 
providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within 
the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state 
by  articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“  ‘B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence 
of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be 
construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this 
article. 

“Article  II 

“  ‘This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and 
obligatory  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory 
States.’ 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  and  Seedskadee  participat¬ 
ing  projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage 
project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable 
acreage  for  which  any  single  ownership  may 
receive  project  water  at  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in 
other  land  classes. 

“(d)  The  words  ‘any  western  slope  appro¬ 
priations’  contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled 
“Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities 
and  Auxiliary  Features”,  shall  mean  and  refer 
to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain  Reser¬ 
voir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and 
the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It 
is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive 
defines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  para¬ 
graph  (i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or 
alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under 
Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado.” 

Mr.  SAYLOR  (during  the  reading). 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  dispense  with  further  reading  of  the 
amendment  and  that  the  amendment  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  and  that  I  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  explain  it. 


The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection, 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  is  one 
which  I  am  sure  will  not  be  adopted, 
but  I  have  offered  it  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  record. 

The  amendment  would  authorize  only 
two  projects  in  Colorado.  They  are  the 
two  projects  which  have  been  approved 
and  on  which  favorable  reports  have 
been  received.  It  would  delete  from  the 
bill  the  three  projects  in  Colorado  on 
which  final  reports  have  not  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  our  committee. 

This  is  the  first  time,  I  believe,  in  the 
history  of  the  Congress  that  we  have 
ever  authorized  legislation  for  projects 
before  favorable  reports  had  been  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Department.  I  would 
hope  that  the  amendment  would  be 
adopted.  It  would  have  some  startling 
effects.  It  might  save,  in  times  like  these, 
at  least  the  authorization  of  about  $150 
million,  and  it  would  be,  I  believe,  at 
this  time  a  good  amendment  to  adopt. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  I  yield  to  my  chairman 
of  the  committee,  if  he  cares  to  comment. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  first, 
if  I  started  to  reply  completely  to  the 
gentleman,  I  could  .talk  for  a  long  time 
on  this  particular  matter,  but  I  do  not 
inteiid  to  do  so.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  opposed  the  Colorado 
River  project,  which  was  authorized  in 
the  84th  Congress.  But,  as  soon  as  the 
measure  was  passed,  and  ever  since  then, 
he  has  been  doing  everything  he  can  in 
order  to  make  it  a  good  project.  I  wish 
to  congratulate  him  because  he  has  been 
very  cooperative  and  very  constructive. 

However,  on  this  particular  matter 
the  gentleman  is  not  entirely  correct.  I 
know  he  does  not  wish  to  mislead  us.  The 
letter  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
reads  as  follows: 

In  summary,  for  the  reasons  expressed, 
above,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would 
favor  deferral  of  at  least  the  West  Divide, 
San  Miguel,  and  Dallas  Creek  projects  at  this 
time,  pending  the  establishment  of  the 
'National  Water  Commission  and  completion 
of  its  review  of  related  water  problems. 

Of  course,  I  take  exception  to  that  be¬ 
cause  these  projects  have  already  been 
considered.  They  already  have  planning 
reports.  The  gentleman  was  mistaken 
in  the  statement  that  we  do  not  have 
planning  reports.  We  do  have  them.  We 
have  a  favorable  position  so  far  as  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  is  concerned, 
and  we  have  favorable  benefit-to-cost 
ratios  in  accordance  with  the  formula 
currently  used. 

The  letter  from  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  proceeds  further  to  state: 

We  believe  that  this  course  of  action  will 
permit  water  developments  needed  at  this 
time  in  the  Colorado  Basin  to  proceed,  but  at 
the  same  time  provide  a  basis  for  thorough 
consideration  of  the  fundamental  issues  in¬ 
volved  and  a  recommended  program  that  will 
be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  people  of  the 
Upper  and  Lower  Colorado  Basin,  as  weU 
as  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

Let  me  suggest  to  my  colleague  very 
briefly — and  I  shall  get  the  gentleman 
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more  time  if  he  needs  it — Colorado  fur¬ 
nishes  over  70  percent  of  all  the  water  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin.  Under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact, 
the  first  iy2  million  acre-feet,  or  there¬ 
abouts,  goes  to  Old  Mexico.  The  next 
714  million  acre-feet  goes  to  the  lower 
basin. 

The  next  71/2  milion  acre-feet  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  go  to  the  upper  basin.  There 
has  never  been  this  much  water  on  an 
annual  average  in  the  basin  since  1922. 
So  what  the  upper  basin  stands  to  get  at 
the  present  time,  without  augmentation, 
is  probably  6  million  acre-feet. 

Let  me  give  some  other  facts.  The  up¬ 
per  basin  compact,  of  course,  provides 
that  51.75  percent  of  the  entitlement  of 
the  upper  basin  should  go  to  Colorado, 
and  11.25  percent  should  go  to  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  23  percent  should  go  to  Utah, 
and  14  percent  should  go  to  Wyoming, 
and  Arizona  will  have  a  guarantee  of 
50,000  acre-feet  out  of  that  entitlement 
of  iy2  million  acre-feet. 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Act,  Colo¬ 
rado  is  entitle  to  46  percent.  New  Mexico 
to  17  percent,  Utah  to  21.5  percent,  and 
Wyoming  to  15.5  percent. 

Colorado’s  share  of  the  present  flow- 
age  of  the  river  since  1922,  based  on  an 
annual  figure,  is  approximately  3.1  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Aspinall)  Mr.  Saylor  was  allowed 
to  proceed  for  an  additional  5  minutes.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  Colorado 
was  using  approximately  1.8  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  in  1956.  That  leaves  ap¬ 
proximately  these  1.3  million  acre-feet  of 
water  for  Colorado’s  future  use.  Colo¬ 
rado’s  authorization  in  the  Colorado 
storage  project  for  water  use  was  only 
38,000  acre-feet  of  water.  We  stood  on 
the  provisions  of  the  act  and  did  not 
complain.  But  we  went  to  work  immedi¬ 
ately  after  that  and  we  have  spent  Colo¬ 
rado  State  money  and  also  conservancy 
district’s  money  of  about  $6  million  since 
1956  in  order  to  get  our  project  studies 
and  investigations  underway.  Most  of 
this  money  has  gone  into  Bureau  of 
Reclamation’s  control.  So  what  we  have 
left  at  the  present  time  for  future  proj¬ 
ects  is  approximately  818,000  acre-feet. 
This  project,  the  Colorado  projects  in 
this  bill,  will  take  approximately  378,000 
acre-feet,  which  will  then  leave  Colorado 
about  440,000  acre-feet  for  future  devel¬ 
opment. 

As  I  tried  to  explain,  when  my  good 
friend  from  Wyoming  was  in  the  well, 
we  just  do  not  authorize  projects — we 
do  not  study  them  in  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs — and  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  this  procedure  as  well  as  the 
rest  of  us — until  we  do  have  planning  re¬ 
ports  before  us.  We  do  have  planning 
reports  for  these  five  projects.  We  do 
have  the  OK  from  the  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

It  is  true  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
endeavored  to  kick  out  the  three  proj¬ 
ects,  but  this  was  their  way  of,  I  sup- 
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pose,  trying  to  say  we  are  going  too  fast. 
We  are  not  going  too  fast.  With  these 
projects  we  will  not  be  using  one-half 
of  the  water  which  is  left  for  Colorado 
to  develop. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  direct 
this  question  to  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee:  Can  the  gentleman  give 
us  any  schedule  or  program  as  to  when 
these  three  projects  might  be  built? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  shall  give  the  gen¬ 
eral  program,  as  I  said  yesterday.  Con¬ 
struction  will  not  start,  in  accordance 
with  what  I  said  and  what  I  hope  is  the 
prevailing  feeling  in  the  Congress,  until 
after  this  war  emergency  is  over.  Then 
it  would  mean  that  two  or  three  of  the 
projects  would  immediately  receive  some 
kind  of  study  and  some  kind  of  investi¬ 
gation,  leading  to  the  final  designs,  as 
my  colleague  understands.  Two  of  these 
projects  will  depend  upon  future  deter¬ 
minations. 

May  I  say  to  my  colleagues,  we  had 
five  projects  authorized  in  Colorado  in 
Public  Law  485.  One  of  those  projects 
was  later  on  found  to  be  infeasible  with 
the  final  study.  This  might  happen  to 
some  of  these  projects,  but  this  makes 
the  record  that  the  State  of  Colorado  is 
entitled  to  proceed  with  its  entitlement, 
just  like  any  other  State  in  the  basin, 
and  they  are  prepared  to  do  it. 

Certain  of  these  projects  depend  on 
sale  of  municipal  water.  No  other  proj¬ 
ects  can  start,  in  the  way  we  are  now 
operating  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
programs,  until  the  execution  of  con¬ 
tracts  calling  for  repayment.  My  col¬ 
league  understands  that  as  well  as  I  do. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Is  what  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee  is  telling  us  then 
is  that  even  though  there  are  five  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  for  Colorado,  there  is  a 
likelihood  that  at  least  two  of  these  proj¬ 
ects  may  never  proceed? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  would  not  put  it  like 
that.  I  would  say  that  this  then  would 
leave  it  up  to  Colorado  to  make  a  later 
determination  whether  other  projects 
are  more  feasible  and  more  desirable. 
These  projects  are  all  good,  but  they 
have  to  be  paid  out  in  accordance  with 
reclamation  project  procedures.  If  the 
users  are  not  there  to  pay  them  out,  they 
will  have  to  be  delayed  accordingly. 

Of  course,  I  oppose  the  amendment 
offered  by  my  friend  from  Pennsylvania. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HANNA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  HANNA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HANNA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  not 
take  5  minutes,  and  I  appreciate  the 
committee’s  indulgence. 

First  I  should  like  to  commend  the 
chairman  of  this  great  committee,  for 
bringing  this  legislation  to  the  floor  and 
to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

I  know  of  no  work  in  the  Congress 
which  inures  more  strongly  to  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  generations  of  Americans  yet  to  be 
born  and  to  live  under  this  Government 
than  the  work  being  done  by  this  com¬ 
mittee,  and  this  important  matter  of 
water. 


I  certainly  look  forward  to  this  Con¬ 
gress  acting  affirmatively  on  the  sugges¬ 
tions  of  the  committee. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  bring  to 
the  consideration  of  this  committee  an 
augmentation  of  the  problem  of  water 
with  regard  to  another  facet  of  this  very 
important  field  and  its  place  in  the  life 
of  the  total  people  of  America. 

In  the  past  we  know,  and  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  we  live,  the  fact  that  people  do  not  go 
to  the  place  where  the  water  is.  Rather, 
the  economic  and  social  forces  determine 
where  people  will  be  collected,  and  there 
we  must  bring  the  water.  We  have 
learned  this. 

In  the  West  more  than  any  other  place 
we  have  had  this  history,  and  we  have 
been  able  to  meet  the  challenge  of  bring¬ 
ing  the  water  to  the  people.  The  wise 
policies  of  this  Nation  generated  in  no 
small  respect  by  this  great  committee 
has  been,  to  husband  the  waters  we  have 
available,  to  distribute  them  and  to  use 
them,  where  they  will  best  serve  the  in¬ 
terests  of  our  Nation  and  of  its  people. 

But  to  conserve  well  and  to  use  wisely 
the  water  now  available  on  the  continent 
is  not  enough.  We  have  to  develop  new 
waters.  Therefore,  desalinization  of  sea 
water  is  most  important.  It  should  not 
be  in  place  of  but  should  go  along  with 
the  husbanding  of  and  the  distribution 
of  and  the  use  of  fresh  waters,  to  add  to 
these  the  waters  we  can  reclaim  from  the 
oceans. 

So  long  as  75  to  80  percent  of  our 
people  are  within  50  miles  of  the  ocean 
fronts,  good  sense  dictates  we  ought  to 
move  with  the  momentum  which  is  now 
available  to  us  in  utilizing  atomic  energy 
to  recapture  fresh  waters  from  the 
oceans. 

I  hope  that  this  Congress  will  not  be 
derelict  in  moving  along  in  this  parallel 
path  of  developing  new  sources  of  water. 

This  Congress  has  favorably  acted  on 
a  proposal  for  a  desalinization  plant  at 
Bolsa  Island,  off  the  coast  of  Orange 
County.  That  project  at  the  present  time 
does  have  some  problems  financially.  I 
hope  the  Congress  will  pick  up  this  mat¬ 
ter,  and  not  allow  it  to  be  slipped  into  the 
past  or  to  become  dormant,  or  to  lose  the 
momentum  in  this  particular  part  of  our 
program.  I  hope  Congress  will  support  it 
and  encourage  it.  I  certainly  hope  that 
the  committee  will  keep  it  in  mind  as  a 
part  of  the  total  water  future  of  America. 

I  commend  the  committee  for  what 
has  been  done,  and  I  certainly  hope  they 
will  also  go  forward  with  a  great  pro¬ 
gram  in  desalinization. 

I  thank  the  committee. 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
studying  the  committee  report  on  H.R. 
3300,  I  am  impressed  by  the  high  per¬ 
centage  of  the  central  Arizona  project’s 
costs  that  will  be  repaid  to  the  Federal 
Government  by  its  beneficiaries. 

Over  the  50-year  repayment  period, 
$671  million  of  the  $779  million  cost  will 
be  returned  to  the  public  treasury.  The 
nonreturnable  costs,  only  14  percent  of 
the  total,  are  credited  to  general  public 
values  such  as  recreation,  flood  control, 
fish  and  wildlife,  water  salvage,  and  wild¬ 
life  refuges. 

We  spend  billions  of  dollars  every  year 
for  which  we  expect  no  direct  or  measur¬ 
able  return  at  all,  so  I  am  glad  to  support 


this  bill  as  basically  an  investment  pro¬ 
posal. 

I  am  informed  that  the  annual  benefits 
of  the  central  Arizona  project  alone  will 
be  $82,537,000. 

The  central  part  of  Arizona  enjoys  a 
year-round  growing  season  where  melons, 
lettuce,  and  other  garden  vegetables  are 
produced  in  the  wintertime.  Let  me  call 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  last  year 
the  United  States  imported  $65  mil¬ 
lion  worth  of  such  produce.  So  this  Ari¬ 
zona  project  can  be  a  factor  in  improving 
our  Nation’s  presently  unfavorable  bal¬ 
ance  of  payments  in  world  trade.  What-  * 
ever  we  can  grow  here  at  home  we  would 
not  have  to  buy  from  foreign  nations. 

While  our  business  today  is  H.R.  3300, 

I  would  like  to  take  just  a  moment  to 
mention  the  value  of  the  reclamation 
program  in  general  and  to  praise  the 
work  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee.  In  1966  irrigated  reclama¬ 
tion  lands  produced  an  estimated  $1.7 
billion  worth  of  crops;  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects  provided  40.5  billion  kilowatts  of 
electricity  which  returned  almost  $124 
million  to  the  Federal  Treasury;  and 
reclamation  reservoirs  supplied  589  bil¬ 
lions  of  gallons  of  water  for  municipal 
and  industrial  use  by  13.2  million  people. 

It  seems  to  me  that  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects  are  among  the  rather  few  things  on 
which  we  spend  money  that  actually  pro¬ 
duce  wealth — increase  our  gross  national 
product — rather  than  consume  wealth 
with  no  direct  returns. 

And  if  we  could  measure  the  amount 
of  taxes  collected  and  traceable  to  the 
resources  made  available  by  such  proj¬ 
ects,  the  story  would  be  even  more  im¬ 
pressively  favorable. 

I  am  glad  to  lend  my  support  to  H.R. 
3300  as  an  essential  and  sound  invest¬ 
ment  in  American  resource  develop¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  al¬ 
though  I  do  not  question  the  ultimate 
desirability  of  this  Colorado  River  proj¬ 
ect,  I  do  very  strongly  question  the  wis¬ 
dom  of  our  being  asked  to  consider  it  at 
this  time  of  fiscal  crisis.  At  the  very 
moment  of  clamor  for  billions  of  dollars 
of  cuts  in  Federal  spending,  we  are  now 
presented  with  a  package  bearing  a  price 
tag  of  more  than  a  billion  dollars. 

It  is  true  that  this  is  merely  an  au¬ 
thorization  bill,  not  an  appropriation 
bill.  However,  history  should  teach  us 
that  authorized  spending  has  a  way  of 
becoming  actual  spending  before  long. 

We  need  a  sensible  concept  of  priori¬ 
ties,  and  I  think  that  we  have  more 
urgent  and  pressing  needs  confronting 
us.  For  this  reason,  I  must  conclude  that 
I  cannot  support  the  pending  legislation 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  join 
with  the  other  members  of  the  California 
delegation  in  support  of  H.R.  3300,  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  Act. 

The  bill  represents  a  finely  balanced 
regional  compromise  over  the  division  of 
existing  but  grossly  inadequate  water 
resources. 

It  is  my  hope,  however,  that  every  pos¬ 
sible  step  will  be  taken  to  assure  that 
a  suitable  alternative  to  the  Hooker  Dam, 
mentioned  in  the  committee’s  bill,  can  be 
found. 

Just  4  years  ago,  the  Congress  estab¬ 
lished  the  national  wilderness  preserva- 
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tion  system  “to  secure  for  the  American 
people  of  present  and  future  generations 
the  benefits  of  an  enduring  resource  of 
wilderness.” 

The  Gila  Wilderness  Area,  which  was 
the  first  wilderness  established  by  the 
Forest  Service  in  the  United  States  in 
1924,  is  already  a  part  of  the  national 
wilderness  preservation  system  estab¬ 
lished  by  that  act.  The  Gila  Primitive 
Area  is  subject  to  review  for  future  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  system. 

The  Gila’s  gentle  wilderness  is  extra¬ 
ordinarily  beautiful.  Significant  parts  of 
it  would  be  destroyed  if  the  Hooker  Dam 
were  built. 

A  majority  of  the  committee  recog¬ 
nized  the  need  to  find  a  suitable  alterna¬ 
tive  to  the  Hooker  Dam,  and  I  note  the 
strong  separate  views  they  filed  on  this 
matter  in  the  committee’s  report  on  the 
bill. 

I  think  our  decision  4  years  ago  to 
establish  a  wilderness  system  was  sound. 
I  think  every  effort  should  be  made  to 
continue  the  preservation  of  these  wil¬ 
derness  areas. 

I  support  the  bill  today  on  the  basis 
that  a  diligent  effort  will  be  made  to  save 
the  Gila  wilderness. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  op¬ 
pose  H.R.  3300. 

Although  I  realize  that  this  bill  is  now 
to  some  degree  a  pious  declaration  of  in¬ 
tent,  nevertheless,  I  believe  that  I  should 
express  my  reservations. 

I  describe  this  legislation  as  I  have  be¬ 
cause  its  complicated  provisions  radi¬ 
cally  limit  possible  expenditures  in  the 
next  few  years,  especially  when  one  con¬ 
templates  the  political  and  physical 
changes  that  may  take  place  in  that 
time. 

It  is  my  judgment,  therefore,  that 
even  though  we  are  not  appropriating 
funds  or  even  authorizing  immediately 
expendable  appropriations,  we  should 
not  in  this  time  when  expenditures  on 
programs  of  defense  and  social  welfare 
are  threatened  give  a  go-ahead  signal  to 
projects  of  the  magnitude  and  vagueness 
of  those  proposed  in  this  bill  which  in¬ 
volve  the  ultimate  expenditure  of  $1.28 
billion. 

Mr.  SCHWENGEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
most  of  my  colleagues  are  aware,  I  con¬ 
sider  myself  a  conservationist  in  the 
truest  sense  of  the  word.  I  believe  that 
our  Nation  can  and  should  conserve  our 
natural  resources  by  the  elimination  of 
losses  to  the  fullest  practicable  extent. 
I  refer  to  all  of  our  natural  resources, 
but  at  this  time  I  am  addressing  myself 
to  the  water  resources.  I  note  with  sat¬ 
isfaction  that  H.R.  3300  provides  for  im¬ 
mediate  and  meaningful  steps  to  con¬ 
serve  these  water  resources  and  further 
(provides  for  investigation  and  imple¬ 
mentation  of  further  water  conservation 
measures. 

More  specially  the  central  Arizona 
project  is  in  itself  a  conservation  meas¬ 
ure  because  as  the  hydrologic  figures  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  clearly 
indicate,  in  the  absence  of  a  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project,  there  will  be  periodic  spills 
to  the  Gulf  of  California  for  many  years 
in  the  future.  Water  flowing  to  the  gulf 
is  an  irrecoverable  loss.  The  existence 
of  a  ditch  diverting  from  Lake  Havasu 


would  permit  the  capture  and  utilization 
of  such  spills  to  the  extent  of  the  capa¬ 
city  of  the  aqueduct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  important  to  point 
out  that  section  3300  gives  the  Secretary 
authority  to  undertake  programs  for 
water  salvage  along  and  adjacent  to 
the  mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River 
and  for  groundwater  recovery.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  must  be  consistent  with  the 
maintenance  of  a  reasonable  degree  of 
undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary.  The 
water  salvage  program  consists  of 
groundwater  recovery  in  the  Yuma 
Arizona  area  and  eradication  and  con¬ 
trol  of  phreatophytes  presently  cover¬ 
ing  42,000  acres  of  land  near  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  which  consume  thousands 
of  acre-feet  of  water  each  year.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  total  salvage  pro¬ 
gram,  when  combined  with  the  chan¬ 
nelization  of  the  river  which  is  now  in 
progress  will  salvage  approximately  680,- 
000  acre-feet  of  water  each  year.  Not  all 
of  these  measures  are  dependent  upon 
passage  of  H.R.  3300,  but  it  is  estimated 
that  the  water  salvage  measures  ex¬ 
pressly  provided  in  H.R.  3300  will  con¬ 
serve  320,000  acre-feet  annually  in  the 
lower  Colorado  River  Basin  along  the 
main  stem  of  the  river.  As  indicated  on 
page  64  of  the  committee  report  on  this 
bill,  $42,450,000  for  water  salvage  and 
recovery  has  been  included  in  the  cost 
estimates  for  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

In  addition  to  the  direct  salvage  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  306,  the  bill  requires 
in  section  304(c)  that  each  contract 
under  which  water  is  provided  under  the 
central  Arizona  project  shall  require  that 
the  canals  and  distribution  systems 
through  which  water  is  conveyed  after 
its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the 
contractors  shall  be  provided  and  main¬ 
tained  with  linings  adequate,  in  his 
judgment,  to  prevent  excessive  con¬ 
veyance  losses. 

As  indicated  on  page  64  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  report,  a  total  of  $30  million  has  been 
included  in  the  cost  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  for  the  construction  of  dis¬ 
tribution  and  drainage  systems.  Section 
309(b)  authorizes  appropriations  of  an 
additional  $100,000  for  construction  of 
distribution  and  drainage  facilities. 

Within  the  central  Arizona  project 
area  itself  provision  is  made  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  four  dams:  Orme  Dam, 
Buttes  Dam,  Charleston  Dam,  and  Hook¬ 
er  Dam.  In  the  case  of  Orme  Dam  and 
Buttes  Dam,  the  flood  runoff  from  the 
drainage  area  tributary  to  the  Salt  and 
Gila  Rivers  respectively  below  the  last 
point  of  control  on  each  stream  will  be 
impounded.  Under  present  conditions, 
this  flood  runoff  spills  over  the  diversion 
dams  and  is  largely  wasted  in  the  sands 
of  the  river  beds  below.  In  the  case  of 
Hooker  and  Charleston  Dams,  each  will 
impound  water  near  the  headwaters  of 
their  respective  streams  and  will  thereby 
reduce  the  channel  losses  between  the 
point  of  impoundment  and  the  next 
downstream  reservoir. 

Perhaps  the  biggest  potential  for  sal¬ 
vage  contained  within  H.R.  3300  is  the 
potential  offered  by  the  investigations 
and  planning  which  would  be  carried  for¬ 
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ward  pursuant  to  title  II.  As  therein  in¬ 
dicated,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  will, 
within  the  framework  of  the  principles 
and  standards  established  by  the  Water 
Resource  Council,  investigate  and  recom¬ 
mend  sources  and  means  of  supplying 
water  to  meet  the  current  and  antici¬ 
pated  water  requirements  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.  The  bill  suggests  that  the 
Secretary  consider  desalination,  weather 
modification,  and  other  means.  The  cur¬ 
rent  and  anticipated  water  requirements 
cannot  be  supplied  by  any  one  means. 

I  rather  think  that  the  end  result  of 
the  investigation  by  the  Secretary  will 
develop  that  there  should  be  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  things  done  to  provide  the  requi¬ 
site  water  resource.  While  the  act  does 
not  specifically  mention  watershed  man¬ 
agement,  I  feel  that  this  holds  a  tremen¬ 
dous  potential  which  becomes  more  ap¬ 
parent  when  it  is  recognized  that  in  the 
State  of  Arizona  alone  approximately  80 
million  acre-feet  of  water  falls  as  rain  or 
snow  but  of  this  amount,  only  2  million 
acre-feet  is  available  for  use.  Here  is  a 
potential  for  conservation  in  its  truest 
sense. 

If  we  can  develop  methods  to  decrease 
the  waters  lost  by  transpiration  and 
evaporation  from  nonbeneficial  plants 
and  land  areas  by  1  percent  of  the 
total  precipitation  on  the  State,  we  will 
have  saved  800,000  acre-feet  of  water. 
Desalination  is,  of  course,  water  con¬ 
servation  in  its  truest  sense  as  is  weather 
modification,  both  of  which  are  clearly 
set  forth  in  the  bill. 

Recharging  of  groundwater  reser¬ 
voirs  through  the  control  of  localized 
surface  runoffs  and  injection  of  such 
water  into  the  ground  water  is  a  con¬ 
servation  measure  which  is  being  ex¬ 
tensively  investigated  in  Arizona  and 
will  no  doubt  be  another  of  the  many 
potentials  which  the  Secretary  will  look 
into  in  pursuance  of  the  instructions 
set  forth  in  H.R.  3300. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  these  are  the 
only  potentials,  for  we  know  there  are 
others.  I  think  that  we  must  recognize 
that  the  water  problems  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  must  and  will  be  solved  and 
that  we  must  take  a  giant  step  in  that 
direction  by  the  passage  of  H.R.  3300. 
These  are  powerful  arguments  for  this 
bill  and  justify  its  favorable  considera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  feel  the  fore¬ 
going  arguments  justify  support  on  my 
part,  there  are  several  other  matters  that 
need  consideration  as  I  seek  to  represent 
the  people  of  the  First  District  of  Iowa- 
First,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  I 
recognize  there  are  water  problems  in 
the  Southwest  which  do  need  our  sym¬ 
pathetic  consideration  and  fortunately 
this  bill  seeks  to  solve  this  critical  water 
problem.  Another  important  point,  until 
now  two  important  States  were  fighting 
over  water  rights  and  now  they  have 
come  to  some  agreements  that  will  sat¬ 
isfy  them  before  they  solve  the  other 
problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill,  H.R.  3300,  in¬ 
terests  me  for  a  number  of  reasons  and 
it  does  several  things  that  promote  the 
interests  of  conservation.  There  are  wa¬ 
ter  problems  in  the  Southwest  which  do 
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need  attention  and  this  bill  seeks  to  solve 
them. 

But  before  giving  my  support  to  the 
legislation  I  want  to  be  sure  of  several 
important  aspects  of  the  problem. 

First  of  all  I  want  to  know  if  approved, 
what  will  be  the  effect  of  H.R.  3300  on 
the  budget  in  the  immediate  future?  And 
will  the  central  Arizona  project  put  more 
farm  land  into  crop  production  with  the 
farmers  of  Iowa. 

The  bill  as  we  all  know  does  not  ap¬ 
propriate  any  funds  for  construction.  It 
merely  authorizes  various  projects  of  the 
entire  program  at  this  time.  This  means 
that  when  budgetai-y  conditions  normal¬ 
ize  and  when  it  will  become  necessary  to 
adjust  from  a  wartime  to  peacetime 
economy,  construction  on  these  projects 
can  get  underway  and  then  funds  for 
construction  will  be  spread  out  over  10 
years  when  it  will  become  possible  to 
begin  building. 

One  other  reassuring  feature  of  H.R. 
3300  is  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
is  directed  to  require  that  lands  be  irri¬ 
gated  must  have  a  recent  history  of  irri¬ 
gation.  The  legislation  will  not  expand 
farm  acreage.  This  no-farm  expansion 
provision  makes  good  sense  to  me  and  to 
the  farmers  of  Iowa. 

Some  day  we  may  need  more  farm 
crops,  but  at  the  present  time  we  have 
plenty  and  the  central  Arizona  project 
is  not  going  to  increase  present  day  sur¬ 
plus  problems  when  it  is  built. 

Some  may  say  why  action  now?  This 
is  simple.  Agreement  has  finally  been 
reached  by  the  parties  most  directly  con¬ 
cerned.  The  road  leading  to  this  agree¬ 
ment  has  been  long  and  hard.  State  and 
local  officials,  residents  of  the  area  and 
conservationists  have  reached  an  accord. 
As  one  who  is  vitally  interested  in  con¬ 
servation,  I  was  particularly  concerned 
about  the  implications  of  this  bill  for 
this  area.  I  am  pleased  that  most  of  the 
objections  conservationists  voiced  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  legislation  have  been  sub¬ 
stantially  overcome. 

With  this  assurance  and  other  as¬ 
surances  we  have  from  others,  I  feel  this 
legislation  is  in  good  shape  and  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  yester¬ 
day  during  general  debate  I  announced 
that  I  would  offer  a  substitute  amend¬ 
ment.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  committee  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  adopted  the  first  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  offered,  which  would  delay 
to  a  future  time  and  a  future  Congress 
the  provisions  of  section  202  of  the  bill 
on  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  until  a  re¬ 
port  has  been^made  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  that  an  augmentation  plan 
to  import  2V2  million  acre-feet  of  water 
is  feasible,  and  is  then  authorized  by  the 
Congress.  I  will  not  offer  my  substitute 
amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  the  last 
word. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  com¬ 
mend  the  chairman  of  our  full  commit¬ 
tee,  the  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Aspinall],  for  the  way  in  which  he  has 
handled  this  particular  matter  ever  since 
I  have  been  in  the  Congress,  especially 
during  the  present  session  of  the  90th 
Congress.  I  also  want  to  commend  the 
ranking  minority  members  both  of  the 
full  committee  and  the  subcommittee  for 
their  work  in  connection  with  bringing 
this  matter  to  the  floor  of  the  House  and 
the  courteous  way  in  which  we  have  all 
been  treated  while  this  matter  as  been 
under  debate  and  now  during  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  important  piece 
of  legislation  to  all  of  the  basin  States. 

1  hope  the  Congress,  when  we  get  back 
into  the  House,  will  adopt  this,  because 
we  can  then  say  that  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  bill  has  been  adopted  by  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ex¬ 
plain  what  I  intend  to  do  when  we  re¬ 
turn  to  the  House  in  the  way  of  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit.  This  motion  will  con¬ 
tain  three  items  directed  to  two  specific 
points  within  the  bill.  One  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  which  has  been  discussed  repeatedly 
during  the  debate,  that  is,  the  difference 
between  a  feasibility  study  and  a  re¬ 
connaissance  report.  It  is  our  strong  feel¬ 
ing  that  the  reconnaissance  report  is  all 
that  should  be  directed  at  this  time  in 
conformance  with  the  established  pro¬ 
cedures  that  have  been  followed  by  the 
committee  in  recent  years  and  by  this 
House  in  recent  years  and  recommended 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  the  last 

2  or  3  years. 

The  second  point  goes  to  the  assump¬ 
tion  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  as  a 
national  obligation  and  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  this  treaty  by  providing  in  sec¬ 
tion  401  of  the  bill  that  the  repayment  of 
the  construction  of  works  to  replace  that 
water  would  be  a  nonreimbursable  ex¬ 
pense. 

These  two  items  would  fully  transfer 
to  the  shoulders  of  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country  the  entire  burden  of  replacing  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  the  1.5  million 
acre-feet  and,  under  the  language  of  the 
bill,  perhaps  as  much  as  2.5  million  acre- 
feet  of  water,  at  the  expense  of  the  tax¬ 
payers  rather  than  the  people  who  are 
being  benefited  by  it;  that  is,  the  people 
in  the  States  affected  by  the  Colorado 
River  Basin. 

These  two  amendments  are  contained 
in  my  motion  to  recommit.  I  think  these 
are  vital  to  the  perfection  of  this  bill, 
and  I  think  they  are  sound  for  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  and  certainly  fair  to  both 
basins — of  the  Colorado  River  and  also 
the  areas  represented  by  my  colleagues 
and  myself  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  discuss  the 
motion  to  recommit  in  the  framework  of 
the  announcement  just  made  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  who  stated 
that  his  amendment  which  has  been  ac¬ 
cepted  and  which  puts  up  to  a  future 
Congress  at  such  time  as  augmentation 


works  may  be  authorized,  or  considered 
for  authorization,  the  decision  of  where 
this  treaty  burden  should  go;  certainly 
the  motion  to  recommit  to  be  offered  by 
the  gentleman  is  not  timely  and  is  not 
applicable. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly 
urge  that  the  House  vote  it  down. 

(Mr.  HOSMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  at  this  time  to 
say  I  will  support  the  recommittal  mo¬ 
tion  as  suggested  by  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  Idaho. 

As  I  pointed  out  yesterday  during  the 
general  debate  on  H.R.  3300,  title  II  is 
completely  unnecessary  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  construction,  or  success  of  the 
central  Arizona  project. 

There  is  no  justifiable  reason  why  the 
Congress  should,  in  this  bill,  agree  to  give 
up  the  sound  practice  of  taking  a  look 
at  the  reconnaissance  survey  before  au¬ 
thorizing  a  feasibility  study  on  any  pro¬ 
ject,  especially  one  which  would  lead  to 
construction  of  facilities  to  import  to  the 
Southwest  millions  of  acre-feet  of  wa¬ 
ter  from  the  major  river  basins  of  other 
regions  of  the  Nation.  At  this  point,  no 
one  knows  where  the  water  would  come 
from,  what  the  cost  would  be,  or  whether 
such  facilities  would  be  necessary.  There 
is  no  demonstrated  urgency,  or  any  jus¬ 
tifiable  reason  why  we  should  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake 
immediate  reconnaissance  and  feasi¬ 
bility  studies,  contrary  to  established 
procedures  and  law.  We  should  first  have 
an  opportunity  to  know  what  we  are 
being  asked  to  buy. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
going  to  delay  or  extend  this  debate.  I 
take  this  time  for  the  purpose  of  asking 
some  questions  of  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  full  Committee  on  Inte¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs  for  the  purpose 
of  making  legislative  history.  However, 
before  I  do  that,  I  wish  to  very  briefly 
state  my  continuing  concern  and  opposi¬ 
tion  to  that  section  of  this  bill  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  assumption  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  burden  as  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation.  I  also  object  vigorously  to  sec¬ 
tion  401  which  would  make  any  future 
expenditures  for  construction  to  satisfy 
this  obligation  of  1.5  million  acre-feet  of 
water  nonreimbursable. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  wish  to  re¬ 
peat  my  opposition  to  section  201(c).  I 
associate  myself  fully  with  the  comments 
of  the  gentlewoman  from  Washington 
[Mrs.  May], 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  has  assured  the  House  that,  al¬ 
though  the  bill  authorizes  a  feasibility 
study,  he  will  bring  the  results  of  a  pre¬ 
liminary  reconnaissance  study  to  the 
House  before  the  feasibility  study  is  un¬ 
dertaken.  That  is  a  generous  offer  on  his 
part;  however,  it  does  not  remove  my 
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serious  reservation  concerning  the  policy 
of  authorizing  a  feasibility  study  where 
we  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  judge 
or  examine  the  reconnaissance  report 
ahead  of  time. 

The  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor]  may  be 
of  great  importance,  but  I  must  confess 
that  I  am  uncertain  as  to  its  meaning. 

I  would  now  like  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  one  or  two 
questions  for  the  purpose  of  making  leg¬ 
islative  history  with  reference  to  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  202,  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor]  and  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole,  would 
have  the  effect  of  delaying  the  operation 
of  any  declaration  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  as  a  national  obligation  unless 
and  until  Congress  subsequently  author¬ 
izes  a  plan  to  augment  the  Colorado 
River  by  2.5  million  acre-feet;  is  that 
correct ^ 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Is  it  also  true  that  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment  would  pre¬ 
clude  the  operation  of  section  401,  which 
provides  that  any  costs  of  construction 
or  other  costs  associated  with  the  as¬ 
sumption  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
shall  be  nonreimbursable — would  this 
section  be  inoperative  unless  Congress 
subsequently  authorizes  an  augmenta¬ 
tion  plan  of  2.5  million  acre-feet? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  May  I  answer  my 
colleague  from  Washington  in  this  man¬ 
ner,  by  saying  that  I  do  not  see  wherein 
he  arrives  at  his  statement. 

Section  401  has  nothing  particularly 
to  do  with  section  202,  or  any  provision  of 
section  202.  Section  401  simply  states 
that  if,  later  on,  there  is  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  augment  the  flow  of  the  river, 
then  the  augmentation  will  take  place. 

In  addition,  the  provisions  of  section 
401  indicate  that  part  which  is  charge¬ 
able  to  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  will  be 
nonreimbursable,  and  that  part  which 
is  chargeable  to  the  users,  be  they  irriga¬ 
tion,  municipal  or  other  users,  will  be 
chargeable  to  those  users,  and  this  must 
be  taken  into  consideration  in  figuring 
the  feasibility  of  what  is  proposed,  as  far 
as  the  augmentation  of  the  river  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  And  that  consideration  of 
feasibility  will  be  a  judgment  which  will 
have  to  be  made  by  a  later  Congress  in 
its  wisdom? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  That  is  correct.  All 
these  weeks  and  months,  that  is  what  we 
have  been  trying  to  arrive  at,  so  that  we 
would  stay  with  the  procedures  that  we 
have  followed  for  years  as  far  as  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  are  concerned,  and  there 
will  be  no  jumping  from  one  to  the  other 
of  the  studies  in  any  order  out  of  the 
right  constructive  approach  now  provid¬ 
ed. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ad¬ 
vise  my  colleagues  once  again  that  this 
piece  of  legislation  has  been  studied  care¬ 


fully.  It  is  an  intricate  piece  of  legisla¬ 
tion.  One  provision,  one  section  depends 
upon  the  other.  Accordingly,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  will  have  to  resist — and  I  ask  my 
colleagues  to  vote  against  the  motion 
to  recommit  because  without  these  sec¬ 
tions  there  is  no  guarantee  for  peace 
along  the  river,  and  that  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  get  more  than  anything  else, 
as  far  as  this  legislation  is  concerned. 
And  we  have  so  tailored  this  legislation 
now,  even  to  a  greater  extent  by  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Saylor],  we 
have  so  tailored  it,  that  there  can  be  no 
logical  attempt  in  my  opinion  to  frus¬ 
trate  or  to  hurt  or  to  endanger  the  rights 
of  the  great  Northwest. 

Mr.  DELLENBACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  prolong  the 
debate  very  long,  but  I  want  to  express 
on  behalf  of  the  people  of  my  State  of 
Oregon  our  deep  concern.  We  touched  on 
this  in  general  debate  yesterday.  We  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  feasibility  study  called 
for  by  this  bill  will  embrace  much  more 
than  just  the  possibility  of  obtaining 
water  for  the  Southwest  through  diver¬ 
sion.  We  are  also  well  aware  of  the  fact 
that,  prior  to  the  time  that  there  has 
been  any  determination  whether  there  is 
really  any  excess  of  water  in  our  section 
of  the  Nation,  there  will  be  a  skewing  by 
the  way  this  bill  deals  with  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty,  in  the  direction  of  feasibil¬ 
ity  for  diversion  versus  any  other  possible 
method  of  obtaining  water.  We  object  as 
strongly  as  possible  to  the  setting  up  of 
the  feasibility  study  in  this  bill  before 
the  reconnaissance  study  has  been  com¬ 
pleted,  and  at  the  same  time  we  object 
to  the  features  of  this  bill  determining 
to  a  significant  degree  in  advance  the 
conclusions  the  feasibility  study  is  apt  to 
reach. 

There  is  an  unfortunate  impression 
that  seems  to  be  present  in  debate  on 
this  bill  today,  as  was  true  yesterday, 
that  this  is  merely  a;  quarrel  between  the 
Southwest  and  the  Northwest  sections  of 
the  Nation.  In  truth,  this  matter  goes 
far  beyond  this.  This  is  a  matter  of  con¬ 
cern  to  the  Middle  West,  it  is  a  matter 
of  concern  to  the  Northeast,  and  it  is 
a  matter  of  concern  to  the  Southeast, 
because  the  ultimate  burden  of  the  dol¬ 
lars  to  be  paid  out  from  the  Federal 
Treasury,  if  they  be  determined  to  be 
nonreimbursable,  will  not  fall  upon  the 
Pacific  Northwest  in  disproportionate 
share.  The  burden  of  financing  this 
whole  project  will  fall  upon  the  North¬ 
east,  it  will  fall  upon  the  Middle  West, 
and  it  will  fall  upon  the  other  sections  of 
this  Nation  in  direct  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  Federal  taxes  paid  by  the  citi¬ 
zens  in  those  sections  of  the  Nation. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  truth  this  is  not 
just  a  quarrel  between  the  river  basins 
of  the  Northwest  and  the  river  basins 
of  the  Southwest;  this  goes  far  beyond 
that.  We  object  very  strongly  to  this 
matter  of  the  entire  predetermination 
relative  to  the  nonreimbursable  national 
obligation,  so  far  as  the  Mexican  Waiter 
Treaty  is  concerned. 

We  urge  our  colleagues  to  support  this 
motion  to  recommit,  and  after  having 
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made  the  particular  changes  that  the 
motion  to  recommit  calls  for,  then  to  go 
ahead  and  approve  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  our  distin¬ 
guished  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]  in  opposition  to 
the  motion  to  recommit,  and  in  support 
of  the  legislation  before  us. 

Our  subcommittee  and  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  has  labored  long  and  arduously 
for  a  number  of  years  in  the  development 
of  this  legislation.  This  legislation  repre¬ 
sents  a  delicate  balancing  of  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  various  basin  States  and  the 
proposed  motion  to  recommit  would  do 
serious  damage  to  that  balance. 

This  legislation  represents  not  only  an 
investment  in  the  West  but  an  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  entire  Nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  vote  down  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  and  pass  the  bill  as  it  now 
stands. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  wish  to  thank  the  Members  of  the 
Committee  for  the  consideration  they 
have  given  to  this  bill  which  is  the  frui¬ 
tion  of  15  years  of  work  in  the  Congress 
so  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

I  want  to  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
the  Pacific  Northwest  that  there  is  no 
intent  on  the  part  of  anyone  to  take  any¬ 
thing  that  belongs  to  you.  The  bill  does 
not  do  that.  There  is  ample  safeguard  in 
the  bill  to  meet  the  needs  of  everybody 
concerned. 

I  hope  the  motion  to  recommit  will 
not  be  adopted  and  that  the  bill  will  be 
passed  in  the  form  in  which  it  now  is. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  substitute  amendment,  as 
amended. 

The  committee  substitute  amendment, 
as  amended,  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resinned  the  chair, 
Mr.  Mills,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  reported  that  that  Committee  hav¬ 
ing  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  3300)  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  project,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Reso¬ 
lution  1162,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  with  an  amendment  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

For  what  purpose  does  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Waggonner]  rise? 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 
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Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  142] 


Baring 

Gurney 

Moore 

Bell 

Hagan 

Morse,  Mass. 

Broomfield 

Hall 

Olsen 

Cabell 

Halleck 

O'Neill,  Mass. 

Carter 

Hanley 

Passman 

Clark 

Hansen,  Wash, 

Purcell 

Collier 

Hardy 

Resnick 

Colmer 

Hawkins 

Rivers 

Conyers 

Hebert 

Rosenthal 

Cowger 

Holland 

Scheuer 

Culver 

Howard 

Seldeii 

Dawson 

Irwin 

Stubblefield 

Derwinski 

Kelly 

Taft 

Downing 

King,  N.Y. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Esch 

Kuykendall 

Tenzer 

Fraser 

Long,  La. 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Frelinghuysen 

McMillan 

Tuck 

Gettys 

Mailliard 

Wilson, 

Griffin 

Martin 

Charles  H. 

Gross 

Matsunaga 

Young 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  374 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment  to  the  committee  substitute 
amendment  adopted  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole?  If  not,  the  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

Mr.  McCLURE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  McCLURE.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
its  present  form. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  McClure  moves  to  recommit  the  bill, 
H.R.  3300,  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  with  instructions  to: 

(1)  On  page  52,  line  12,  delete  the  word 
“feasibility”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
word  “reconnaissance”;  and 

(2)  On  page  52,  line  25,  strike  out  the 
words  “constitutes  a  national  obligation 
which”;  and 

(3)  On  page  72,  line  4,  after  the  period, 
strike  out  the  following  sentence:  “Costs  of 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  deple¬ 
tion  of  the  Colorado  River  flows  available 
for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by 
compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
(including  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from 
regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses 
at  the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred  in  the 
transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water 
in  discharge  of  the  obligations  t>f  that  treaty) 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.” 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  House  Resolution  1162,  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  is  discharged  from  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  1004. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ASPINALL 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Motion  offered  by  Mr.  Aspinall:  Strike  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  bill 
S.  1004  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  text 
of  H.R.  3300,  as  passed,  as  follows: 

“TITLE  I — COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 
PROJECT:  OBJECTIVES 

“Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act’. 

“Sec.  102.  (a)  It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to 
provide  a  program  for  the  further  compre¬ 
hensive  development  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  additional  and  adequate  water  sup¬ 
plies  for  use  in  the  upper  as  well  as  in  the 
lower  Colorado  River  Basin.  This  program  is 
declared  to  be  for  the  purposes,  among  others, 
of  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River; 
controlling  floods;  improving  navigation;  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  storage  and  delivery  of  the 
waters  of  the  Colorado  River  for  reclamation 
of  lands,  including  supplemental  water  sup¬ 
plies,  and  for  municipal,  industrial,  and  other 
beneficial  purposes;  improving  water  quality; 
providing  for  basic  public  outdoor  recreation 
facilities;  improving  conditions  for  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  the  generation  and  sale  of  elec¬ 
trical  power  as  an  incident  of  the  foregoing 
purposes. 

“(b)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’  shall  continue  to 
develop,  after  consultation  with  affected 
States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies,  a 
regional  water  plan,  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  and  with  future  authoriza¬ 
tions,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under  which 
projects  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  be 
coordinated  and  constructed  with  proper 
timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate  supply 
of  water  may  be  made  available  for  such 
projects,  whether  heretofore,  herein,  or  here¬ 
after  authorized. 

“TITLE  II— INVESTIGATIONS  AND 
PLANNING 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Water  Resources  Coun¬ 
cil,  acting  in  accordance  with  the  proce¬ 
dure  prescribed  in  section  103  of  the  Water 
Resources  Planning  Act  (79  Stat.  244),  shall 
within  one  year  following  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act  establish  principles,  standards, 
and  procedures  for  the  program  of  investi¬ 
gations  and  submittal  of  plans  and  reports 
authorized  by  this  title.  The  Secretary,  in 
conformity  with  the  principles,  standards, 
and  procedures  so  established,  is  authorized 
and  directed  to — 

"(1)  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range 
water  supply  available  for  consumptive  use 
in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  current  water 
requirements  therein,  and  of  the  rate  of 


growth  of  water  requirements  therein  to  at 
least  the  year  2030; 

“(2)  investigate  and  recommend  sources 
and  means  of  supplying  water  to  meet  the 
current  and  anticipated  water  requirements 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  either  directly 
or  by  exchange,  including  reductions  in 
losses,  importations  from  sources  outside  the 
natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system,  desalination,  weather  modification, 
and  other  means:  Provided,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not,  under  the  authority  of  this 
clause  or  anything  in  this  Act  contained, 
make  any  recommendation  for  importing 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  system  from 
other  river  basins  without  the  approval  of 
those  States  which  will  be  affected  by  such 
exportation,  said  approval  to  be  obtained 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  procedure 
and  criteria  established  by  section  1  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  887); 

“(3)  undertake  investigations,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  other  concerned  agencies,  of  means 
for  maintaining  an  adequate  water  quality 
throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin; 

“(4)  investigate  means  of  providing  for 
prudent  water  conservation  practices  to  per¬ 
mit  maximum  beneficial  utilization  of  avail¬ 
able  water  supplies  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin; 

“(5)  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of 
the  long-range  water  supply  in  States  and 
areas  from  which  water  could  be  imported 
into  the  Colorado  River  system,  together 
with  estimates  and  plans  to  satisfy  the 
probable  ultimate  requirements  for  water 
within  such  States  and  areas  of  origin  for 
all  purposes,  including  but  not  limited  to 
consumptive  use,  navigation,  river  regula¬ 
tion,  power,  enhancement  of  fishery  re¬ 
sources,  pollution  control,  and  disposal  of 
wastes  to  the  ocean,  and  estimates  of  the 
quantities  of  water,  if  any,  that  will  be 
available  in  excess  of  such  requirements. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  prepare  reconnaissance  reports 
covering  the  matters  set  out  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  and  such  reports  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  not  later  than  June  30,  1973,  and,  as 
revised  and  updated,  every  five  years  there¬ 
after.  For  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the 
repayment  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  any 
projects  covered  by  such  reports,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  take  into  account  such  assistance 
as  may  be  available  to  the  States  of  the  Upper 
Division  from  the  Upper  Colorado  from  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  (70  Stat. 
107) ,  and  to  the  States  of  the  Lower  Division 
from  the  development  fund  established  by 
section  403  of  this  Act. 

“(c)  On  the  basis  of  the  investigations  and 
studies  performed  pursuant  to  this  section, 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(a)  (2)  and  section  203  hereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  prepare  of  feasibility  report  on  a  plan 
which  shows  the  most  economical  means  of 
augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in  the 
Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and 
one-half  million  acre-feet  annually.  The 
recommended  plan  may  include  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  works  and  facilities  by  such  suc¬ 
cessive  stages  as  are  estimated  to  be  necessary 
to  alleviate  critical  water  shortages  as  they 
occur.  The  report  prepared  pursuant  to  this 
subsection,  along  with  comments  of  the  af¬ 
fected  States  and  appropriate  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  thereon,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  or  before  January  1,  1975. 

“Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the 
satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River 
constitutes  a  national  obligation  which  shall 
be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water  aug¬ 
mentation  project  planned  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  this  Act  and  authorized  by  the 
Congress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the 
Upper  Division  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah, 
and  Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the  Lower 
Division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada) 
shall  be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which 
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may  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so 
long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in 
operation  which  augment  the  water  supply  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity 
as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses 
of  water  associated  with  the  performance  of 
that  treaty:  Provided,  That  the  satisfaction 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  (Treaty  Series  994,  59  Stat.  1219), 
shall  be  from  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  pursuant  to  the  treaties,  laws,  and 
compacts  presently  relating  thereto,  until 
such  time  as  a  feasibility  plan  showing  the 
most  economical  means  of  augmenting  the 
water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River 
below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and  one-half  million 
acre-feet  shall  be  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

“Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  pursuant  to  section  201(a)(2) 
and  201(c),  plan  works  to  import  water  into 
the  Colorado  River  system  from  sources  out¬ 
side  the  natural  drainage  areas  of  the  system, 
he  shall  make  provision  for  adequate  and 
equitable  protection  of  the  interests  of  the 
States  arid  areas  of  origin,  including  assist¬ 
ance  from  funds  specified  in  section  201(b) 
of  this  Act,  to  the  end  that  water  supplies 
may  be  available  for  use  in  such  States  and 
areas  of  origin  adequate  to  satisfy  their  ul¬ 
timate  requirements  at  prices  to  users  not 
adversely  affected  by  the  exportation  of 
water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

“(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future, 
for  water  within  any  State  lying  wholly  or 
in  part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any 
river  basin  from  which  water  is  exported  by 
works  planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall 
have  a  priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the 
use  of  the  waters  of  that  river  basin,  for  all 
purposes,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water 
delivered  by  means  of  such  exportation 
works,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  inter¬ 
state  agreement. 

“Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  an¬ 
nually  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  re¬ 
ports  covering  progress  on  the  investiga¬ 
tions  and  reports  authorized  by  this  title. 

“Sec.  205.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  as  are  required 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 
“TITLE  HI— AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PRO¬ 
TECTION  OF  EXISTING  USES 

“Sec.  301.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  fur¬ 
nishing  irrigation  water  and  municipal 
water  supplies  to  the  water- deficient  areas  of 
Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through 
direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  con¬ 
trol  of  floods,  conservation  and  development 
of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement 
of  recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other 
purposes,  the  Secretary  shall  construct,  oper¬ 
ate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect,  consisting  of  the  following  principal 
works:  (1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and 
canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pumping 
plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pump¬ 
ing  plants) ,  for  diverting  and  carrying  water 
from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  system  shall  have  a  ca¬ 
pacity  of  not  to  exceed  two  thousand  five 
hundred  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2)  Orme 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping 
plant  or  suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  oper¬ 
ated  as  not  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any 
user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River 
as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree 
entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935, 
in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irriga¬ 
tion  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Num¬ 
bered  59);  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  or 
suitable  alternative,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
structed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  effect 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section 
304;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6) 
Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7) 
Salt- Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  related  canals,  reg¬ 


ulating  facilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants, 
and  electrical  transmission  facilities  required 
for  the  operation  of  said  principal  works; 
(9)  related  water  distribution  and  drainage 
works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

“(b)  Article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall 
be  so  administered  that  in  any  year  in  which, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is  in¬ 
sufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water 
available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main  stream 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so 
limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water 
in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the 
aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  by  hold¬ 
ers  of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other  users 
in  the  State  of  California  served  under  ex¬ 
isting  contracts  with  the  United  States  by 
diversion  works  heretofore  constructed,  and 
by  other  existing  Federal  reservations  in  that 
State,  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and  by  users 
of  the  same  character  in  Arizona  and  Nevada. 
Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall  not 
be  required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  propor¬ 
tion  greater  than  would  have  been  imposed 
in  the  absence  of  this  subsection  301(b). 
This  subsection  shall  not  affect  the  relative 
priorities,  among  themselves,  of  water  users 
in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California  which  are 
senior  to  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  or  amend  any  provisions  of  said 
decree. 

“(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  so  long  as 
the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim 
that  means  are  available  and  in  operation 
which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as 
to  make  sufficient  mainstream  water  avail¬ 
able  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada. 

“Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  desig¬ 
nate  the  lands  of  the  Salt  River  Pima-Mari- 
copa  Indian  Community,  Arizona,  and  the 
Fort  McDowell-Apache  Indian  Community, 
Arizona,  or  interests  therein,  and  any  al¬ 
lotted  lands  or  interests  therein  within  said 
communities  which  he  determines  are  neces¬ 
sary  for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United 
States  for  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
or  alternative.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to 
pay  the  fair  market  value  of  the  lands  and 
interests  designated,  inclusive  of  improve¬ 
ments.  In  addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer 
to  pay  toward  the  cost  of  relocating  or  re¬ 
placing  such  improvements  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  in  the  aggregate,  and  the  amount 
offered  for  the  actual  relocation  or  replace¬ 
ment  of  a  residence  shall  not  exceed  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
residence  and  $8,000.  Each  community  and 
each  affected  allottee  shall  have  six  months 
in  which  to  accept  or  reject  the  Secretary’s 
offer.  If  the  Secretary’s  offer  is  rejected,  the 
United  States  may  proceed  to  acquire  the 
property  interests  involved  through  eminent 
domain  proceedings  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  un¬ 
der  40  U.S.C.,  sections  257  and  258a.  Upon 
acceptance  in  writing  of  the  Secretary’s  of¬ 
fer,  or  upon  the  filing  of  a  declaration  of 
taking  in  eminent  domain  proceedings,  title 
to  the  lands  or  interests  involved,  and  the 
right  to  possession  thereof,  shall  vest  in  the 
United  States.  Upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  that  all  or  any  part  of  such  lands 
or  interests  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the 
purpose  for  which  acquired,  title  to  such 
lands  or  interests  shall  be  restored  to  the 
appropriate  community. 

“(b)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  ac¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  right  of  the  former  owner  to  use 
or  lease  the  land  for  purposes  not  inconsis¬ 
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tent  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project,  as  determined 
by,  and  under  terms  and  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  by,  the  Secretary.  Such  right  shall 
include  the  right  to  extract  and  dispose  of 
minerals.  The  determination  of  fair  market 
value  under  subsection  (a)  shall  reflect  the 
right  to  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals  but 
not  the  other  uses  permitted  by  this  sub¬ 
section. 

“(c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  lands  of  the  Fort  McDowell 
Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community  will  be 
required  for  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or 
alternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition 
to  the  compensation  provided  for  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  designate  and 
add  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation 
twenty-five  hundred  acres  of  suitable  lands 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  reservation  that  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  in  township  4  north,  range  7 
east;  township  5  north,  range  7  east;  and 
•township  3  north,  range  7  east,  Gila  and  Salt 
River  base  meridian,  Arizona.  Title  to  lands 
so  added  to  the  reservation  shall  be  held  by 
the  United  States  in  trust  for  the  Fort  Mc¬ 
Dowell  Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community. 

“(d)  Each  community  shall  have  a  right, 
in  accordance  with  plans  approved  by  the 
Secretary,  to  develop  and  operate  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  along  the  part  of  the  shoreline 
of  the  Orme  Reservoir  located  on  or  adjacent 
to  its  reservation,  including  land  added  to  the 
Fort  McDowell  Reservation  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  subject  to 
rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  governing  the  recreation  development  of 
the  reservoir.  Recreation  development  of  the 
entire  reservoir  and  federally  owned  lands 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  ad¬ 
jacent  thereto  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
a  master  recreation  plan  approved  by  the 
Secretary.  Each  community  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  thereof  shall  have  non-exclusive  per¬ 
sonal  rights  to  hunt  and  fish  on  the  reser¬ 
voir,  to  the  same  extent  they  are  now  au¬ 
thorized  to  hunt  and  fish,  without  charge, 
but  shall  have  no  right  to  exclude  others 
from  the  reservoir  except  by  control  of  access 
through  their  reservations,  or  any  right  to 
require  payments  by  the  public  except  for 
the  use  of  community  lands  or  facilities. 

“(e)  All  funds  paid  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  any  per  capita  distribution  there¬ 
of,  shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of  State 
and  Federal  income  taxes. 

“Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  continue  to  a  conclusion  ap¬ 
propriate  engineering  and  economic  studies 
and  to  recommend  the  most  feasible  plan  for 
the  construction  and  operation  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  generating  and  transmission  facilities, 
the  purchase  of  electrical  energy,  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant  ca¬ 
pacity,  or  any  combination  thereof  including 
participation,  operation,  or  construction  by 
non-Federal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of  sup¬ 
plying  the  power  requirements  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  and  augmenting  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund:  Provided, 
That  nothing  in  this  section  or  in  this  Act 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize 
the  study  or  construction  of  any  dams  on 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  be¬ 
tween  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

“(b)  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  non-Federal  interests 
proposing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating 
powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall 
acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of  the  ca¬ 
pacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery  of 
power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 
delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required 
in  connection  with  the  operation,  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  When  not  required 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  power 
and  energy  acquired  by  such  agreement  may 
be  disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  other  purposes  at  such  prices  as 
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he  may  determine,  including  its  marketing 
in  conjunction  with  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  from  Federal  powerplants  in  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  system  so  as  to  produce  the 
greatest  practical  amount  of  power  and 
energy  that  can  be  sold  at  firm  power  and 
energy  rates.  The  agreement  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

“(1)  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction 
cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any  switch¬ 
yards  and  transmission  facilities  serving  the 
United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for 
the  United  States  therein  to  the  total  capaci¬ 
ties  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary  shall 
make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  avail¬ 
able  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,  including  the  period  of 
preparation  of  designs  and  specifications,  in 
such  installments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely 
construction  schedule,  but  no  funds  other 
than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  until  he  de¬ 
termines  that  adequate  contracts  have  been 
entered  into  between  all  the  affected  parties 
covering  land,  water,  fuel  supplies,  power  (its 
availability  and  use),  rights-of-way,  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  and  all  other  necessary 
matters  for  the  thermal  generating  power- 
plant; 

“(2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance 
costs,  including  provisions  for  depreciation 
(except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro  rata 
share  of  the  construction  cost  borne  by  the 
United  States  in  accordance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  clause  (1)),  shall  be  apportioned  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal 
interests  on  an  equitable  basis  taking  into 
account  the  ratios  determined  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  clause  ( 1 ) ; 

“(3)  the  United  States  shall  be  given  ap¬ 
propriate  credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal 
lands  administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the 
powerplant  and  appurtenances; 

“  (4)  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States 
under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  shall  not  include 
(a)  interest  and  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  franchise 
fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be 
specified  in  the  agreement. 

“(c)  No  later  than  one  year  from  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  sub¬ 
mit  his  recommended  plan  to  the  Congress. 
Except  as  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section,  such  plan  shall  not  become  effec¬ 
tive  until  approved  by  the  Congress. 

“(d)  If  the  thermal  generating  plant  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  is 
located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is  served  by  water 
diverted  from  the  drainage  area  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  other 
provisions  of  existing  law  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding,  such  consumptive  use  of 
water  shall  be  a  part  of  the  fifty  thousand 
acre-feet  per  annum  apportioned  to  the  State 
of  Arizona  by  article  III  (a)  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“Sec.  304.  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise 
provided  by  Congress,  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available 
directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of 
lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  history 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the 
case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife  refuges 
and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary, 
State-administered  wildlife  management 
areas. 

“(b)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona 
may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines 
that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment, 
be  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  orga¬ 
nizations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  with¬ 
in  their  boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions 
of  contracts  or  other  arrangements  whereby 
each  such  organization  makes  water  from 


the  Central  Arizona  Project  available  to  users 
within  its  boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Secretary's  approval,  and  the  United  States 
shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such  action 
is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require 
that  it  be  a  party  to  such  contracts  or  that 
contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States 
and  any  user.  The  provisions  of  this  clause 
(1)  shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying  of  water 
to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the  boun¬ 
daries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

“(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant 
to  section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation  Project 
Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d) )  with  respect 
to  any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation 
block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of 
not  more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  serv¬ 
ice  provided  pursuant  to  section  9(e)  of  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(e))  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery 
of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and  for 
the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical 
price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  and  conduits  and  from  such 
other  points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may 
designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating 
to  irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that 
water  made  available  thereunder  may  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  munici¬ 
pal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  such  water  is  not  required  by  the 
contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

“(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard 
to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of 
section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 
of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c) );  may  provide  for 
the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical 
price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  and  conduits;  and  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty 
years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said 
section  and  for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a 
period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to 
clause  (2)  thereof. 

“(c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is 
provided  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect 
measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation 
from  aquifiers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the 
contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and 
distribution  systems  through  which  water  is 
conveyed  after  its  delivery  '“by  the  United 
States  to  the  contractors  shall  be  provided 
and  maintained  with  linings  adequate  in  his 
judgment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance 
losses;  and  (3)  neither  the  contractor  nor 
the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others 
to  pump  ground  water  from  within  the  ex¬ 
terior  boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a 
contractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside  said  con¬ 
tractor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary 
and  such  contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have 
previously  agreed,  that  a  surplus  of  ground 
water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was 
required.  Such  contracts  shall  be  subordinate 
at  all  times  to  ihe  satisfaction  of  all  existing 
contracts  between  the  Secretary  and  users  in 
Arizona  heretofore  made  pursuant  to  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057) . 

“(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in,  any 
contract  under  which  water  is  provided  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  Con¬ 
tractor  agree  to  accept  mainstream  water  in 
exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing 
supplies  from  sources  other  than  the  main 
stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  to  the  extent  nec¬ 
essary  to  make  available  to  users  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico 
additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided  in 
and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (f)  of  this  section:  Provided,  That 


such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  be  ac¬ 
complished  without  economic  injury  or  cost 
to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

“(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of 
mainstream  Colorado  River  water  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main 
stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall 
have  a  first  priority  to  receive  mainstream 
water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that 
project  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from 
other  sources,  but  only  in  quantities  ade¬ 
quate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

“(f)(1)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to 
contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in  New 
Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average 
in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of 
eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reser¬ 
voir  evaporation,  over  and  above  the  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340).  Such  increased  consumptive 
uses  shall  not  begin  until,  and  shall  con¬ 
tinue  only  so  long  as,  delivery  of  Colorado 
River  water  to  downstream  Gila  River  users 
in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to 
replace  any  diminution  of  their  supply  re¬ 
sulting  from  such  diversions  from  the  Gila 
River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water 
sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required 
for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be 
given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the 
waters  involved. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to 
contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and 
underground  water  sources  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in 
New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  aver¬ 
age  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years 
of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre-feet, 
including  reservoir  evaporation.  Such  further 
increases  in  consumptive  use  shall  not  begin 
until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as, 
works  capable  of  augmenting  the  water  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  Colorado  River  system  have  been 
completed  and  water  sufficiently  in  excess 
of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  per  annum  is  available  from  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  consump¬ 
tive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water  for  the 
exchanges  herein  authorized  and  provided. 
In  determining  the  amount  required  for 
this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given 
to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters 
involved. 

“(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in 
New  Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by 
the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on 
June  29,  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila 
Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe 
Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights 
existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in 
New  Mexico  and  Arizona  to  water  from  the 
Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  underground 
water  sources  and  shall  be  junior  thereto 
and  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  pos¬ 
sible  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the 
holders  of  such  rights. 

“Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  is 
augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)  (1)  of  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S. 
340),  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of 
two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  in  Arizona,  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre -feet  in  California,  and  three 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Nevada,  re- 
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spectively,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such 
water  available  to  users  of  main-stream 
water  in  these  States  at  the  same  costs  (to 
the  extent  that  such  costs  can  be  made  com¬ 
parable  through  the  nonreimbursable  alloca¬ 
tion  to  the  replenishment  of  the  deficiencies 
occasioned  by  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  burden  as  herein  provided  and  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  from  the  development  fund 
established  by  section  403  of  this  Act)  and 
on  the  same  terms  as  would  be  applicable 
if  main-stream  water  were  available  for  re¬ 
lease  in  the  quantities  required  to  supply 
such  consumptive  use. 

“Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake 
programs  for  water  salvage  and  ground  water 
recovery  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River.  Such  programs 
shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance  of  a 
reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for 
fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

“Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore 
authorized  in  the  State  of  Utah,  is  hereby 
reauthorized  for  construction  at  the  site  de¬ 
termined  feasible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the 
Secretary  shall  integrate  such  project  into 
the  repayment  arrangement  and  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  De¬ 
velopment  Fund  established  by  title  IV  of 
this  Act  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act:  Provided,  That  section  8  of  Public  Law 
88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended  by 
deleting  the  figure  ‘$42,700,000’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  ‘$58,000,000’. 

“Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities 
in  connection  with  the  project  works  au¬ 
thorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat. 
213),  except  as  provided  in  section  302  of 
this  Act. 

“Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  construction  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  including  prepay¬ 
ment  for  power  generation  and  transmission 
facilities  but  exclusive  of  distribution  and 
drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands. 
$779,000,000  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if 
any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary 
fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indi¬ 
cated  by  engineering  cost  indices  applicable 
to  the  types  of  construction  involved  here 
and,  in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as  may 
be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  project. 

“(b)  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  $100,000,000  for  construction  of  dis¬ 
tribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non- 
Indian  lands.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  403  of  this  Act,  neither  appropria¬ 
tions  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization 
contained  in  this  subsection  (b)  nor  reve¬ 
nues  collected  in  connection  with  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  facilities  shall  be  credited  to 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund  and  payments  shall  not  be  made  from 
that  fund  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  to  return  any  part  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
such  facilities. 

“TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND:  ALLOCA¬ 
TION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS: 

CONTRACTS 

“Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower 
basin  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter 
authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the 
Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of 
constructing  said  unit  or  features  to  (1) 
commercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  (4) 
flood  control,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water 
quality  control,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and 
wildlife,  (9)  the  replenishment  of  the  de¬ 
pletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available  for 
use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by  per¬ 
formance  of  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with 
the  United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series 


994),  and  (10)  any  other  purposes  authorized 
under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  Costs 
of  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  de¬ 
pletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available  for 
use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (in¬ 
cluding  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from 
regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses 
at  the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred  in  the 
transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water 
in  discharge  of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty) 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.  The  repayment  of 
costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213)  :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  all  of  the  separable  and  Joint 
costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  as  a  part  of  the  Dixie 
project,  Utah,  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 
Costs  allocated  to  nonreimbursable  purposes 
shall  be  nonreturnable  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
the  repayment  capability  of  Indian  lands 
within,  under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the 
project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  ir¬ 
rigation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision 
of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock 
water  use)  and  within  the  repayment  capa¬ 
bility  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such 
costs  that  are  beyond  repayment  capability 
of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a 
separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereinafter 
called  the  ‘development  fund’) ,  which  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  as  herein¬ 
after  provided. 

“(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title  III 
of  this  Act  shall  be  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  as  advances  from  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  available  for 
such  purposes. 

“(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the 
development  fund — 

“(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  facilities  authorized 
in  title  III  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes 
of  this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission,  and 
other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  proceeds 
received  from  recreation  concessionaries), 
including  revenues  which,  after  completion 
of  payout  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as 
required  herein  are  surplus,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  replacement  requirements  of 
said  project:  and 

“ (2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder 
Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects  which, 
after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker- 
Davis  projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  those  proj¬ 
ects:  Provided ,  however,  That  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue  the 
in-lieu-of-tax  payments  to  the  States  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2(c) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment 
Act  so  long  as  revenues  accrue  from  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project;  and 

“(3)  any  Federal  revenues  from  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  South¬ 
west  intertie  located  in  the  States  of 
Nevada  and  Arizona  which,  after  completion 
of  repayment  requirements  of  the  said  part 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest 
intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and 
Arizona,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  said  portion 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest 
intertie  and  related  facilities. 

“(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  credited  to 
the  development  fund  pursuant  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (3)  of  sub¬ 
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section  (c)  of  this  section  and  the  portion 
of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power 
and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona  pursuant  to 
clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
shall  be  available,  without  further  appro¬ 
priation  for — 

“(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacements  of,  and 
emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of 
the  projects,  within  such  separate  limitations 
as  may  be  included  in  annual  appropriation 
Acts;  and 

“(2)  payments  to  reimburse  watef  users 
in  the  State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained 
as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production 
of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam, 
Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water 
between  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  304(f)  of 
this  Act. 

“(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  shall  not  be  available  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  works  comprised  within  any 
unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter  au¬ 
thorized  except  upon  appropriation  by  the 
Congress. 

“(f)  Moneys  credited  to  the  development 
fund  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses 
(1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
and  the  portion  of  revenues  derived  from  the 
sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section  in  excess  of  the  amount  neces¬ 
sary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  ( 1 ) , 
and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section 
shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

“(1)  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  projects 
or  separable  feature  thereof  authorized  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  III  of  this  Act,  which  are  allo¬ 
cated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  Act  within  a  period  not  exceed¬ 
ing  fifty  years  from  the  date  of  completion 
of  each  such  unit  or  separable  feature,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  any  development  period  authorized 
by  law:  Provided,  That  return  of  the  cost, 
if  any,  required  by  section  307  shall  not  be 
made  until  after  the  payout  period  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized  herein; 

“(2)  interest  (including  interest  during 
construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance 
of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (h) 
of  this  section,  and  interest  due  shall  be  a 
first  charge. 

“(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  in  accordance  with  clause  (c)  (2) 
of  this  section  (excluding  only  those  rev¬ 
enues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  for  use  in  Arizona  during  the  pay¬ 
out  period  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as 
authorized  herein)  and  such  other  revenues 
as  remain  in  the  development  fund  after 
making  the  payments  required  by  subsec¬ 
tions  (d)  and  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be 
available  (1)  to  make  payments,  if  any,  as 
required  by  sections  307  and  502  of  this  Act, 
and  (2),  upon  appropriation  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  incurred  in  connection  with 
units  hereafter  constructed  to  provide  for 
the  augmentation  of  the  water  supplies  of 
the  Colorado  River  for  use  below  Lee  Ferry  as 
may  be  authorized  as  a  result  of  the  investi¬ 
gations  and  recommendations  made  pursu¬ 
ant  to  clause  201(a)(2)  and  subsection  203 
(a)  of  this  Act. 

“(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those 
portions  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  each 
unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  allo¬ 
cated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initi¬ 
ating  construction  of  such  unit,  on  the  basis 
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of  the  computed  average  interest  rate  pay¬ 
able  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding 
marketable  public  obligations  which  are  nei¬ 
ther  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for 
fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

“(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  annually  for  all  op¬ 
erations  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

“Sec.  404.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the 
Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Congress,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from 
and  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the 
project  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The 
report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to 
reflect  accurately  the  Federal  investment  al¬ 
located  at  that  time  to  power,  to  irrigation, 
and  to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  re¬ 
turn  and  repayment  thereon,  and  the  esti¬ 
mated  rate  of  progress,  year  by  year,  in  ac¬ 
complishing  full  repayment. 

“TITLE  V— UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  AUTHORIZATION  AND  REIM¬ 
BURSEMENTS 

“Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel 
Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado;  and 
the  Central  Utah  project  (Uintah  unit) , 
Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105;  43  U.S.C.  620) ,  and  to  provide  for  the 
completion  of  planning  reports  on  other  par¬ 
ticipating  projects,  clause  (2)  of  section  1 
of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i) 
inserting  the  words  ‘and  the  Uintah  unit’ 
after  the  word  ‘phase’  within  the  parentheses 
following  ‘Central  Utah’,  (ii)  deleting  the 
words  ‘Pine  River  Extension’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  words  ‘Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  San 
Miguel’,  (iii)  adding  after  the  words  ‘Smith 
Fork;’  the  proviso  ‘ Provided ,  That  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
project  shall  not  be  undertaken  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  until  he  has  completed  a  feasibility  re¬ 
port  on  such  unit  and  submitted  such  re¬ 
port  to  the  Congress  along  with  his  certifica¬ 
tion  that,  in  his  judgment,  the  benefits  of 
such  unit  or  segment  will  exceed  the  costs 
and  that  such  unit  is  physically  and  finan¬ 
cially  feasible:’.  Section  2  of  said  Act  is 
hereby  further  amended  by  (i)  deleting  the 
words  ‘Parshall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear, 
San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek, 
East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores, 
Fruit  Growers  Extension,  Animas-La  Plata’, 
and  inserting  after  the  words  ‘Yellow  Jacket’ 
the  words  ‘Basalt,  Middle  Park  (including  the 
Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure  units). 
Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  East  River, 
Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  emits) , 
Lower  Yampa  (including  the  Juniper  and 
Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Yampa  (in¬ 
cluding  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and 
Toponas  units)’;  (ii)  by  inserting  after  the 
word  ‘Sublette’  the  words  ‘(including  a  di¬ 
version  of  water  from  the  Green  River  to 
the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming) , 
Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project, 
San  Juan  County  (Utah) ,  Price  River,  Grand 
County  (Utah) ,  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper 
(Utah)’;  and  (iii)  changing  the  period  after 
‘projects’  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  follow¬ 
ing  proviso:  ‘Provided,  That  the  planning  re¬ 
port  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central 
Utah  participating  project  shall  be  com¬ 
pleted  on  or  before  December  31,  1974,  to  en¬ 
able  the  United  States  of  America  to  meet 
the  commitments  heretofore  made  to  the  Ute 
Indian  Tribe  of  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  In¬ 
dian  Reservation  under  the  agreement  dated 
September  20,  1965  (Contract  Numbered 
14-06-W-194) .’.  The  amount  which  section 
12  of  said  Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated 
is  hereby  further  increased  by  the  sum  of 
$392,000,000,  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if 
any,  as  may  be  required,  by  reason  of 


changes  in  construction  costs  as  indicated 
by  engineering  cost  indices  applicable  to  the 
type  of  construction  involved.  This  addi¬ 
tional  sum  shall  be  available  solely  for  the 
construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel 
projects  herein  authorized. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed 
as  nearly  as  practicable  with  the  construction 
of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  partici¬ 
pating  Federal  reclamation  projects  concur¬ 
rently  with  the  construction  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  to  the  end  that  such  projects 
shall  be  completed  not  later  than  the  date 
of  the  first  delivery  of  water  from  said  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project:  Provided,  That  an  ap¬ 
propriate  repayment  contract  for  each  of  said 
participating  projects  shall  have  been  ex¬ 
ecuted  as  provided  in  section  4  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107) 
before  construction  shall  start  on  that  par¬ 
ticular  project. 

“(c)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  re¬ 
clamation  project  shall  be  constructed  and 
operated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the 
engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on 
May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Document 
436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Provided,  That 
construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken 
until  and  unless  the  States  of  Colorado  and 
New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified  the  following 
compact  to  which  the  consent  of  Congress  is 
hereby  given : 

“  ‘Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

“  ‘The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  in  order  to  implement  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Re¬ 
clamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a 
proposed  participating  project  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105),  and  being  moved  by  considerations  of 
interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude 
a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed 
upon  the  following  articles: 

“  ‘article  i 

“  ‘A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water 
in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  from  the  La 
Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including 
return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas 
River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico  un¬ 
der  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclama¬ 
tion  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of  equal  prior¬ 
ity  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of  the 
Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water 
in  Colorado  for  that  project,  providing  such 
uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within  the  allocation 
of  water  made  to  that  state  by  articles  III 
and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“  ‘B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence 
of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be 
construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  ar¬ 
ticle. 

“  ‘ARTICLE  II 

“  ‘This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and 
obligatory  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory 
States.’ 

“(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel, 
West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating 
projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  proj¬ 
ect,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acre¬ 
age  for  which  any  single  ownership  may  re¬ 
ceive  project  water  at  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in 
other  land  classes. 

“(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water 
for  any  project  or  any  parts  thereof  con¬ 
structed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act 
within  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of 
Colorado  only,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to 
comply  with  the  constitution  and  statutes  of 
the  State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of 
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appropriation;  with  State  and  Federal  court 
decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto;  and  with 
operating  principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the 
Secretary  and  approved  by  the  State  of 
Colorado. 

“(f)  The  words  ‘any  western  slope  appro¬ 
priations’  contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled 
‘Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities 
and  Auxiliary  Features’,  shall  mean  and 
refer  to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made 
for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thomp¬ 
son  Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado; 
and  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  de¬ 
fines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  para¬ 
graph  (i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect 
or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising 
under  said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80 
or  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

“Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund  established  under  section  5  of  the  Act 
of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107),  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  755)  for  the  money  expended  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in 
generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling 
period  of  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 
the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed. 
Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962).  For  this  purpose, 
$500,000  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover 
Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing  with  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred 
from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund, 
in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the 
purposes  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act, 
until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished. 
To  the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such 
reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987, 
the  amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall 
then  be  transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund,  as  provided 
in  subsection  (g)  of  section  403. 

“TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS: 

DEFINITIONS:  CONDITIONS 

"Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or 
be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63 
Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the 
United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994), 
the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Califor¬ 
nia,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  except  as 
otherwise  provided  herein,  the  Boulder  Can¬ 
yon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057) ,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat. 
774)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Act  (70  Stat.  1053). 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

“(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five- 
year  period  starting  on  October  1,  1970.  Such 
reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with 
the  States  of  the  lower  basin  individually 
and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
mission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the 
President,  the  Congress,  and  the  Governors 
of  each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact; 

“(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  de¬ 
livery  of  water  originating  in  the  drainage 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon 
the  availability  of  water  under  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact. 

“(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are 
directed  to  comply  with  the  applicable  pro- 
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visions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty, 
compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and 
release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  all  facilities 
in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the 
jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance 
of  all  works  which  may  be  authorized  here¬ 
after  for  the  augmentation  of  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the 
event  of  failure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency 
to  so  comply,  any  affected  State  may  main¬ 
tain  an  action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of 
this  section  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  and  consent  is  given  to  the 
joinder  of  the  United  States  as  a  party  in 
such  suit  or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or  other¬ 
wise. 

“Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  fully  comply  with 
and  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria 
for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation 
of  the  reservoirs  constructed  and  operated 
under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act,  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Adjustment  Act.  To  effect  in  part  the  pur¬ 
poses  expressed  in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria 
shall  make  provision  for  the  storage  of  water 
in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  and  releases  of  water  from  Lake 
Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of 
priority : 

“(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the 
deficiency  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  de¬ 
ficiency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States 
of  the  Upper  Division,  but  in  any  event  such 
releases,  if  any,  shall  not  be  required  in  any 
year  that  the  Secretary  makes  the  determina¬ 
tion  and  issues  the  proclamation  specified  in 
section  202  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  less  such 
quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of 
the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  from  other 
sources. 

"(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the 
releases  specified  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of 
this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission  and  representatives 
of  the  three  Lower  Division  States  and  tak¬ 
ing  into  consideration  all  relevant  factors 
(including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic 
streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  of  rec¬ 
ord,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply) ,  shall 
find  this  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure 
deliveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without 
impairment  of  annual  consumptive  uses  in 
the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado 
River  Compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so 
required  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from 
Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  rea¬ 
sonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the  Lower 
Division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such 
releases  shall  be  made  when  the  active  stor¬ 
age  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active 
storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as 
nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake 
Mead  equal  to  the  active  storage  in  Lake 
Powell,  and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills 
from  Lake  Powell. 

“(b)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the 
criteria  proposed  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such 
other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate  for  their  review  and 
comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  July  1, 
1970,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate 
criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and 
publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Beginning  January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  there¬ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the 


Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing 
the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted 
criteria  for  the  preceding  compact  water  year 
and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current 
year.  As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experi¬ 
ence  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to 
better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after 
correspondence  with  the  Governors  of  the 
seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  ap¬ 
propriate  consultation  with  such  State  repre¬ 
sentatives  as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

“(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  shall  be  administered  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

“Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to 
the  consumptive  use  of  water  available  to 
that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
under  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not 
be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such 
water  in  the  lower  basin. 

“(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
so  as  to  impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise 
change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission. 

“Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act,  in  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  units  of  the  projects  herein 
and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretary  shall 
be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a 
supplement. 

“Sec.  605.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act 
(41  Stat.  1963;  16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  the  reaches  of  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover 
Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

“Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act,  (a)  all  terms 
which  are  defined  in  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  shall  have  the  meanings  therein  de¬ 
fined; 

"(b)  ‘Main  stream’  means  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  downstream  from  Lee 
Ferry,  within  the  United  States,  including 
the  reservoirs  thereon; 

“(c)  ‘User’  or  ‘water  user’  in  relation  to 
main-stream  water  in  the  lower  basin  means 
the  United  States  or  any  person  or  legal 
entity  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340) 
to  use  main-stream  water  when  available 
thereunder; 

“(d)  ‘Active  storage’  means  that  amount 
of  water  in  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of 
bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through 
the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works; 

“(e)  ‘Colorado  River  Basin  States’  means 
the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming; 
and 

'  “(f)  ‘Augment’  or  ‘augmentation’,  when 
used  herein  with  reference  to  water,  means 
to  increase  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
or  its  tributaries  by  the  introduction  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  system,  which 
is  in  addition  to  the  natural  supply  of  the 
system.’’ 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to 
authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project,  and  for  other  purposes.’’ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinall]. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 
Two  hundred  and  twenty-seven  Mem¬ 
bers  are  present,  a  quorum. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

TITLE  AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  ASPINALL 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Aspinall: 
Amend  the  title  of  S.  1004  to  read:  “An 
Act  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  title  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  3300)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  .all  Members 
desiring  to  do  so  may  have  5  legislative 
days  in  which  to  extend  their  remarks 
on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  BIESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  139,  on  May  15,  a  quorum  call,  I  am 
recorded  as  absent.  I  was  present  and 
answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  11308,  NATIONAL  FOUNDA¬ 
TION  ON  THE  ARTS  AND  THE  HU¬ 
MANITIES  OF  1965 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
^Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  11308)  to 
\mend  the  National  Foundation  on  the 
Aids  and  the  Humanities  of  1965,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to 
the  Senate  amendments,  and  request  a 
conference  with  the  Senate  thereon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky?  ThXchair  hears  none;  and  ap¬ 
points  the  fallowing  conferees:  Messrs. 
Perkins,  Thompson  of  New  Jersey,  Carey, 
Scheuer,  BradIsmas,  Ayres,  Goodell, 
Ashbrook,  and  KfciD  of  New  York. 


PROGRAM  FOR  THE  BALANCE  OF 
THIS  WEEK  ANDVHE  WEEK  OF 
MONDAY,  MAY  20,  N368 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  a\d  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  jHouse  for  1 
minute.)  \ 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  iNake  this 
time  in  order  to  ask  the  majoritjMeader 
to  kindly  advise  us  as  to  whether  or  not 
there  is  any  more  program  for  this  week 
and  the  program  for  the  following  we^k. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  thk, 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 
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^iGHLIGHTS:  Senate  agreed 
Redwood  National  Park  bill, 
as  amendment  to  education. 


conference  report  on  Public >Law  l;80.  House  debated 
Sen.  Javits  submitted  school  lunch  and  breakfast  bills 

dll. 


SENATE 

1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
17903,  the  public  works  and  atomic  energy  appropriation  bill,  1969  (! 
1U05).  /p.  S8576 


.  R. 

Rept. 


\ 


-  2  - 


2.  E 


ICATION.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  18366,  to  amend  the  Vocational  Education 
Ac\  of  1963  (pp.  S8682-713,  S8719-23,  S8729-32).  Agreed  to  a  motion  to  substi¬ 
tute  the  language  of  S.  3770,  a  companion  bill  (p.  S8682) .  Sen.  Javits  submitted 
the  school  lunch  and  school  breakfast  bills  as  an  amendment  (pp.  S8704-4.3) .  By 
unanimous -consent  it  was  agreed  that  at  conclusion  of  routine  mornine/ousiness 
on  Wed.AJuly  17,  debate  will  be  equally  divided  between  Sens.  Javit£  and 

Ellender  Op.  S8730).  , 

Passed,  83-0,  with  amendments  S.  3769,  the  proposed  Higher  Education  Ac 

Amendments  of\1968.  pp.  S8637-82 


3.  PUBLIC  LAW  480;  fWOD  FOR  FREEDOM.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2986, 
to  extend  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance/Act  (p.  S8637) . 

For  provisions  of  ctje  conference  report  see  Digest  120.  Tnis  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the 


President 


4.  RECLAMATION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  1004,  to  authorize  the  construction, 

operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  project  (pp.  S8724-29). 
House  conferees  have  not  been  appointed.  i 


5.  OCEANOGRAPHY.  H.  R.  13781,  ttih  sea  grant  collegk  proposal,  was  referred  to  the 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Commiutee  and  the  committee  instructed  to  report  the 
bill  to  the  Senate  before  the  clise  of  busipfess  on  Wed.,  July  17.  p.  S8719 


11, 


TRADE  FAIRS.  Received  from  Commerce' 
Trade  Fairs  Act,  for  the  fiscal  year 


report  of  activities  under  the  Mobile 
I9j0f7.  p.  S8575 


7.  FISHERIES.  Received  from  Interior  a  j^rop^sed  bill  to  extend  the  provisions  of 
the  Commercial  Fisheries  Research  pnd  Development  Act  of  1964;  to  the  Commerce 
Committee,  p.  S8576 


8.  MANPOWER.  Sen.  Murphy  submitted  an  amendment  t\  S.  2938  which  would  authorize 
a  2-year  program  of  grants  ty  the  States,  with  che  Federal  Government  providing 
not  to  exceed  75  percent  of/the  cost  of  the  Statens  supplement  efforts  and 
activities,  under  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act  of  1962.  p.  S8608-1. 


9.  EMPLOYMENT.  Sen.  Javits^ reported  that  New  York  State  has  increased  maximum 

weekly  workman's  compensation  and  disability  benefits  effective  July  1,  1968, 
in  support  of  his  amendment  to  the  occupational  health  an^  safety  bill.  pp. 
S8613-4 


10.  RURAL  MAIL.  Seu<  Hollings  stated  that  the  post  office  "shoulc!\be  exempt  from 
the  employment  limitation  in  the  new  tax  law"  and  pointed  out  o^iat  not  many 
Senators  waive  to  see  rural  mail  service  decimated,  p.  S8618 


HUNGER.  S4n.  Proxmire  asked  for  immediate  ratification  of  the  Humart\Rights 
Conventions  so  that  the  U.  S.  can  formally  go  on  record  concerning  the  inter¬ 
national  guarantees  of  human  rights  to  aid  the  starving  in  Biafra.  p\S8420 


12.  CONSERVATION .  Sen.  Metcalf  praised  the  President's  signing  into  law  the  bill 
provide  new  sources  of  revenue  for  the'  land  and  water  conservation  fund, 
qp.  S8636 
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percent  of  these  at  a  cost  of  $10  per 
student  would  cost  $3,680,000.  Newly  es¬ 
tablished  homemakers  especially  need 
training  in  managing  income,  providing 
foodphousing,  and  child  care. 

ManV  States  have  been  successful  in 
reaching  women,  who  could  not  attend 
other  types  of  classes,  through  programs 
set  up  in  public  housing  units.  In  these 
programs,  trained  home  economists  pro¬ 
vide  instruction  in  feeding  the  family, 
family  relationships,  child  care  and 
guidance,  clothingrthe  family,  budgeting, 
home  improvement  community  leader¬ 
ship,  and  citizensmp  responsibilities. 
There  are  in  1968  a  total  of  11,044  hous¬ 
ing  projects  with  a  tRal  of  7,100,000 
dwelling  units  in  the  United  States.  If 
one  full-time  teacher  werRemployed  in 
each  project  it  would  take  l\044  teach¬ 
ers  and  cost  about  $110,440,0(Kb 

We  also  need  to  provide  induction 
for  parents  of  students  with  \pecial 
needs,  for  migrant  workers,  for  theRder- 
ly — both  in  nursing  homes  and  in  tReir 
own  homes — and  for  homemakers  leaVr 
ing  mental  institutions  and  penal  insti\ 
tutions.  , 

In  addition,  there  is  a  need  to  expand 
resources  to  improve  supervision,  teach¬ 
er  education,  and  development  of  in¬ 
structional  materials  in  home  economics. 
Special  attention  should  be  given  to  the 
training  of  teachers  who  will  work  with 
the  special  groups.  Conferences,  work¬ 
shops,  and  institutes  are  needed  to  bring 
teachers  up  to  date  and  to  provide  in- 
service  training. 

It  is  increasingly  clear  that  what  hap¬ 
pens  to  a  young  person  in  the  home  has 
as  much  influence  as  what  happens  to 
him  in  schools.  Thus  we  need  to  provide 
training  in  homemaking  and  family  life. 
The  more  we  are  able  to  do  in  the  reg¬ 
ular  school  program,  the  less  we  will 
have  to  do  in  the  future  in  remedial 
programs. 

In  the  entire  educational  field  we  are 
just  beginning  to  realize  the  need  and 
responsibility  for  providing  continuing 
education  for  adults.  What  we  have  done 
to  date  is  only  a  very  small  part  of  what 
needs  to  be  done.  This  is  especially  true/ 
in  regard  to  home  making  and  famfly 
life  education.  No  segment  of  education 
offers  so  much  promise  of  providing  a 
vital  and  needed  service  to  this  genera¬ 
tion  and  especially  to  succeeding  gen¬ 
erations.  / 

We  have  proven  by  programs  con¬ 
ducted  in  my  State  and  hi  every  part 
of  the  country  that  we  cim  do  the  job 
that  needs  to  be  done.  We  have  seen  that 
everywhere  programs /are  established, 
the  demand  for  them/fs  far  greater  than 
we  are  able  to  provide.  But  if  we  are 
to  meet  these  ne^ds,  we  must  provide 
the  basic  frameVork  now  for  these  pro¬ 
grams  and  we/ must  provided  the  re¬ 
sources  to  support  them.  The  States  have 
been  providing  the  major  support  of 
homemaking  programs  but  need  addi¬ 
tional  Federal  support  both  in  funds  and 
program  activities. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL 
/  WEDNESDAY,  JULY  17,  1968 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  Senate 
completes  its  business  today,  it  stands  in 


adjournment  until  12  noon  on  Wednes¬ 
day,  July  17,  1968. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SECRETARY 
OF  THE  SENATE  TO  RECEIVE  MES¬ 
SAGES  AND  SIGN  BILLS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
uninamous  consent  that  during  the  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  Senate  following  to¬ 
day’s  session,  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  be  authorized  to  receive  messages 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  that 
the  Vice  President  be  authorized  to  sign 
duly  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions, 
and  that  committees  be  authorized  to 
file  reports. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


DEFENSE  PROCUREMENT  AUTHORI¬ 
ZATION  BILL,  1969 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  thy 
Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a  message 
J'rom  the  House  of  Representatives/on 
Sk  3293.  / 

Rfiie  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
fore^he  Senate  amendment  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill/iS.  3293) 
to  authorize  appropriations /luring  the 
fiscal  year  1969  for  procurement  of  air¬ 
craft,  missiles,  naval  vessels,  and  tracked 
combat  vehicles,  researon,  development, 
test,  and  evaluation / for  the  Armed 
Forces,  and  toVpresmmie  the  authorized 
personnel  strengSJyof  the  Selected  Re¬ 
serve  of  each  Reserve  component  of  the 
Armed  Forces,  ancnJor  other  purposes, 
which  was,  striRe  ouvall  after  the  enact¬ 
ing  clause,  and  insert 

TIT/E  I — PROCUREMENT 

Sec.  lOlyFunds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  during  the  fiscalVear  1969  for 
the  usa/xif  the  Armed  Forces  orvthe  United 
States/for  procurement  of  aircraft  missiles, 
navar  vessels,  and  tracked  combatNyehicles, 
as  Authorized  by  law,  in  amounts  as  Allows : 
/  AIRCRAFT  \ 

'  For  aircraft:  for  the  Army,  $735,447,000pfor 
the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps,  $2, 556, 988, 000, Rf 
which  $241,800,000  is  authorized  to  be  ap\ 
propriated  only  for  F— 4J  aircraft  and  $162,- 
800,000  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only 
for  EA-6B  aircraft;  for  the  Air  Force,  $5,212,- 
000,000. 

MISSILES 

For  missiles:  for  the  Army,  $956,140,000;  for 
the  Navy,  $848,212,000,  of  which  $55,500,000 
is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only  for  the 
Phoenix  missile;  for  the  Marine  Corps,  $13,- 
500,000;  for  the  Air  Force,  $1,768,000,000. 

NAVAL  VESSELS 

For  naval  vessels:  for  the  Navy,  $1,360,- 
500,000,  of  which  $52,000,000  is  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  only  for  the  procurement  of 
long  leadtime  components  that  could  be  used 
in  vessels  of  either  the  DXGN  or  DLGN  types 
and  $22,500,000  is  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  only  for  long  leadtime  components  for 
an  improved  nuclear-powered  attack  sub¬ 
marine  of  new  design. 

TRACKED  COMBAT  VEHICLES 

For  tracked  combat  vehicles :  for  the  Army, 
$299,426,000;  for  the  Marine  Corps,  $10,- 
800,000. 

TITLE  II— RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST,  AND  EVALUATION 

Sec.  201.  Funds  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  during  the  fiscal  year  1969  for 
the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 


States  for  research,  development,  test,  /nd 
evaluation,  as  authorized  by  law,  in  amounts 
as  follows :  / 

For  the  Army,  $1,631,900,000  of  which  $70,- 
400,000  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only 
for  programwide  management  ana  support; 

For  the  Navy  (including  /the  Marine 
Corps),  $2,192,721,000,  of  whicg  (a)  $46,900,- 
000  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  only  for 
the  development  of  the  PHOENIX  missile 
system,  (b)  $70,000,000  \a  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  only  for  tlyf  development  of  the 
VFX-1  aircraft,  (c)  $4(000,000  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  only  for  development  of 
an  improved  nuclear  attack  submarine  to  be 
included  in  the  fiscal  year  1970  procurement 
program,  and  (y)  $16,400,000  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  only  for  an  improved  nu¬ 
clear-powered/ attack  submarine  of  new  de¬ 
sign  to  be  procured  in  years  after  fiscal  year 
1970.  / 

For  thy  Air  Force,  $3,553,808,000;  and 

For  the  Defense  Agencies,  $487,522,000. 

Sec/202.  None  of  the  funds  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  by  this  Act  may  be  used  for 
development  or  procurement  of  the  F-111B 
aircraft. 

/  TITLE  III — RESERVE  FORCES 

Sec.  301.  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July 
1,  1968,  and  ending  June  30,  1969,  the  Se¬ 
lected  Reserve  of  each  reserve  component 
of  the  Armed  Forces  will  be  programed  to  at¬ 
tain  an  average  strength  of  not  less  than  the 
following: 

(1)  The  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  400,000. 

(2)  The  Army  Reserve,  260,000. 

(3)  The  Naval  Reserve,  128,407. 

(4)  The  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  47,204. 

(5)  The  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  77,371. 

(6)  The  Air  Force  Reserve,  45,526. 

(7)  The  Coast  Guard  Reserve,  17,700. 

Sec.  302.  The  average  strength  prescribed 
by  section  301  of  this  title  for  the  Selected 
Reserve  of  any  reserve  component  shall  be 
proportionately  reduced  by  (1)  the  total 
authorized  strength  of  units  organized  to 
serve  as  units  of  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such 
component  which  are  on  active  duty  (other 
than  for  training)  at  any  time  during  the 
fiscal  year,  not  including  those  units  ordered 
to  active  duty  in  January  1968,  and  (2)  the 
total  number  of  individual  members  not  in 
units  organized  to  serve  as  units  of  the  Se¬ 
lected  Reserve  of  such  component  who  are 
on  active  duty  (other  than  for  training  or 
for  unsatisfactory  participation  in  training) 
without  their  consent  at  any  time  during 
the  fiscal  year.  Whenever  any  such  units,  in¬ 
cluding  those  units  ordered  to  active  duty 
\n  January  1968,  or  such  individual  members 
ai>e  released  from  active  duty  during  any 
fis\l  year,  the  average  strength  for  such 
fisc^k  year  for  the  Selected  Reserve  of  such 
reserve^  component  shall  be  proportionately 
increased  by  the  total  authorized  strength 
of  such  \nits  and  by  the  total  number  of 
such  individual  members. 

Sec.  303.  Subsection  (e)  of  title  I  of  Public 
Law  89-687  RjO  Stat.  981)  is  amended  by 
deleting  “Jun^^O,  1968”  and  substituting 
“June  30,  1969”.  \ 

TITLE  IV— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  401.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  401  of 
Public  Law  89-367,  approved  March  15,  1966 
(80  Stat.  37)  as  amende^,  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  “Fluids  authorized  for 
appropriation  for  the  use  oPihe  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States  under  this  or  any  other 
Act  are  authorized  to  be  machs  available  for 
their  stated  purposes  to  support  (1)  Viet¬ 
namese  and  other  Free  World  Forces  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  (2)  local  forces  in  Laos  andXThailand; 
and  for  related  costs,  during  the  fiscal  year 
1969  on  such  terms  and  conditions  >as  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  determine.”  \ 

Sec.  402.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  law,  the  civilian  employee  man¬ 
ning  levels  at  naval  shipyards  shall  be  ex\ 
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empt  from  any  numerical  manpower  limita¬ 
tions  applicable  to  the  Navy,  but  shall  be 
governed  by  the  availability  of  funds  allo¬ 
cated  fb,r  ship  construction,  conversion,  over¬ 
haul,  alteration,  and  repair. 

Sec.  403\No  funds  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  Act,  or  any  other  Act  shall 
be  expended  Softer  January  1,  1969,  by  any 
armed  force  of\he  United  States  for  the  con¬ 
tract  procuremNit  of  commercial  airlift 
utilizing  piston  ptwered  aircraft  until  con¬ 
tract  preference  hak  been  given  to  offerors 
of  modern  turbine  powered  airrcaft  of  com¬ 
parable  capacity:  Provided,  That  no  funds 
may  be  appropriated  after  January  1,  1969, 
or  expended  after  JanuaNl,  1969,  to  or  for 
the  use  of,  any  armed  forte  of  the  United 
States  for  the  contract  procirtf merit  of  com¬ 
mercial  airlift  unless  the  appropriation  of 
such  funds  has  been  authorized  by  legisla¬ 
tion  enacted  after  June  30,  1968. \ 

Sec.  404.  (a)  Chapter  153  of  title  TO,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  addingvat  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section\ 

“§  2576.  Obsolete  and  surplus  military  equip¬ 
ment:  sale  to  State,  local  law  N- 
forcement,  and  firefighting  agen\, 
cies 

“(a)  The  Secretary  of  Defense,  under  reg¬ 
ulations  prescribed  by  him,  shall  sell  to  State, 
local  law  enforcement  and  firefighting  agen¬ 
cies,  at  fair  market  value,  obsolete  and  sur¬ 
plus  military  equipment  which  is  useful  in 
equipping  such  agencies  to  carry  out  their 
functions  and  duties. 

“(b)  Obsolete  and  surplus  military  equip¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  sold  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  to  a  State,  local  law  enforce¬ 
ment  or  firefighting  agency  unless  request 
therefor  is  made  by  such  agency,  in  such 
form  and  manner  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  prescribe,  and  such  request,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  type  and  amount  of  equipment 
so  requested,  is  certified  as  being  necessary 
for  the  operation  of  such  agency  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  (or  such  State  official  as  he  may  desig¬ 
nate)  of  the  State  in  which  such  agency  is 
looated.  Equipment  sold  to  a  State,  local  law 
enforoment  or  firefighting  agency  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed,  in  quantity,  the 
amount  requested  and  certified  for  such 
agency  and  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  use  of 
such  agency.  Such  equipment  may  not  be 
sold,  or  otherwise  transferred,  by  such  agency 
to  any  individual  or  public  or  private  orga¬ 
nization  or  agenoy.” 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  at  the  beginning 
of  chapter  153  of  such  title  is  amended  by 
adding  to  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“2576.  Obsolete  and  surplus  military  equip¬ 
ment:  sale  to  State,  local  law  eriy 
forcement,  and  firefighting  agen£ 
cies.”  / 

Sec.  405.  No  funds  authorized  for  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  use  of  the  Armed  Forces  of 
the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  or  the  provisions  of  any  other  Jaw  shall 
be  available  for  the  purchase,  leasp;  rental,  or 
other  acquisition  of  multipass^nger  motor 
vehicles  (buses)  other  than  rriulti passenger 
motor  vehicles  (buses)  manufactured  in  the 
United  States,  except  as  ny(y  be  authorized 
by  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  solely  to  insure  that  compliance 
with  this  prohibition  wm  not  result  in  either 
an  uneconomical  procurement  action  or  one 
which  would  adversely  affect  the  national  in¬ 
terests  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  406.  Sectiqn  2304(g)  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  is, Amended  by  inserting  a  com¬ 
ma  after  th^/word  “proposals”  where  first 
used  in  that  section  and  inserting  after  the 
comma  thte words  “including  price,”. 

Sec.  407’  (a)  Section  136  of  title  10,  United 
States  Uohe,  is  amended — 

( 1 ) /by  inserting  after  the  first  sentence  in 
subsection  (b)  the  following  new  sentences:. 
“Qrie  of  the  Assistant  Secretaries  shall  be  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Health 
Affairs.  He  shall  have  as  his  principal  duty 


the  overall  supervision  of  health  affairs  of 
the  Department  of  Defense.”,  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection : 

“(g)  Within  the  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Health  Affairs  there 
shall  be  a  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Dental  Affairs  who  shall  be  ap¬ 
pointed  from  civilian  life  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.  Subject  to  the  supervision  and  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Health  Affairs,  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  be  responsible  for  all  matters  re¬ 
lating  to  dental  affairs  within  the  Office  of 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Health 
Affairs.” 

(b)  Until  otherwise  provided  by  operation 
of  law,  the  individual  holding  office  as  the 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Health  and  Medical)  on  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  shall  perform  the  duties  of  the 
office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Health  Affairs  established  by  this  section. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  and  request  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  on  the  disagree- 
Nfi  votes  of  the  two  Houses,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

MrNPresident,  this  is  the  military  au¬ 
thorization  bill. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Shhcer  appointed  Mr.  Stennis, 
Mr.  Symington,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mrs. 
Smith,  and  Mr.  Thurmond  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  iSenate. 


COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT 
ACT 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a  message 
from  the  House  of  Represenatives  on 
S.  1004. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
1004)  to  authorize  the  construction,  op¬ 
eration,  and  maintenance  of  the  central 
Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was,  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause,  and 
insert: 

TITLE  I — COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 
PROJECT:  OBJECTIVES 

Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act”. 

Sec.  102.  (a)  It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to 
provide  a  program  for  the  further  compre¬ 
hensive  development  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  additional  and  adequate  water  sup¬ 
plies  for  use  in  the  upper  as  well  as  in  the 
lower  Colorado  River  Basin.  This  program  is 
declared  to  be  for  the  purposes  among  others, 
of  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River; 
controlling  floods;  improving  navigation; 
providing  for  the  storage  and  delivery  of  the 
waters  of  the  Colorado  River  for  reclamation 
of  land,  including  supplemental  water  sup¬ 
plies,  and  for  municipal,  industrial,  and 
other  beneficial  purposes;  improving  water 
quality;  providing  for  basic  public  outdoor 
recreation  facilities;  improving  conditions 
for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  the  generation  and 
sale  of  electrical  power  as  an  incident  of  the 
foregoing  purposes. 

(b)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  continue 
to  develop,  after  consultation  with  affected 
States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies,  a 
regional  water  plan,  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  and  with  future  authoriza¬ 


tions,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under  which 
projects  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  be 
coordinated  and  constructed  with  proper 
timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate  supply  of 
water  may  be  made  available  for  such  proj¬ 
ects,  whether  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter 
authorized. 

TITLE  II— INVESTIGATIONS  AND 
PLANNING 

Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Water  Resources  Council, 
acting  in  accordance  with  the  procedure  pre¬ 
scribed  in  section  103  of  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act  (79  Stat.  244),  shall  within  one 
year  following  the  effective  date  of  this  Act 
establish  principles,  standards,  and  proce¬ 
dures  for  the  program  of  investigations  and 
submittal  of  plans  and  reports  authorized 
by  this  title.  The  Secretary,  in  conformity 
with  the  principles,  standards,  and  proce¬ 
dures  so  established,  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to — 

(1)  prepare  estimates  of  the  long-range 
water  supply  available  for  consumptive  use 
in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  of  current  water 
requirements  therein,  and  of  the  rate  of 
growth  of  water  requirements  therein  to  at 
least  the  year  2030; 

(2)  investigate  and  recommend  sources  and 
means  of  supplying  water  to  meet  the  cur¬ 
rent  and  anticipated  water  requirements  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin,  either  directly  or 
by  exchange,  including  reductions  in  losses, 
importations  from  sources  outside  the  nat¬ 
ural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River 
system,  desalination,  weather  modification, 
and  other  means:  Provided,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  not,  under  the  authority  of  this 
clause  or  anything  in  this  Act  contained, 
make  any  recommendation  for  importing  wa¬ 
ter  into  the  Colorado  River  system  from 
other  river  basins  without  the  approval  of 
those  States  which  will  be  affected  by  such 
exportation,  said  approval  to  be  obtained  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  the  procedure  and 
criteria  established  by  section  1  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944  (  58  Stat.  887); 

(3)  undertake  investigations,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  other  concerned  agencies,  of  means 
for  maintaining  an  adequate  water  quality 
throughout  the  Colorado  River  Basin; 

(4)  investigate  means  of  providing  for 
prudent  water  conservation  practices  to  per¬ 
mit  maximum  beneficial  utilization  of  avail¬ 
able  water  supplies  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin; 

(5)  investigate  and  prepare  estimates  of 
the  long-range  water  supply  in  States  and 
areas  from  which  water  could  be  imported 
into  the  Colorado  River  system,  together  with 
estimates  and  plans  to  satisfy  the  probable 
ultimate  requirements  for  water  within  such 
States  and  areas  of  origin  for  all  purposes, 
including  but  not  limited  to  consumptive 
use,  navigation,  river  regulation,  power,  en¬ 
hancement  of  fishery  resources,  pollution 
control,  and  disposal  of  wastes  to  the  ocean, 
and  estimates  of  the  quantities  of  water,  if 
any,  that  will  be  available  in  excess  of  such 
requirements. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  prepare  reconnaissance  reports  cov¬ 
ering  the  matters  set  out  in  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  and  such  reports  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  President  and  to  the  Congress 
not  later  than  June  30,  1973,  and,  as  revised 
and  updated,  every  five  years  thereafter.  For 
the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  repayment 
of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  any  projects  cov¬ 
ered  by  such  reports,  the  Secretary  shall  take 
into  account  such  assistance  as  may  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  from 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  (70 
Stat.  107),  and  to  the  States  of  the  Lower 
Division  from  the  development  fund  estab¬ 
lished  by  section  403  of  this  Act. 

(c)  On  the  basis  of  the  investigations  and 
studies  performed  pursuant  to  this  section, 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(a)(2)  and  section  203  hereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  prepare  a  feasibility  report  on  a  plan 
which  shows  the  most  economical  means  of 
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augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in  the 
Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and 
one-half  million  acre-feet  annually.  The 
recommended  plan  may  include  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  works  and  facilities  by  such  successive 
stages  as  are  estimated  to  be  necessary  to 
alleviate  critical  water  shortages  as  they 
occur.  The  report  prepared  pursuant  to  this 
subsection,  along  with  comments  of  the 
affected  States  and  appropriate  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  thereon,  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  1975. 

Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the 
satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado 
River  constitutes  a  national  obligation  which 
shall  be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water 
augmentation  project  planned  pursuant  to 
section  201  of  this  Act  and  authorized  by 
the  Congress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the 
Upper  Division  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah, 
and  Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the  Lower 
Division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada) 
shall  be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which 
may  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so 
long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in 
operation  which  augment  the  water  supply  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity 
as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses  of 
water  associated  with  the  performance  of 
that  treaty:  Provided,  That  the  satisfaction 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  (Treaty  Series  994,  59  Stat.  1219), 
shall  be  from  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  pursuant  to  the  treaties,  laws,  and 
compacts  presently  relating  thereto,  until 
such  time  as  a  feasibility  plan  showing  the 
most  economical  means  of  augmenting  the 
water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River 
below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and  one-half  million 
acre-feet  shall  be  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  pursuant  to  section  201(a)  (2)  and 
201(c),  plan  works  to  import  water  into  the 
Colorado  River  system  from  sources  outside 
the  natural  drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he 
shall  make  provision  for  adequate  and  equi¬ 
table  protection  of  the  interests  of  the  States 
and  areas  of  origin,  including  assistance  from 
funds  specified  in  section  201(b)  of  this  Act, 
to  the  end  that  water  supplies  may  be  avail¬ 
able  for  use  in  such  States  and  areas  of 
origin  adequate  to  satisfy  their  ultimate 
requirements  at  prices  to  users  not  adversely 
affected  by  the  exportation  of  water  to  the 
Colorado  River  system. 

(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future,  for 
water  within  any  State  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river 
basin  from  which  water  is  exported  by  works 
planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have  a 
priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of 
the  waters  of  that  river  basin,  for  all  pur¬ 
poses,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water  de¬ 
livered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  interstate 
agreement. 

Sec.  204.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  an¬ 
nually  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  re¬ 
ports  covering  progress  on  the  investigations 
and  reports  authorized  by  this  title. 

Sec.  205.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  are  required  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

TITLE  III— AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTEC¬ 
TION  OF  EXISTING  USES 

Sec.  301.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnish¬ 
ing  irrigation  water  and  municipal  water 
supplies  to  the  water-deficient  areas  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  western  New  Mexico  through  direct 
diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  control  of 
floods,  conservation  and  development  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement  of  rec¬ 
reation  opportunities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Secretary  shall  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona  Project, 
consisting  of  the  following  principal  works: 
(1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and  canals. 


including  a  main  canal  and  pumping  plants 
(Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping 
plants),  for  diverting  and  carrying  water 
from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  system  shall  have  a  ca¬ 
pacity  of  not  to  exceed  two  thousand  five 
hundred  cubic  feet  per  second;  (2)  Orme 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant 
or  suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated  as  not 
to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and 
to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those  rights 
are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District 
of  Arizona  bn  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States 
against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and 
others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59);  (4) 
Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  shall  be  constructed  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  give  effect  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  304;  (5) 
Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson 
aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila 
aqueduct;  (8)  related  canals,  regulating  fa¬ 
cilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants,  and  elec¬ 
trical  transmission  facilities  required  for  the 
operation  of  said  principal  works;  (9)  related 
water  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and 
(10)  appurtenant  works. 

(b)  Article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall 
be  so  administered  that  in  any  year  in  which, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is  in¬ 
sufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water 
available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main  stream 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so 
limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water 
in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the 
aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  by  hold¬ 
ers  of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other  users 
in  the  State  of  California  served  under  exist¬ 
ing  contracts  with  the  United  States  by  di¬ 
version  works  heretofore  constructed,  and 
by  other  existing  Federal  reservations  in  that 
State,  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and  by  users 
of  the  same  character  in  Arizona  and  Nevada. 
Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall  not 
be  required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  propor¬ 
tion  greater  than  would  have  been  imposed 
in  the  absence  of  this  subsection  301  (b) .  This 
subsection  shall  not  affect  the  relative  priori¬ 
ties,  among  themselves,  of  water  users  in 
Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California  which  are 
senior  to  diversions  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  or  amend  any  provisions  of  said 
decree. 

(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  so  long  as 
the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim 
that  means  are  available  and  in  operation 
which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to 
make  sufficient  mainstream  water  available 
for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use 
of  seven  million  five  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada. 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate 
the  lands  of  the  Salt  River  Pima-Maricopa 
Indian  Community,  Arizona,  and  the  Fort 
McDowell-Apache  Indian  Community,  Ari¬ 
zona,  or  interests  therein,  and  any  allotted 
lands  or  interests  therein  within  said  com¬ 
munities  which  he  determines  are  necessary 
for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United  States 
for  the  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or  alter¬ 
native.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  the 
fair  market  value  of  the  lands  and  interests 
designated,  inclusive  of  improvements.  In 
addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  to¬ 
ward  the  cost  of  relocating  or  replacing  such 
improvements  not  to  exceed  $500,000  in  the 
aggregate,  and  the  amount  offered  for  the 
actual  relocation  or  replacement  of  a 
residence  shall  not  exceed  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  fair  market  value  of  the  residence 


and  $8,000.  Each  community  and  each 
affected  allottee  shall  have  six  months  in 
which  to  accept  or  reject  the  Secretary’s  offer. 
If  the  Secretary’s  offer  is  rejected,  the  United 
States  may  proceed  to  acquire  the  property 
interests  involved  through  eminent  domain 
proceedings  in  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  under  40 
U.S.C.,  sections  257  and  258a  Upon  accept¬ 
ance  in  writing  of  the  Secretary’s  offer,  or 
upon  the  filing  of  a  declaration  of  taking  in 
eminent  domain  proceedings,  title  to  the 
lands  or  interests  involved,  and  the  right  to 
possession  thereof,  shall  vest  in  the  United 
States.  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  that  all  or  any  part  of  such  lands  or 
interests  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  acquired,  title  to  such  lands 
or  interests  shall  be  restored  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  community. 

(b)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  acquired 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
the  right  of  the  former  owner  to  use  or  lease 
the  land  for  purposes  not  inconsistent  with 
the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  the  project,  as  determined  by,  and  under 
terms  and  conditions  prescribed  by,  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  Such  right  shall  include  the  right  to 
extract  and  dispose  of  minerals.  The  deter¬ 
mination  of  fair  market  value  under  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  shall  reflect  the  right  to  extract  and 
dispose  of  minerals  but  not  the  other  uses 
permitted  by  this  subsection. 

(c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  lands  of  the  Fort  McDowell 
Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community  will  be 
required  for  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or 
alternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition 
to  the  compensation  provided  for  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  designate  and  add 
to  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation 
twenty-five  hundred  acres  of  suitable  lands 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  reservation  that  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  in  township  4  north,  range  7, 
east;  township  5  north,  range  7  east;  and 
township  3  north,  range  7  east,  Gila  and 
Salt  River  base  meridian,  Arizona.  Title  to 
lands  so  added  to  the  reservation  shall  be 
held  by  the  United  States  in  trust  for  the 
Fort  McDowell  Mohave-Apache  Indian  Com¬ 
munity. 

(d)  Each  community  shall  have  a  right, 
in  accordance  with  plans  approved  by  the 
Secretary,  to'  develop  and  operate  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  along  the  part  of  the  shore¬ 
line  of  the  Orme  Reservoir  located  on  or  ad¬ 
jacent  to  its  reservation,  including  land 
added  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Reservation  as 
provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section, 
subject  to  rules  and  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  governing  the  recreation 
development  of  the  reservoir.  Recreation  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  entire  reservoir  and  fed¬ 
erally  owned  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  adjacent  thereto  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  a  master  recreation  plan  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary.  Each  community 
and  the  members  thereof  shall  have  non¬ 
exclusive  personal  rights  to  hunt  and  fish  on 
the  reservoir,  to  the  same  extent  they  are 
now  authorized  to  hunt  and  fish,  without 
charge,  but  shall  have  no  right  to  exclude 
others  from  the  reservoir  except  by  control 
of  access  .through  their  reservations,  or  any 
right  to  require  payments  by  the  public  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  use  of  community  lands  or 
facilities. 

(e)  All  funds  paid  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  any  per  capita  distribution  thereof, 
shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of  State  and 
Federal  income  taxes. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  continue  to  a  conclusion  ap¬ 
propriate  engineering  and  economic  studies 
and  to  recommend  the  most  feasible  plan  for 
the  construction  and  operation  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  generating  and  transmission  facilities, 
the  purchase  of  electrical  energy,  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant  ca¬ 
pacity,  or  any  combination  thereof,  includ- 
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ing  participation,  operation,  or  construction 
by  non-Federal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of 
supplying  the  power  requirements  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  and  augmenting  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund:  Provided, 
That  nothing  in  this  section  or  in  this  Act 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize 
the  study  or  construction  of  any  dams  on 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  be¬ 
tween  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

(b)  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan,  the  Secreary  may  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  non-Federal  interests 
proposing  to  construct  a  thermal  generating 
powerplant  whereby  the  United  States  shall 
acquire  the  right  to  such  portion  of  the 
capacity  of  such  plant,  including  delivery 
of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  trans¬ 
mission  facilities  to  mutually  agreed  upon 
delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project.  When  not  required 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  power 
and  energy  acquired  by  such  agreement  may 
be  disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  other  purposes  at  such  prices  as 
he  may  determine,  including  its  marketing 
in  conjunction  with  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  from  Federal  powerplants  in  the 
Colorado  River  system  so  as  to  produce  the 
greatst  practicable  amount  of  power  and 
energy  that  can  be  sold  at  firm  power  and 
energy  rates.  The  agreement  shall  provide, 
among  other  things,  that — 

(1)  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction 
cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplant,  and  of  any  switch¬ 
yards  and  transmission  facilities  serving  the 
United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for 
the  United  States  therein  to  the  total  capa¬ 
cities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary  shall 
make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  avail¬ 
able  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during 
the  construction  period,  including  the  period 
of  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications, 
in  such  installments  as  will  facilitate  a 
timely  construction  schedule,  but  no  funds 
other  than  for  preconstruction  activities 
shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  un¬ 
til  he  determines  that  adequate  contracts 
have  been  entered  into  between  all  the  af- 
fcted  parties  covering  land,  water,  fuel  sup¬ 
plies,  power  (its  availability  and  use), 
rights-of-awy,  transmission  facilities  and  all 
other  necessary  matters  for  the  thermal 
generating  powerplant; 

(2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance 
costs,  including  provisions  for  depreciation 
(except  as  to  depreciation  on  the  pro  rata 
share  of  the  construction  cost  borne  by 
the  United  States  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  clause  (I)),  shall  be  apportioned 
between  the  Unitd  States  and  the  non-Fed¬ 
eral  interests  on  an  equitable  basis  taking 
into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  clause  (1); 

(3)  the  United  States  shall  be  given  ap¬ 
propriate  credit  for  any  interests  in  Fed¬ 
eral  lands  administered  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  that  are  made  available  for 
the  powerplant  and  appurtenances; 

(4)  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States 
under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  shall  not  include 

(a)  interest  and  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  franchise 
fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be 
specified  in  the  agreement. 

(c)  No  later  than  one  year  from  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  sub¬ 
mit  his  recommended  plan  to  the  Congress. 
Except  as  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section,  such  plan  shall  not  become  ef¬ 
fective  until  approved  by  the  Congress. 

(d)  If  the  thermal  generating  plant  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
is  located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is  served  by 
water  diverted  from  the  drainage  area  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  other 


provisions  of  existing  law  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding,  such  consumptive  use  of 
water  shall  be  a  part  of  the  fifty  thousand 
acre-feet  per  annum  apportioned  to  the  State 
of  Arizona  by  article  III  (a)  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

Sec.  304.  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise 
provided  by  Congress,  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available 
directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of 
lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  history 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in 
the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife 
refuges  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  State-administered  wildlife  manage¬ 
ment  areas. 

(b)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply  under  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona 
may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines 
that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be 
pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organi¬ 
zations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within 
their  boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions 
of  contracts  or  other  arrangements  whereby 
each  such  organization  makes  water  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  available  to 
users  within  its  boundaries  shall  be  subject 
to  the  Secretary’s  approval,  and  the  United 
States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such 
action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to 
require  that  it  be  a  party  to  such  contracts 
or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master 
contracts  be  entered  into  between  the  United 
States  and  any  user.  The  provisions  of  this 
clause  ( 1 )  shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying  of 
water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within 
the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to 
section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 
of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h  (d) )  with  respect 
to  any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation 
block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period 
of  not  more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  serv¬ 
ice  provided  pursuant  to  section  9(e)  of  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(e) )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery 
of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main 
canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other 
points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may  desig¬ 
nate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to 
irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that 
water  made  available  thereunder  may  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  munici¬ 
pal  or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent 
that  such  water  is  not  required  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard 
to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of 
section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 
of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c));  may  provide  for 
the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical 
price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  and  conduits;  and  may 
provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty 
years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  ( 1 )  of  said 
section  and  for  the  delivery  of.  water  over 
a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to 
clause  (2)  thereof. 

(c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is 
provided  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect 
measures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation 
from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the 
contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and 
distribution  systems  through  which  water  is 
conveyed  after  its  delivery  by  the  United 
States  to  the  contractors  shall  be  provided 
and  maintained  with  linings  adequate  in  his 
judgment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance 
losses;  and  (3)  neither  the  contractor  nor 
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the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to 
pump  ground  water  from  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a  con¬ 
tractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside  said  con¬ 
tractor’s  service  area  unless  the  Secretary 
and  such  contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have 
previously  agreed,  that  a  surplus  of  ground 
water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was 
required.  Such  contracts  shall  be  subordinate 
at  all  times  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  existing 
contracts  between  the  Secretary  and  users  in 
Arizona  heretofore  made  pursuant  to  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057). 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  con¬ 
tract  under  which  water  is  provided  from  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  Contractor 
agree  to  accept  mainstream  water  in  ex¬ 
change  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  sup¬ 
plies  from  sources  other  than  the  main 
stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  make  available  to  users  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico 
additional  quantities  qf  water  as  provided  in 
and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (f)  of  this  section;  Provided,  That 
such  exchanges  and  replacements  shall  be 
accomplished  without  economic  injury  or 
cost  to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of 
main-stream  Colorado  River  water  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded 
water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for 
main-stream  water  supplied  by  that  project 
shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main¬ 
stream  water,  as  against  other  users  sup¬ 
plied  by  that  project  which  have  not  so 
yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  only 
in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water 
so  yielded. 

(f) (1)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to 
contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts 
that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water 
in  New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual 
average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  of  eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  in¬ 
cluding  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and 
above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for 
by  article  IV  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California  (376  U.S.  340).  Such  in¬ 
creased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin 
until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as,  de¬ 
livery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  down¬ 
stream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being 
accomplished  in  accordance  with  this  Act, 
in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  dimi¬ 
nution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such 
diversions  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries, 
and  underground  water  sources.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  amount  required  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to 
any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters 
involved. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to 
contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries, 
and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts 
that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water 
in  New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual 
average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre- 
feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation.  Such 
further  increases  in  consumptive  use  shall 
not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only 
so  long  as,  works  capable  of  augmenting  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system 
have  been  completed  and  water  sufficiently 
in  excess  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acre-feet  per  annum  is  available  from 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for 
consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide 
water  for  the  exchanges  herein  authorized 
and  provided.  In  determining  the  amount 
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required  for  this  purpose,  full  consideration 
shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  the  waters  involved. 

(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New 
Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the 
decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June 
29,  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley 
Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity 
Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  exist¬ 
ing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New 
Mexico  and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila 
River,  Its  tributaries,  and  underground 
water  sources  and  shall  be  junior  thereto 
and  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible 
without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the 
holders  of  such  rights. 

Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  is 
augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)(1)  of 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  four  million  four 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  California, 
and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Nevada,  respectively,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  such  water  available  to  users  of  main¬ 
stream  water  in  those  States  at  the  same 
costs  (to  the  etxent  that  such  costs  can  be 
made  comparable  through  the  nonreimburs¬ 
able  allocation  to  the  replenishment  of  the 
deficiencies  occasioned  by  saisfaction  of 
the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  as  herein  pro¬ 
vided  and  financial  assistance  from  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  established  by  section  403 
of  this  Act)  and  on  the  same  terms  as 
would  be  applicable  if  main-stream  water 
were  available  for  release  in  the  quantities 
required  to  supply  such  consumptive  use. 

Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake 
programs  for  water  salvage  and  ground 
water  recovery  along  and  adjacent  to  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River.  Such 
programs  shall  be  consistent  with  main¬ 
tenance  of  a  reasonable  degree  of  undis¬ 
turbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the 
area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  State  of  Utah,  is  hereby  re¬ 
authorized  for  construction  at  the  site  de¬ 
termined  feasible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the 
Secretary  shall  integrate  such  project  into 
the  repayment  arrangement  and  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  De¬ 
velopment  Fund  established  by  title  IV  of 
this  Act  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Act:  Provided,  That  section  8  of  Public 
Law  88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended 
by  deleting  the  figure  ‘‘$42,700,000’’  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$58,000,- 
000”. 

Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportuni¬ 
ties  in  connection  with  the  project  works 
authorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat. 
213) ,  except  as  provided  in  section  302  of  this 
Act. 

Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  construction  of"  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  including  prepay¬ 
ment  for  power  generation  and  transmission 
facilities  but  exclusive  of  distribution  and 
drainage  facilities  for  non- Indian  lands, 
$779,000,000  plus  or  minus  such  amounts, 
if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  or¬ 
dinary  fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as 
indicated  by  engineering  cost  indices  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  types  of  construction  involved 
here  and,  in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as 
may  be  required  for  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project. 


(b)  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  $100,000,000  for  construction  of 
distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non- 
Indian  lands.  Notwithstanding  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  403  of  this  Act,  neither  ap¬ 
propriations  made  pursuant  to  the  authori¬ 
zation  contained  in  this  subsection  (b)  nor 
revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the 
operation  of  such  facilities  shall  be  credited 
to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  and  payments  shall  not  be  made 
from  that  fund  to  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  return  any  part  of  the  costs 
of  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  such  facilities. 

TITLE  IV — LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND:  ALLOCA¬ 
TION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS: 

CONTRACTS 

Sec  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower 
basin  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter 
authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the 
Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of 
constructing  said  unit  or  features  to  (1) 
commercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  mu¬ 
nicipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  (4) 
flood  control,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water 
quality  control,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and 
wildlife,  (9)  the  replenishment  of  the  deple¬ 
tion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available  for  use 
in  the  United  States  occasioned  by  perform¬ 
ance  of  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the 
United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994), 
and  (10)  any  other  purposes  authorized 
under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  Costs 
of  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  deple¬ 
tion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available  for  use 
in  the  United  States  occasioned  by  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (includ¬ 
ing  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from  reg¬ 
ulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at  the 
Mexican  boundary,  incurred  in  the  transpor¬ 
tation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water  in  dis¬ 
charge  of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall 
be  nonreimbursable.  The  repayment  of  costs 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213)  :  Provided,  That 
all  of  the  separable  and  joint  costs  allocated 
to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment  as  a  part  of  the  Dixie  project,  Utah, 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated  to 
nonreimbursable  purposes  shall  be  nonre- 
tumable  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
the  repayment  capability  of  Indian  lands 
within,  under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the 
project."  Construction  costs  allocated  to  irri¬ 
gation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision 
of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock 
water  uses)  and  within  the  repayment  capa¬ 
bility  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  464),  and  such 
costs  that  are  beyond  repayment  capability 
of  such  lands  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a 
separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereinafter 
called  the  “development  fund”),  which  shall 
remain  available  until  expended  as  herein¬ 
after  provided. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title 
III  of  this  Act  shall  be  credited  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  as  advances  from  the  gen¬ 
eral  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purpose. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund — 

(1)  All  revenues  collected  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  facilities  authorized 
in  title  III  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission,  and 
other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  pro¬ 
ceeds  received  from  recreation  concession¬ 
aires)  ,  including  revenues  which,  after  com¬ 
pletion  of  payout  of  the  Central  Arizona 
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Project  as  required  herein  are  surplus,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  requirements 
of  said  project;  and 

(2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder 
Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects  which, 
after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis 
projects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  those  proj¬ 
ects:  Provided,  however.  That  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue  the 
in-lieu-of-tax  payments  to  the  States  of 
Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section 
2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  so  long  as  revenues  accrue  from  the 
operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project; 
and 

(3)  any  Federal  revenues  from  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  South¬ 
west  intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada 
and  Arizona  which,  after  completion  of  re¬ 
payment  requirements  of  the  said  part  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  in¬ 
tertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and 
Arizona,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  said  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  South¬ 
west  intertie  and  related  facilities. 

(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  accredited 
to  the  development  fund  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (3)  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section  and  the  portion  of 
revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  for  use  in  Arizona  pursuant  to  clause 
(2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  shall  be 
available,  without  further  appropriation 
for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacements  of,  and 
emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of 
the  projects,  within  such  separate  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  be  included  in  annual  appro¬ 
priation  Acts;  and 

(2)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in 
the  State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained  as 
a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production  of 
hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  Ari¬ 
zona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water  be¬ 
tween  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  New 
Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  304(f)  of  this 
Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  development 
fund  shall  not  be  available  for  construction 
of  the  works  comprised  within  .any  unit  of 
the  project  herein  or  hereafter  authorized 
except  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 

(f)  Moneys  credited  to  the  development 
fund  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses 
(1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
and  the  portion  of  revenues  derived  from  the 
sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section  in  excess  of  the  amount  neces¬ 
sary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  (1) , 
and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section 
shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  general  fund 
of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  projects 
or  separable  feature  thereof  authorized  pur¬ 
suant  to  title  in  of  this  Act,  which  are  allo¬ 
cated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply, 
pursuant  to  this  Act  within  a  period  of  not 
exceeding  fifty  years  from  the  date  of  com¬ 
pletion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable  fea¬ 
ture,  exclusive  of  any  development  period 
authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That  return  of 
the  cost,  if  any,  required  by  section  307  shall 
not  be  made  until  after  the  payout  period  of 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized 
herein; 

(2)  interest  (including  interest  during 
construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance  of 
the  investment  in  the  commercial  power  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance 
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with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (h)  of  this 
section,  and  interest  due  shall  be  a  first 
charge. 

(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  in  accordance  with  clause  (c)  (2) 
of  this  section  (excluding  only  those  reve¬ 
nues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  for  use  in  Arizona  during  the  payout 
period  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  au¬ 
thorized  herein)  and  such  other  revenues  as 
remain  in  the  development  fund  after  mak¬ 
ing  the  payments  required  by  subsections 

(d)  and  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be  available 

( 1 )  to  make  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by 
sections  307  and  502  of  this  Act,  and  (2), 
upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress,  to  assist 
in  the  repayment  of  reimbursable  costs  in¬ 
curred  in  connection  with  units  hereafter 
constructed  to  provide  for  the  augmentation 
of  the  water  supplies  of  the  Colorado  River 
for  use  below  Lee  Ferry  as  may  be  authorized 
as  a  result  of  the  investigations  and  recom¬ 
mendations  made  pursuant  to  clause  201(a) 

(2)  and  subsection  203(a)  of  this  Act. 

(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those 
portions  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  each 
unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  allo¬ 
cated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiat¬ 
ing  construction  of  such  unit,  on  the  basis 
of  the  computed  average  interest  rate  pay¬ 
able  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding 
marketable  public  obligations  which  are 
neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for 
fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  annually  for  all 
operations  financed  by  the  development 
fund. 

Sec.  404.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the 
Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Congress  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from 
and  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the 
project  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The  re¬ 
port  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to  re¬ 
flect  accurately  the  Federal  investment  al¬ 
located  at  that  time  to  power,  to  irrigation, 
and  to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return 
and  repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated 
rate  of  progress,  year  by  year,  in  accomplish¬ 
ing  full  repayment. 

TITLE  V— UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  AUTHORIZATION  AND  REIM¬ 
BURSEMENTS 

Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel 
Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado;  and 
the  Central  Utah  project  (Uintah  unit), 
Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105;  43  U.S.C.  620) ,  and  to  provide  for  the 
completion  of  planning  reports  on  other 
participating  projects,  clause  (2)  of  section 
1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by 
(i)  inserting  the  words  “and  the  Uintah 
unit”  after  the  word  “phase”  within  the 
parentheses  following  “Central  Utah”,  (ii) 
deleting  the  words  “Pine  River  Extension” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “Ani- 
mas-LaPlata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Di¬ 
vide  San  Miguel”,  (iii)  adding  after  the  words 
“Smith  Fork:”  the  proviso  "Provided,  That 
construction  of  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Utah  project  shall  not  be  undertaken 
by  the  Secretary  until  he  has  completed  a 
feasibility  report  on  such  unit  and  submit¬ 
ted  such  report  to  the  Congress  along  with 
his  certification  that,  in  his  judgment, 
the  benefits  of  such  unit  or  segment  will  ex¬ 
ceed  the  costs  and  that  such  unit  is  physi¬ 
cally  and  financially  feasible.”  Section  2  of 
said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i) 


deleting  the  words  “Parshall,  Troublesome, 
Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi 
Creek,  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek, 
Dolores,  Fruit  Growers  Extension,  Animas-La 
Plata”,  and  inserting  after  the  words  “Yel¬ 
low  Jacket”  the  words  “Basalt,  Middle  Park 
(including  the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and 
Azure  units) ,  Upper  Gunnison  (including 
the  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi 
Creek  units.  Lower  Yampa  (including  the 
Juniper  and  Great  Northern  units) ,  Upper 
Yampa  (including  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels, 
and  Toponas  units)  ”;  (ii)  by  inserting  after 
the  word  “Sublette”  the  words  “(including 
a  diverson  of  water  from  the  Green  River 
to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming) , 
Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Proj¬ 
ect,  San  Juan  County  (Utah) ,  Price  River, 
Grand  County  (Utah) ,  Gray  Canyon  and 
Juniper  (Utah)  and  (iii)  changing  the 
period  after  “projects”  to  a  colon  and  adding 
the  following  proviso:  "Provided,  That  the 
planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit, of 
the  Central  Utah  participating  project 
shall  be  completed  on  or  before  December 
31,  1974,  to  enable  the  United  States  of 
America  to  meet  the  commitments  hereto¬ 
fore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian  Tribe  of  the 
Uintah  and  Ouray  Indian  Reservation  un¬ 
der  the  argreement  dated  September  20,  1965 
(Contract  Numbered  10-06-W-194) .”  .  .  The 
amount  which  section  12  of  said  Act  au¬ 
thorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further 
increased  by  the  sum  of  $392,000,000,  plus 
or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be 
required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construc¬ 
tion  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost 
indices  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction 
involved.  This  additional  sum  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  solely  for  the  construction  of  the  Ani¬ 
mas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  herein 
authorized. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed 
as  nearly  as  practicable  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  partici¬ 
pating  Federal  reclamation  projects  con¬ 
currently  with  the  construction  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  to  the  end  that  such 
projects  shall  be  completed  not  later  than 
the  date  of  the  first  delivery  of  water  from 
said  Central  Arizona  Project:  Provided,  That 
an  appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each 
of  said  participating  projects  shall  have  been 
executed  as  provided  in  section  4  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
107)  before  construction  shall  start  on  that 
particular  project. 

(c)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  project  shall  be  constructed  and  op¬ 
erated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the 
engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
on  May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Docu¬ 
ment  436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Provided, 
That  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Federal  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  un¬ 
dertaken  until  and  unless  the  States  of 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified 
the  following  compact  to  which  the  consent 
of  Congress  is  hereby  given: 

“ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  PROJECT  COMPACT 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  in  order  to  implement  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Rec¬ 
lamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a 
proposed  participating  project  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105),  and  being  moved  by  considerations  of 
interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to  conclude 
a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have 
agreed  upon  the  following  articles: 

“Article  I 

“A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  from  the  La  Plata 
and  Animas  River  systems,  including  return 
flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas 
River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico  un¬ 
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der  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclama¬ 
tion  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of  equal 
priority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree 
of  the  Colorado  State  courts  for  the  uses  of 
water  in  Colorado  for  that  project,  providing 
such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within  the 
allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state  by 
articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence 
of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be 
construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this 
article. 

“Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and 
obligatory  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory 
States.” 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel, 
West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating 
projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  proj¬ 
ect,  establish  the  nonexeesS  irrigable  acreage 
for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive 
project  water  at  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land 
classes. 

(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water 
for  any  project  or  any  parts  thereof  con¬ 
structed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  with¬ 
in  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  only,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  constitution  and  statutes  of  the 
State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  ap¬ 
propriation;  with  State  and  Federal  court 
decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto;  and  with 
operating  principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the 
Secretary  and  approved  by  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado. 

(f)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appro¬ 
priations”  contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled 
“Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities 
and  Auxiliary  Features”,  shall  mean  and  re¬ 
fer  to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for 
the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thomp¬ 
son  Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado; 
and  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is 
the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive  de¬ 
fines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  para¬ 
graph  (i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or 
alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under 
said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or  un¬ 
der  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund  established  under  section  5  of  the  Act 
of  April  11,  1956  (70  Stat.  107),  shall  be  re¬ 
imbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54 
Stat.  755)  for  the  money  expended  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in 
generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling 
period  of  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 
the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed. 
Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962).  For  this  purpose, 
$500,000  for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover 
Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing  with  the 
enactment  of  this  Act,  shall  be  transferred 
from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  in 
lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the 
purposes  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  un¬ 
til  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To 
the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such  reim¬ 
bursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the 
amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall 
then  be  transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund,  as  provided 
in  subsection  (g)  of  section  403. 
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TITLE  VI — GENERAL  PROVISIONS: 

DEFINITIONS:  CONDITIONS 

Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or 
be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057) , 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
(63  Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with 
the  United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series 
994) ,  the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against 
California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  or, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057), 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act 
(54  Stat.  774)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  1053). 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year 
period  starting  on  October  1,  1970.  Such  re¬ 
ports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation  with 
the  States  of  the  lower  basin  individually  and 
wdth  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission, 
and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President, 
the  Congress,  and  the  Governors  of  each 
State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact; 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery 
of  water  originating  in  the  drainage  basin  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River 
Compact. 

(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are  di¬ 
rected  to  comply  with  the  applicable  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty, 
compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and 
release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  all  facilities  in 
the  Colorado  River  system  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  and 
in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all 
works  which  may  be  authorized  hereafter  for 
the  augmentation  of  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system.  In  the  event  of  fail¬ 
ure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency  to  so  com¬ 
ply,  any  affected  State  may  maintain  an 
action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder  of 
the  United  States  as  a  party  in  such  suit  or 
suits,  as  a  defendant  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  fully  comply  with 
and  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria 
for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of 
the  reservoirs  constructed  and  operated  un¬ 
der  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  ex¬ 
pressed  in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall 
make  provision  for  the  storage  of  water  in 
storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  and  releases  of  water  from  Lake  Pow¬ 
ell  in  the  following  listed  order  of  priority: 

(1)  Releases  to  supply  one-half  the  defi¬ 
ciency  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  deficiency 
exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the 
Upper  Division,  but  in  any  event  such  re¬ 
leases,  if  any,  shall  not  be  required  in  any 
year  that  the  Secretary  makes  the  determina¬ 
tion  and  issues  the  proclamation  specified  in 
section  202  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  less  such 
quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of 
the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  from  other 
sources. 

(3)  Storage  of  water  not  required  for  the 
releases  specified  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of 
this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission  and  representa¬ 


tives  of  the  three  Lower  Division  States  and 
taking  into  consideration  all  relevant  factors 
(including,  but  not  limited  to,  historic 
streamflows,  the  most  critical  period  of  rec¬ 
ord,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply) ,  shall 
find  this  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  as¬ 
sure  deliveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2) 
without  impairment  of  annual  consumptive 
uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant  to  the 
Colorado  River  Compact:  Provided,  That 
water  not  so  required  to  be  stored  shall  be 
released  from  Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent 
it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of 
the  Lower  Division  to  the  uses  specified  in 
article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact, 
but  no  such  releases  shall  be  made  when  the 
active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the 
active  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain, 
as  nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage  in 
Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active  storage  in 
Lake  Powell,  and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated 
spills  from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the 
criteria  proposed  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such 
other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary 
may  deem  appropriate  for  their  review  and 
comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  July  1, 
1970,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate 
criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and 
publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Beginning  January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  there¬ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the 
Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing 
the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted  cri¬ 
teria  for  the  preceding  compact  water  year 
and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current 
year.  As  a  result  of  actual  operating  ex¬ 
perience  or  unforeseen  circumstances,  the 
Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria 
to  better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only 
after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  of 
the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and 
appropriate  consultation  with  such  State 
representatives  as  each  Governor  may  des¬ 
ignate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  shall  be  administered  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to 
the  consumptive  use  of  water  available  to 
that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
under  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall 
not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of 
such  water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
so  as  to  impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise 
change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission. 

Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act,  in  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  units  of  the  projects  herein 
and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretary  shall 
be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  a 
supplement. 

Sec.  605.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act 
(41  Stat.  1063;  16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall 

not  be  applicable  to  the  reaches  of  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover 
Dam'  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  un¬ 
less  otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act,  (a)  all  terms 
which  are  defined  in  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  shall  have  the  meanings  therein  de¬ 
fined; 

(b)  “Main  stream”  means  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  downstream  from  Lee 
Ferry,  within  the  United  States,  including 
the  reservoirs  thereon; 

(c)  “User”  or  "water  user”  in  relation  to 
main-stream  water  in  the  lower  basin  means 
the  United  States  or  any  person  or  legal 
entity  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su¬ 


preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340) 
to  use  main-stream  water  when  available 
thereunder. 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount 
of  water  in  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of 
bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through 
the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works; 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means 
the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming; 
and 

(f)  “Augment”  or  “augmentation”,  when 
used  herein  with  reference  to  water,  means 
to  increase  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
or  its  tributaries  by  the  introduction  of  water 
into  the  Colorado  River  system,  which  is  in 
addition  to  the  natural  supply  of  the  system. 

And  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An 
act  to  authorize  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  project,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  and  request  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses,  and  that  the 
Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Jackson, 
Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Church,  Mr.  Gruen- 
ing,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Kuchel,  Mr.  Al- 
lott,  and  Mr.  Jordan  of  Idaho  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
■will  call  the  roll. 

The  bill  clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMITTEE  MEETING  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  may  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  meet  during  the  session  of 
the  Senate  on  Wednesday  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


VOCATIONAL  EDUCATION  AMEND- 
\MENTS  OF  1968 

The  SenatXresumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (SN3770)  to  amend  the  Vo¬ 
cational  Education  Act  of  1963,  and  for 
other  purposes.  \ 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD,  air.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  morning  houKon  Wednesday 
next,  there  be  a  time  limitation  of  not 
to  exceed  1  hour  on  any  amendment,  to 
be  equally  divided  between  the  mover  of 
the  amendment  and  the  majority  lead¬ 
er:  Provided,  that  in  the  event  \he  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  in  favor  of  anyv  such 
amendment,  the  time  in  opposition 
thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader  or  a  Senator  designated  by 
him;  provided  further,  that  on  the1 
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arrtendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits],  the  time  be  equally 
divided  between  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits]  and  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  [Mr.  Ellender],  or  by  any 
Senators  they  may  designate. 

Mr.  JAVTT^p.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
the  majority 'leader  what  time  he  pro¬ 
poses  to  come  hi  on  Wednesday? 

Mr.  MAN SFIE'lJD .  At  12  o’clock. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

The  Chair  hears  ndjje,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  would  the 
Senator  say  a  word  about  tke  Dominick 
amendment? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  distinguished  iSenator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]  isSgoing 
to  offer  an  amendment  very  shortly. 
It  is  my  further  understanding  that  Nie 
distinguished  Senator  from  Pennsylva: 
[Mr.  Clark]  will  move  at  an  appropriate' 
time  to  table  the  Dominick  amendment. 
So,  it  is  quite  possible — it  is  almost  a 
certainty,  I  would  say  to  my  colleagues — 
that  there  will  be  one  rollcall  vote  to¬ 
night. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  also,  in  the  event  the  motion  to 
table  fails — which  I  hope  it  will  not — 
to  agree  that  we  should  have  a  time 
limitation  of  1  hour  on  the  Dominick 
amendment  and  a  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  on  Wednesday.  But  I  am  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  vote  tonight,  except  on  the  ta¬ 
bling  motion. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
this  is  getting  to  be  a  little  impossible. 
I  do  not  know  what  the  conference  was 
all  about,  but  12  Senators  were  discuss¬ 
ing  the  matter  outside  of  the  Chamber 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  rest  of  us. 
And  we  have  been  sitting  here,  patiently 
waiting  to  see  what  was  going  to  happen. 
If  we  are  going  to  go  over  to  Wednesday 
on  the  bill,  why  all  the  nonsense  of  hav¬ 
ing  a  vote  on  the  motion  to  table  and  a 
vote  on  the  substance  of  the  amendment 
on  Wednesday?  Why  do  we  not  get  a 
time  limitation  and  go  over  until  Wed-> 
nesday,  or  come  back  tomorrow  ? 

We  are  here  at  7  o’clock  tonight.  We 
have  been  sitting  here  without  /any 
knowledge  of  what  was  going  on/  And 
there  will  be  a  motion  to  tablevbut  the 
man  who  will  make  the  motioj*  to  table 
has  said  that  he  does  not  wsmt  to  vote 
on  the  substance  of  theyamendment 
tonight. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Prudent,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  MiyPresident,  I  would  be 
perfectly  happy  to  have  that  done.  That 
is  what  I  have  ifeen  urging. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  We  would  not  be  wast¬ 
ing  any  time.  We  are  coming  back  on 
Wednesday;  Let  us  get  a  time  limitation 
and  come-back  then. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  fitting  here  waiting  to  get  this  thing 
decided,  like  everybody  else. 

,1  announced  to  the  committee  that  I 
jvas  going  to  offer  an  amendment,  when 
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the  committee  was  in  executive  session. 

I  have  been  ready  to  offer  it,  and  I  have 
been  unable  to  do  it  because  of  the  collo¬ 
quy  of  the  others.  I  do  not  know  any 
reason  why,  as  long  as  we  are  rushing  for 
adjournment,  we  cannot  get  the  thing 
settled  today. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
a  question  of  whoever  can  answer  it.  We 
are  talking  about  the  settling  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  on  Wednesday.  What  Wednesday  is 
referred  to?  Is  it  some  Wednesday  in 
October?  It  begins  to  look  like  it. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Next  Wednesday. 
The  Senator  from  Montana  is  seeking 
advice. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
peat  that,  inasmuch  as  we  are  going  to 
go  over  until  Wednesday,  in  any  even¬ 
tuality,  why  waste  any  time  tonight?  Let 
us  get  a  time  limitation  and  put  both 
amendments  over  until  next  Wednesday. 
Lett  us  get  a  time  limitation  on  a  vote 
on  the  bill,  so  far  as  I  care. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
jfenator  yield? 

Ir.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Ir.  MORSE.  As  manager  of  the  bill,  I 
should  like  to  make  a  suggestion  for  a/ 
time  schedule. 

I  agree  with  Senator  Pastore  that/We 
still  havevnot  a  report  on  the  coher¬ 
ence  we  had,  and  it  is  still  an  incomplete 
conference,  arid  that  is  why  there  is  a 
delay  to  Wednesday.  If  I  mav/nave  the 
attention  of  th\  majority  leader,  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  we  recess  or  adjourn  tonight 
until  Wednesday  morning/  ait  10  o’clock, 
and  then  we  takes,  un/ the  Dominick 
amendment  at  10  o^lock  Wednesday 
morning. 

As  the  majority  1/aderNknows,  we  are 
concerned  about /taking  on  the  other 
matter  later  oyC  Wedinesday.,.  and  we 
could  dispose /6i  the  Dominick  amend¬ 
ment  on  Wednesday  morning  And  then 
proceed  wj&i  the  unanimous  consent 
agreed  onr  the  Javits  amendment,  and 
then  try  to  get  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  on  a  time  certain  to  vote\n 
thehill. 

Ir.  CLARK.  It, is  all  right  with  me. 

Ir.  MANSFIELD.  I  feel  that  I  must 
Itand  by  the  will  of  the  Senate  as  re¬ 
quested  by  the  joint  leadership. 

I  would  wish  that  it  would  be  possible 
to  consider  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]  on  an 
up  or  down  basis  and  not  to  have  the 
Senate  faced  by  two  possible  votes  in 
case  a  tabling  motion  does  not  carry. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  would  be  willing  to  vote 
the  Dominick  amendment  up  or  down  on 
Wednesday,  but  not  tonight. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  indi¬ 
cated  he  was  not  going  to  vote  it  up  or 
down  tonight,  that  if  the  tabling  motion 
failed,  which  he  hoped  it  would  not,  he 
would  then  be  willing  to  consider  a  time 
limitation  on  Wednesday  next.  So  it  is 
not  a  case  of  voting  it  up  or  down 
tonight. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  will  go  further  than 
that.  I  am  willing  not  to  make  a  tabling 
motion  on  Wednesday,  but  vote  on  the 
amendment. 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  what  the 
Senator  said  he  was  going  to  do,  anyway/ 
if  the  tabling  motion  failed.  Is  tfc 
correct? 

Mr.  CLARK.  No;  because  it  y  my 
understanding  that  the  Senatoy  from 
Colorado  was  going  to  press  for  a  vote 
tonight.  I  see  no  point  in  voting  on  a 
tabling  motion  tonight,  at  5  minutes  after 
7,  when  we  can  dispose  of  it  one  way  or 
the  other  on  Wednesday  /noming. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  All  I/can  say  on  this 
particular  matter  is  that  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  /s  saying  that  he 
wants  to  get  a  bun/h  of  people  here  to 
start  twisting  sorrys  people’s  arms  on  this 
vote. 

All  I  am  talking  about  is  the  same 
amendment  buffered  before.  It  was  voted 
on  once  bef/re.  It  is  a  year  later  now.  I 
can  do  this  in  15  or  20  minutes.  We  can 
get  a  vote  on  the  merits. 

Mr.  GfLARK.  I  do  not  want  to  discuss 
the.  merits,  Mr.  Leader. 

AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
likZ  to  ask  a  question.  Is  this  Senate 
run  on  the  whims  of  any  one  par¬ 
ticular  Member,  in  whatever  way  he 
chooses  to  operate  it  in  his  own  manner? 
If  it  is,  I  should  like  to  speak  for  2  days 
in  September. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senate,  I  believe,  is 
run  in  accordance  with  its  rules,  with 
which  the  Senator  from  Vermont  is  even 
more  familiar  than  I  am. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  the  rules  are  that 
no  one  Member  of  the  Senate  can  in¬ 
convenience  the  other  98. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  wish  that  were  true,  but 
the  Senator  knows  very  well  it  is  not. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont,  as 
always,  has  raised  a  very  good  point,  and 
he  has  made  a  statement  to  the  point. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  wide 
divergence  on  the  part  of  the  member¬ 
ship;  so,  with  a  hope  and  a  prayer,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  the  con- 
.  elusion  of  the  transaction  of  morning 
business  on  Wednesday  next,  there  be  a 
titoe  allocation  of  1  hour  on  the  Javits 
amendment  and  1  hour  on  the  Dominick 
amendment,  the  time  to  be  equally  di- 
vided\between  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment  and  the  manager  of  the  bill, 
the  Senator  from  Oregon,  or  whomever 
he  may  designate,  and  that  a  vote  on 
passage  of  ti^e  bill  occur  not  later  than 

3  o’clock. 

Mr.  MORSE. 'Will  the  Senator  modify 
his  request  to  stHfe  1  hour  on  the  bill, 
also? 

Mr.  MANSFIELDN 
bill,  the  vote  to  be  ta'fc 

4  o’clock. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  Pr> 

Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senato^tated  the 
Javits  amendment  and  the  Ekiminick 
amendment,  as  if  they  came  in  that 
order.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the 
Dominick  amendment  would  come  Xirst 
because  of  certain  factors. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Regardless  of 
order  in  which  they  came.  I  did  not  mean'' 
it  in  that  fashion. 


id  1  hour  on  the 
en  not  later  than 


sident,  will  the 
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12. 


^WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  approved  plans  for  wo^ 
)f  improvement  on  several  watershed  projects,  p.  D695 


13. 


GUAMY  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  approved 
for  roll  committee  consideration  with  amendments  S.  3072,  increasing  authori¬ 
zation^  for  the  rehabilitation  of  Guam.  p.  D696 


14.  MARITIME  TRADES.  Sen.  Moss  inserted  the  statement  of  Sen.  Young,  Ohio,  on 
maritime  policies,  before  the  Maritime  Trades  Dept.,  AFL-CIO/  pp.  S8750-2 


15.  FOREIGN  AFFAIR5 
p.  S8752 


Sen.  Young,  Ohio,  criticized  the  operations  of  AID  in  Vietnam, 


16.  TIMBER  SALES.  Sen.^Morse  inserted  his  letter  to  Secretary  Freeman  expressing 

concern  over  the  expert  of  logs  from  national  fores/t  lands  and  an  OGC  "opinion" 
entitled  "Reply  to  the^ Questions  Submitted  by  Senior  Morse  of  Oregon  Relative 


) 


to  the  Secretary's  Authority  to  Sell  Timber  Fron 
pp.  S8756-60 


'National  Forests  for  Export." 


17.  WHEAT.  Sen.  Dominick  stated  Vhat  since  administration  implementation  of  U .  S. 
participation  under  the  International  Wheat  Trade  Convention  "domestic  prices 
have  declined  so  far  that  export  taxes  are.  payable  on  the  four  kinds  of  wheat 
for  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Announced  minimum  prices  on  June  13" 
thus  "taxing  exporters  to  bring  pr\ce^' up."  p.  S8771 


18.  FARM  LOSSES.  Sen.  Metcalf  discussed^ this  bill  to  provide  that  farming  losses 
incurred  by  persons  who  are  not  b/6x\a.  fide  farmers  may  not  be  used  to  offset 
nonfarm  income,  inserted  copies /^f  Treasury's  and  Agriculture's  views  on  same, 
and  stated  that  he  planned  to  introduce  a 'new  bill  "which  will  incorporate  the 
administration's  suggestions/"  pp.  S8782-5' 


19.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Young,  0hi6,  criticized  some  Government  agencies  who  have  "taken 
it  on  to  themselves  to  Liberalize. .. travel  rules^  regarding  employees  required 
i  to  work  after  dark,  p/  S8753 


20.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM. /  Sen.  Byrd  announced  that  the  public  works  appropriation 
bill  will  follow  the  action  on  the  independent  of f ices\appropriation  bill  on 
Thurs.,  the  farny^ill  will  go  over  until  Mon.,  and  the  Transportation  appro¬ 
priation  bill  \/l11  be  next  week.  p.  S8826 


HOUSE 


21.  RECLAMATION;  WATER  RESOURCES.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  1004,  to  authorize 

the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  central  Arizona  project, 


wat.e 

apD<  inted 


2TT; — to  provide  for'  a  comprehensive  review  o 
resource  problems  and  programs  (p.  H6775).  Senate  conferees 


Ariz.-New  Mex. .  janci  S 


rid  Llo'iial- 

ive  been 


RKING.  A  subcommittee  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Committee  approved  ffc r  full 
committee  action  H.  R.  17854,  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  parking 
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Lcili ties  in  the  District  for  Government  employees  and  visitors  to  the 


District*  p«  D698 


WILDERNESS .  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not\actual ly  report)  H.  R.  16771,  to  designate  certain  lands  Irf  the  Great 
Swamp  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Morris  County,  No  J.,  as  wilderness,  and 
H.  R.  13512s  to  designate  the  Mount  Jefferson  Wilderness,  Willamette,  Deschutes 
and  Mount  HoWi  National  Forests,  Oreg.  p.  D698 


INDIAN  AFFAIRS.  \£ep.  Berry  criticized  "poverty  on  the  Indium  reservations." 
p.  H6777 


HOUSING.  Rep.  Wylie\poke  in  support  of  the  proposed  fusing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act.  pp.  H6863- 


SXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


NAVIGATION.  Rep.  Wright  inserted  a  copy  of  thyofficial  report  prepared  by  the 
Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  endorsing  aynavigation  project  on  the  Trinity 
River  in  Texas,  pp.  E6583-4 


ECONOMY.  Sen.  Morton  inserted  GovA^ocke^el ler 1  s  address  on  some  of  the  grave 
economic  problems  that  face  our  country' today,  pp.  E6584-6 


FARMERS.  Rep.  Zwach  inserted  an  articles  on  the  recently  formed  Town  and  Country! 
Action  Association  of  Kandiyohi  Copmty,  Minn.,  which  hopes  to  solve  all  the 
problems  facing  rural  areas  inducing  thatRof  the  farmer,  p.  E6589 


HUNGER.  Rep.  Nix  spoke  in  favot  of  the  U.  S.\nd  the  U.  N.  beginning  efforts 
at  once  to  alleviate  the  starvation  situation  isn  Biafra.  pp.  E6592-3 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Curti/ inserted  articles  for  £od  against  trade  with  the 
Red  Bloc.  pp.  E6596-8  /  \ 


FORESTS.  Sen.  Allott  /inserted  the  "Forest  Policies  of  \]ie  Society  of  American 
Foresters."  pp.  E60O1-2 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


FEDERAL  AID.  /.  R.  18653  by  Rep.  Broomfield,  to  create  a  catalog  of  Federal 
assistance  programs;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 


PERSONNEL/  H.  R.  18658  by  Rep.  McDade,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  to  Authorize  the  retirement  of  employees  after  25  years  of  service  without 
reduction  in  annuity;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 


WHEAT.  S.  3847  by  Sen.  Morse,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Purchase  wheat  on  the  futures  market  in  order  to  prevent  depressed  wheat  pt^ices 
:o  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Remarks  of  author  pp.  S8739-41 


House  of  Representatives 


The  HoUiSe  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Edward  G.  Latch, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

My  soul  waits\upon  God;  from  Him 
comes  my  salvation. — Psalm  62:  1. 

O  God  of  glory  apd  Lord  of  life,  we 
come  to  thee  in  this  our  morning  prayer 
and  waiting  upon  Thee  we  would  turn 
away  from  the  clamor  and  clatter  of  the 
confused  world  about  us.  \  *t 

Help  us  to  greet  this  new  pay  with  the 
joy  of  gratitude,  to  overcome  our  diffi¬ 
culties  with  increased  devotionvto  carry 
our  burdens  with  added  strength,  and 
to  meet  all  ills  and  accidents  Mfeh  a 
gallant  and  high-hearted  happiness^giv 
ing  Thee  thanks  always  for  all  thing; 

Deliver  us  from  disagreements  whii 
make  us  disagreeable,  from  difference; 
which  make  a  difference  in  our  associa¬ 
tions,  and  from  resentments  which  ruin 
our  relationships. 

Make  us  adequate  for  every  adjustment 
we  have  to  make,  ready  for  every  re¬ 
sponsibility  we  have  to  cany,  and  equal 
to  every  emergency  which  comes  our 
way.  In  the  midst  of  busy  days  may  we 
not  forget  Thee  or  be  unmindful  that  we 
are  here  to  serve  our  people  and  to  keep 
our  country  physically  strong,  mentally 
awake,  and  morally  straight. 

In  the  Master’s  name  we  pray.  Amen. 


Wednesday,  July  17,  1968 

ileged  report  on  the  appropriations  bill 
for  the  District  of  Columbia  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1969. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin  reserved  all 
points  of  order  on  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
APPROPRIATIONS  TO  FILE  A 
PRIVILEGED  REPORT  ON  MILI¬ 
TARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969,  UNTIL  MID¬ 
NIGHT  FRIDAY 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  CommitteX°n 
Appropriations  may  have  until  mi<might 
Friday,  July  19,  to  file  a  privileged/report 
on  the  military  construction  axproprm- 
tion  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1969/ 

Mr.  TALCOTT  reserved  %ff  points  of 
order  on  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  theye  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Flor¬ 
ida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
APPROPRIATIONS  TO  FILE  A 
privilegXd  REPORT  ON  DIS¬ 
TRICT  /OF  COLUMBIA  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1969,  UNTIL  MID- 
NIGH^  JULY  18 

MrVNATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Commit- 
ton  Appropriations  may  have  until 
knight,  July  18,  1968,  to  file  a  priv- 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
S.  1004,  CENTRAL  ARIZONA 
PROJECT 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  oth¬ 
er  purposes,  with  a  House  amendment 
thereto,  insist  on  the  House  amendment, 
and  agree  to  the  conference  requested  by 
the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Aspinall,  Johnson  of  California,  Ed¬ 
mondson,  Udall,  Saylor,  Hosmer,  and 
Burton  of  Utah. 


APPOINTMENT?  OF\CONFEREES  ON 
S.  20,  COMPREHENSIVE  REVIEW 
OF  NATIONAL  WATER  RESOURCE 
PROBLEMS  AND  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  takexfrom  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  20\  to  pro¬ 
vide/ for  a  comprehensive  review\of  na¬ 
tional  water  resource  problems  arnipro- 
rams,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  a 
louse  amendment  thereto,  insist  \n 
the  House  amendment,  and  agree  to  t] 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Aspin¬ 
all,  Johnson  of  California,  Haley, 
Saylor,  and  Reinecke. 


MAILING  OF  MASTER  KEYS  FOR 
MOTOR  VEHICLE  IGNITION 
SWITCHES 

Mr.  NIX.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speak¬ 
er’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  14935) ,  to  amend 
title  39,  United  States  Code,  to  regulate 
the  mailing  of  master  keys  for  motor 
vehicle  ignition  switches,  and  for  other 
purposes,  with  a  Senate  amendment 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment  with  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 


The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows : 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert:  / 

“That  sections  1  through  4  of  this  Act  may 
be  cited  as  the  ‘Au^d  Theft  Prevention  Act.’ 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  Chapter  51  of  title  9,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the'  following  new  section: 

“  ‘§  4010.  Nonmailable  motor  vehicle  master 
keys 

“  ‘(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b) , 
any  mo0r  vehicle  master  key,  any  pattern, 
impression,  or  mold  from  which  a  motor  ve¬ 
hicle/master  key  may  be  made,  or  any  adver¬ 
tisement  for  the  sale  of  any  such  key,  pat- 
tejrn,  impression,  or  mold,  is  nonmailable 
fatter,  shall  not  be  deposited  in,  carried,  or 
/delivered  by  mail,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  as 
the  Postmaster  General  directs. 

“  ‘(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  such  exemptions  from  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (a)  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary. 

“  ‘(c)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
“motor  vehicle  master  key”  means  any  key 
(other  than  the  key  furnished  by  the  manu¬ 
facturer  with  the  motor  vehicle,  or  the  key 
furnished  with  a  replacement  lock,  or  an  ex¬ 
act  duplicate  of  such  keys)  designed  to  op¬ 
erate  two  or  more  motor  vehicle  ignition, 
door,  or  trunk  locks  of  different  combina¬ 
tions.’. 

“(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  such 
title,  immediately  preceding  section  4001  of  . 
such  chapter,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

“  ‘4010.  Nonmailable  motor  vehicle  master 
keys.’. 

“Sec.  3.  Chapter  83  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

"(1)  by  inserting  after  section  1716  the 
following  new  section: 

“  ‘§  1716A.  Nonmailable  motor  vehicle  master 
keys 

“  ‘Whoever  knowingly  deposits  for  mailing 
or  delivery,  or  knowingly  causes  to  be  de¬ 
livered  by  mail  according  to  the  direction 
thereon,  or  at  any  place  to  which  it  is  di¬ 
rected  to  be  delivered  by  the  person  to  whom 
it  is  addressed,  any  matter  declared  to  be 
onmailable  by  section  4010  of  title  39,  shall 
lote  fined  not  more  than  $1,000,  or  imprisoned 
not,  more  than  one  year,  or  both.’;  and 

(8)  by  inserting  before  item  1717  in  the 
analysis  of  such  chapter  immediately  pre- 
cedingkection  1691  of  such  title,  the  follow¬ 
ing  newNitem: 

‘1716A.  Nonmailable  motor  vehicle  master 
eys.’. 

“Sec.  4.  Thd  amendments  made  by  sec¬ 
tions  1,  2,  ana\3  of  this  Act  shall  become 
effective  sixty  days  after  the  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

“Sec.  5.  Section  !V341  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“‘(c)  Whenever  any\  Federal  board, 
agency,  or  other  group  makes  wage  surveys 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  wage  sched¬ 
ules  for  employees  referred 'io  in  section 
5102(c)  (7)  of  this  title,  such  Board,  agency, 
or  other  group  shall  make  a  determination 
of  whether  there  exists  in  the  wage  area  a 
sufficient  number  or  kind  of  comparable 
positions  or  activities  to  establish  prevailing 
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•.rates  for  one  or  more  Federal  positions  or 
'Hctivitles.  After  consideration  of  relevant 
eHdence,  including  evidence  submitted  by 
employee  organizations  recognized  as  rep¬ 
resentative  of  employees  in  the  area,  a  writ¬ 
ten  decision  shall  be  issued.  If  the  board, 
agency, 'or  other  group  finds  that  there  is 
not  a  sufficient  number  or  kind  of  compara¬ 
ble  positioh^  or  activities,  the  rates  for  the 
area  shall  bfeyin  accordance  with  prevailing 
rates  paid  in\  another  area  which  has  a 
sufficient  number  of  comparable  positions  or 
activities  and  wnich  is  determined  by  the 
board,  agency,  or '-other  group  to  be  most 
similar  in  the  nature  of  its  population,  em¬ 
ployment,  manpower ,\  and  industry  to  the 
wage  area  for  which  ra£es  are  being  deter¬ 
mined.’. 

“Sec.  6.  .(a)  Chapter  203'of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by.  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“  *§  3061.  Powers  of  postal  inspectors 

“‘(a)  Subject  to  subsection  fb)  of  this 
section,  postal  inspectors  may,  to  the  extent 
authorized  by  the  Postmaster  General — 

“‘(1)  serve  warrants  and  subpenas  issued 
under  the  authority  of  the  United  Si 

“‘(2)  make  arrests  without  warrant  \or 
an  offense  against  the  United  States  coi 
mitted  in  their  presence;  and 

“‘(3)  make  arrests  without  warrant  for  a 
felony  cognizable  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  if  they  have  reasonable 
grounds  to  believe  that  the  person  to  be 
arrested  has  committed  or  is  committing 
such  a  felony. 

“‘(b)  The  powers  granted  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  be  exercised  only  in 
the  enforcement  of  laws  regarding  property 
of  the  United  States  in  the  custody  of  the 
postal  service,  the  use  of  the  mails,  and 
other  postal  offenses.’. 

“(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  203  of  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  immediately  preced¬ 
ing  section  3041,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item: 

“  ‘3061.  Powers  of  postal  inspectors.’.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  the  committee  has 
been  kind  enough  to  provide  me  with 
information  with  respect  to  this  bill,  but 
I  think  it  would  be  well  for  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania,  if  he  is  so  dis¬ 
posed,  to  make  a  brief  statement  con¬ 
cerning  the  history  of  the  original  legis¬ 
lation  as  it  left  the  House  and  what 
transpired  with  respect  to  the  other 
body. 

Mr.  NIX.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentle/ 
man  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  tc/the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Pe/msyl- 
vania. 

Mr.  NEX.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  th£  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa,  a  member  of/the  Postal 
Operations  Subcommittee  /and  of  the 
Manpower  and  Civil  Service  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  will  recall,  H.R.  14035  passed  the 
House  on  a  voice  vote,  pander  suspension 
of  the  rules,  on  February  19,  1968. 

As  passed  by  the/House,  the  bill  con¬ 
sisted  entirely  of .provisions  for  reason¬ 
able  regulation  pt  the  mailing  of  master 
keys  for  motor/vehicle  ignition  switches. 

The  Senato'Umended  the  bill  to  include 
a  provisioiVrelating  to  the  issuance  of 
warrants  and  subpenas,  and  the  making 
of  arresjis,  by  postal  inspectors,  as  well 
as  a  pn-msion  that  would  materially  alter 
the  historic  policy  with  respect  to  the 
fixing  of  salary  rates  for  Federal  civilian 
employees  under  the  wage  board  system. 


The  provision  with  respect  to  postal 
inspectors  would  place  an  affirmative 
provision  in  title  18  of  the  United  States 
Code  to  continue,  in  positive  terms,  the 
warrant,  subpena,  and  arrest  authorities 
of  the  Postal  Inspection  Service  which 
are  not  now  spelled  out  in  title  18.  A 
separate  bill  for  the  same  purpose,  H.R. 
18100,  was  reported  favorably  yesterday 
by  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  We 
are  advised  that  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  has  no  objection  to  proceeding 
with  the  inclusion  of  this  provision  in 
H.R.  14935. 

The  other  provision  added  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  relating  to  wage  board  pay  rates.  We 
are  advised  by  the  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Manpower  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  that  this  provision  is  unacceptable  to 
that  subcommittee. 

The  amendment  which  I  have  offered 
will  strike  from  the  bill  that  part  of  the 
Senate  amendment  which  relates  to  wage 
board  salary-fixing  procedure.  It  would 
retain  the  provision  for  regulation  of  the 
mailing  of  master  keys.  It  would  also  re¬ 
tain  the  provision  with  respect  to  the 
:>ostal  Inspection  Service — which  is  iden¬ 
tical  to  the  provisions  of  H.R.  18100  as 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  the, 
Judrriary. 

I  believe  that  enactment  of  H.R.  14935 
with  this  amendment  will  be  in  the/best 
interests \>f  the  public  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GRO&S.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  t/ank  the 
gentleman  foXhis  explanation/ and  point 
out  to  the  Members  of  the  House  that  in 
one  instance  totally  ungevmane  subject 
matter  has  been  added  by  the  Senate  to 
this  bill,  and  in  thevotner  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  another  HousVcommittee  would 
be  invaded  by  the  passage  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  ncKdoubt  that  the 
amendment  which  has  bebn  adopted  to 
this  bill,  cominsrrom  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee,  is  meritorious.  The  other  amend¬ 
ment,  so  fai/as  I  am  concerned,  has  no 
merit  and/is  totally  ungermaneNto  this 
bill. 

Witly§reat  reluctance,  because  of\the 
fairness  of  the  gentleman  from  Pei 
slvaina  [Mr.  Nrxl,  I  must  object  to  tin 
consideration  of  this  bill  as  it  is  presently' 
ring  offered  by  the  gentleman,  for  the 
feason  that  I  have  long  opposed  the  too 
frequent  action  of  the  Senate  in  attach¬ 
ing  wholely  ungermane  amendments  to 
bills  sent  to  that  body  by  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  objects 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  object. 

The  SPEAKER.  Objection  is  heard. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
H.R.  14935,  MAILING  OF  MASTER 
KEYS  FOR  MOTOR  VEHICLE  IGNI¬ 
TION  SWITCHES 

Mr.  NIX.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.R.  14935)  to  amend  title 
39,  United  States  Code,  to  regulate  the 
mailing  of  master  keys  for  motor  vehicle 
ignition  switches,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate, 
and  request  a  conference  with  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 


sylvania?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Dttlski,  Henderson,  Olsen,  Nix,  Corbett, 
Gross,  and  Cunningham. 

CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCV 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  rollcall  No.  251,  on  July  15,/  quorum 
call,  I  am  recorded  as  absent./ was  pres¬ 
ent  and  answered  to  my  rfarne.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is /there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  HEL6TOSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  257  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 
I  was  /resent  and  voted  “yea.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
'/the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  -New 
Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

REACTION  TO  VIOLENCE 

(Mr.  MORRIS  of  New  Mexico  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  and  include  extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr.  MORRIS  of  New  Mexico.  Mr. 
Speaker,  every  conscientious  person  is 
appalled  by  violence,  particularly  when 
such  violence  ^results  in  the  death  of  a 
human  being  regardless  of  whether  or 
not  the  individual  is  a  person  of  great 
fame  and  prestige — it  is  still  the  sacrifice 
of  a  human  life. 

It  seems  to  me  that  a  contributing 
factor  to  these  tragedies  reverts  to  a 
basic  attitude  of  threats  and  retaliation. 
A  mentally  deranged  person  or  a  crim¬ 
inal  may  react  by  shooting,  stabbing 
or  other  act  of  violence  because  of  his 
\ignorance  or  incompetence.  This  may  be 
iderstandable  but  what  I  do  not  un¬ 
derstand  is  the  generally  accepted  at¬ 
titude  of  threats  so  prevalent  today,  not 
only\imong  individuals,  but  also  per¬ 
petrate  by  organizations. 

For  instance,  just  this  morning  I  was 
appalled  to  read  on  page  A23  of  the 
Washington^  Post  an  advertisement 
authored  by\a  supposedly  respectable 
lobbying  committee  and  sponsored  and 
encouraged  by  tnp  administration  which 
stated : 

We  remind  Congres\it  is  not  now  or  never. 
It  is  now  or  November. 

This  blatant  political  threat  will 
probably  add  nothing  to\heir  cause  but 
it  will  do  great  harm  to  tHe  Nation  be¬ 
cause  the  individual  who  do^s  not  know 
better  may  conclude  that  threSIs  are  the 
American  way.  What  our  country  needs 
is  not  more  laws  or  threats  but  more  re¬ 
spect  and  love  for  our  fellow  Hyman 
beings. 

(Mr.  MORSE  of  Massachusetts  aske^ 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the ' 


/ 
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j/ILDERNESS  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
M  131  ’  to  designate  the  Mount  Jefferson  Wilderness,  Willamette,  Deschutes, 
National  Forests,  Oreg.,  as  wilderness  areas  (H.  Rept./i838) - 

6.  GRAIN  IKSPECTION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  15794,/to  revise 
the _ Graffc  Standards  Act  (p.  H8023) .  See  Digest  135  for  confere/e  report  pro- 
visions.  \This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  ' 


7.  COTTON;  LANDsi 
the  Secretary 

the  Dierks  Forests,  Inc.  The  bill  contains  an  amendment 


support  program  f 
the  President.  pp 


Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  108/A,  to  authorize 
Agriculture  to  convey  certain  lands  in  S/Line  Co.,  Ark.,  to 

amendment  Eo  provide  a  price- 
This  bi  1/1  will  now  be  sent  to 


extra-long  staple  cotton. 
\H8023-4 


8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Both  Hhuses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  18188, 

the  Transportation  Oept^appropriation  bill,  whi^  includes  funds  for  forest 
highways .  This  bill  willXnow  be  sent  to  the  President.  pp.  H7991-9,  S9995-7 
Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  repor/on  H.  R.  17552,  the  Depts.  of 

huie’i«StiCei  and  Commerce),  the  j udiciary , yhnd  related  agencies  appropriation 

Dili,  1969.  This  bill  will  no\be  sent  to  /the  President.  pp.  H7999-8003 
S 1000 3- 9  X  7  ouuj, 

Received  the  conference  report\on  H. /.  18706,  the  D.  C.  appropriation  bill 
(H.  Rept.  1841)  pp.  H8003-4  X  7 

9.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  Passed  with  amen/n^ats  H.  R.  11618,  to  prevent  the  importation 

of  endangered  species  of  fish  and  /ildlVe  into  the  U.  S.,  and  to  prevent  the 
interstate  shipment  of  reptiles ,  /amphibians,  and  other  wildlife  taken  contrary 
to  State  law.  pp.  H8024-9  /  \ 

10.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  anf/lnsular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H/R.  15245,  to  establish  the  Flaming  Gorge  National 
Recreation  Area,  Utah  and/Wyo.  p.  D775 

)l.  TAXATION.  The  Ways  and/^eans  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R.  14095, Jto  make  certain  changes  to  facilitate  the  production  of 

wine,  and  H.  R.  173^2,  regarding  taxes  on  gasoline  and \ils  used  for  agricultural 
purposes,  pp.  D77/5-6 


12.  RECLAMATION.  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  S.  1004,  authorizing  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  Ariz.  and  N.  Mex.  p. 
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13.  FARM  P  !M.  Rep.  Findley  commended  the  subsidy  payment- limi tatioh  amendment 
th  -m  bill  and  recommended  that  Congress  terminate  the  commodity  manage¬ 
ment  rities  of  this  Dept.,  "especially  Government  buying,  selling^  and 

stora  grain."  p.  H8072 


4 


\ 


EDUCATION.  Rep.  Mink  deplored  the  lapsing  of  funds  for  federally  impacted 
school  areas  and  called  on  her  colleagues  to  join  her  in  urging  the  President 
sp  reconsider  the  matter.  pp.  H8076-7 


TRADE*.  POLICY .  Rep.  Brown,  Ohio,  criticized  the  nation's  trade  polyty  and  said! 
we  nehd  to  take  necessary  steps  to  correct  the  deficit  in  our  baTance-of- 
payment^.  pp.  H8089-94  / 


16.  CONSUMERS,  Mlep.  Patman  praised  and  inserted  the  text  of  an 
ment  Credit\.nd  the  Low-Income  Consumer:  A  Case  Study." 


•tide  "Install- 
H8100-5 


17.  COOPERATIVES.  R\p.  Friedel  inserted  an  editorial  explaining  the  objectives 
of  S.  752,  the  recently  enacted  so-called  agricultural/cooperative  trucking 
bill.  pp.  H8107-8V 


SENATE 


18.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Commefue  Committee  reported/without  amendment  H.  R.  159, 
to  establish  a  Federal  Maritime  Adminis  tratioi/as  an  independent  agency  (S. 
Rept.  1495).  p.  S9931 


19.  TAXATION.  The  Finance  Commi ttee\reported  yith  amendments  H.  R.  2767,  to  amend 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954Vto  allpw  a  farmer  an  amortized  deduction 
from  gross  income  for  assessments  ror  depreciable  property  levied  by  soil  or 
water  conservation  or  drainage  districts  (S.  Rept.  1497).  p.  S9931 


20.  OCEANOGRAPHY.  Both  Houses  received/and  "bhe  Senate  agreed  to  the  conference 

report  on  H.  R.  13781,  to  authorise  continuation  of  the  sea-grant  college  pro¬ 
gram  through  fiscal  1969  and  19/0  (H.Rept.  \l837)  (pp.  S10017,  H8061-2) .Senate 
conferees  agreed  to  the  House  /language  to  authorize  "not  to  exceed  the  sum  of 
$6  million"  for  fiscal  1969, /and  the  House  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate 
language  to  authorize  "not  /o  exceed  the  sum  of  y8  million"  for  fiscal  1970. 


21.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  71-3,  with  amendments  H.  R\l8785,  military  construc¬ 
tion  appropriations  (pp4  S9958-77,  S9979-94).  This  bill  includes  funds  for 
payment  to  the  Commod/ty  Credit  Corporation  on  the  remaining  indebtedness  for 
housing  constructed  /n  foreign  countries  with  foreign  currencies  derived  from 
the  sale  of  surpluy'  commodities.  Conferees  were  appointed ( p •  S9994) .  House 
conferees  have  no/  been  appointed. 


.1 


22.  HEALTH.  Confer/es  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  15758,  to  amend  the  'Public  Health 

Service  Act  to  extend  and  improve  the  provisions  relating  to  regional  medical 
programs,  tof  extend  the  authorization  of  grants  for  health  of  migs^tory  agri 
cultural 


rkers ,  and  to  provide  for  specialized  facilities  for  alcoholics  and 
narcoticyhddicts  (pp.  S9994-5).  House  conferees  have  been  appointedN 


23.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3710,  to  auth 


onze 


:he 


construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  knd 
hapoors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes  (pp.  S9999-10^02) 
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Campaign  Expenditures:  Adopted  H.  Res.  1239,  to  au- 
)ffiorize  a  special  committee  to  investigate  and  report  on 
campaign  expenditures  of  candidates  for  the  House  of 
Representatives,  amended.  Pages  h  8029-h  8030 

Healtn\Manpower  Act:  The  House,  by  a  record  vote 
of  350  y\s,  passed  H.R.  15757,  the  Health  Manpower 
Act,  amended. 

Subsequently  vacated  this  passage  and  passed  S.  3095 
in  lieu  after  amending  the  bill  to  contain  the  House- 
passed  language.  \  Pages  H  8030-H  8061 

Presidential  Message — Steel:  Received  and  read  a 
communication  from\the  President  regarding  steel 

prices.  \  Page  H  8061 

Committee  on  Public  wWks:  Adopted,  by  a  record 
vote  of  218  yeas  to  107  nays,  PL  Res.  1247,  to  grant  addi¬ 
tional  travel  authority  to  the\Committee  on  Public 

Works.  \  Pages  H  8062-H  8065 

Referral:  One  Senate-passed  measure  was  referred  to 
the  appropriate  committee.  \  Page  h  8i  n 

Quorum  Call — Record  Votes:  One  quorum  call  and 
three  record  votes  developed  during  the  proceedings  of 
the  House  and  appear  on  pages  H7977,  H7990,  H8055- 
H8056,  and  H8065.  \ 

Program  for  Friday:  Adjourned  at  7:26  p.mAuntil 
Friday,  August  2,  1968,  at  n  a.m.,  when  the  House  Vill 
consider  the  following  bills :  \ 

H.R.  18209,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  (open  rule,  1  hour  of 
debate) ;  / 

H.R.  17685,  supplemental  air  transportation  (open 
rule,  1  hour  of  debate)  ;  and  / 

S.  633,  the  Foreign  Service  Information  Officer  Corps 
(open  rule,  1  hour  of  debate) .  / 

Committee  Meetings  / 

REAL  ESTATE  ACQUISITIONS—  / 

HEALTH  BENEFITS  / 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  Met  in  executive  session 
and  ordered  reported  to  the  House  H.R.  18673,  health¬ 
care  benefits  for  certain  survj/ing  dependents,  and  ap¬ 
proved  Army  real  estate  acquisition  No.  132,  and  de¬ 
ferred  action  on  Army  rea/ estate  acquisition  No.  137. 

CRIME  / 

Committee  on  the  district  of  Columbia :  Special  Inves¬ 
tigating  Subcomnmttee  held  a  hearing  on  crime  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Testimony  was  heard  from  public 
witnesses.  / 

NEAR  EA/r 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs :  Subcommittee  on  Near 
East  inet  in  executive  session  and  received  a  briefing  on 
the/Near  East. 


AIR  TRAFFIC  CONGESTION— CONSUMER 
PROBLEMS  OF  THE  POOR 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  Government  Activities  held  a  hearing  on  air  traffic 
congestion.  Testimony  was  heard  from  departmental 
and  public  witnesses.  / 

The  full  committee  met  in  executive  session  and  ap¬ 
proved  the  Special  Studies  Subcommittee  report  con¬ 
cerning  the  consumer  problems  of  the/poor — supermar¬ 
ket  operations  in  low-income  area/  and  the  Federal 
response.  / 

NATIONAL  PARKS  / 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Ordered  re¬ 
ported  to  the  House  H.R/14413,  amended,  acquisition 
and  disposal  of  certain  labels  at  Chickamauga  and  Chat¬ 
tanooga  National  Military  Park,  Ga.;  and  H.R.  15245, 
amended,  to  establish  the  Flaming  Gorge  National  Rec¬ 
reation  Area  in  th/States  of  Utah  and  Wyoming. 

CONSTRUCTION  PERMITS 

Committee  cfn  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Spe¬ 
cial  Subcommittee  on  Investigations  continued  hearings 
on  the  BCC  approval  of  die  acquisition  and  transfer  of 
the  fr/e  Overmyer  UHF  construction  permits  and  re¬ 
lated^ matters.  Testimony  was  heard  from  members  of 
th/FCC. 

TSSA 

v Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries :  Held  a 
nearing  on  H.R.  17993  and  S.  2960,  to  provide  for  the 
appointment,  promotion,  separation,  and  retirement  of 
commissioned  officers  of  die  Environmental  Science 
Service^Administration.  Testimony  was  heard  from  de¬ 
partmental  witnesses. 

COMPENSATION— TAXES 

Committee  oiiWays  and  Means:  Met  in  executive  ses¬ 
sion  and  ordereaSreported  to  the  House  the  following 
bills:  \. 

H.R.  7567,  amended,  defines  “compensation”  regard¬ 
ing  nonresident  aliens  \ 

H.R.  11408,  amended,  regarding  Federal  Government 
withholding  Virginia  and  Maryland  income  taxes; 

H.R.  15023,  amended,  increases  to  20  or  more  years 
(now  10  or  more)  the  period  or\ime  for  the  disposition 
of  assets  in  the  case  of  regulated  navestment  companies 
furnishing  capital  for  developmentK 
H.R.  18101,  amended,  regarding  recognition  of  gains 
and  losses  by  collapsible  corporations ;  \ 

H.R.  18253,  makes  January  1,  1968,  effective  date  of 
definition  of  “earned  income”  for  self-empfoyed  indi¬ 
viduals;  \ 

H.R.  18486,  amended,  regarding  IRS  treatment  of  in¬ 
come  from  the  operation  of  a  communications  satellite 
system;  \ 
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H.R.  14095,  amended,  liberalizes  the  requirements  for 
le  production,  and  cellar  treatment  of  natural  wine, 
anckthe  amelioration  and  sweetening  limitations  for 
natural  grape  wine  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code; 

H.R.\^332,  regarding  taxes  on  gasoline  and  oils  used 
for  agricultural  purposes ; 

H.R.  18942,  relating  to  the  income  tax  treatment  of 
certain  statutory  mergers  of  corporations. 


Joint  Committee  Meetings 


GOVERNMENT  EXPENDITURES 
Joint  Economic  Committee:  Subcommittee  on  Econ¬ 
omy1  in  Government  continued  its  series  of  hearings  on 
thjTapplication  by  Federal  agencies  of  economic  criteria 
and  discounting  procedurespn  evaluating  alternative 
public  expenditures,  having  as\its  witnesses  Alain  C. 
Enthoven,  Assistant  Secretary  oryDefense  for  Systems 
Analysis;  Laurence  E.  Lynn,  Deputy.  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defejise  for  Systems  Analysis;  M.Xiecil  Mackey,  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  policy  Develop¬ 
ment;  and  Robert  A.  Levine,  Assistant  Director  for  Re¬ 
search,  Plans,  Programs,  and  Evaluation,  Ofi^ce  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Opportunity. 

Hearings  were  recessed  subject  to  call. 


POULTRY  INSPECTION 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  cor 
ence  report  on  die  differences  between  the  Senate-  an^ 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  16363,  to  authorize  a  more 
adequate  program  of  poultry  inspection  in  the  U.S. 


SEA-GRANT  COLLEGES 
Conferees ,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  c^hfer- 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Sen>rte-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  13781,  authorising  funds 
for  sea-grant  colleges  and  ocean  exploration. 


APPROPRIATIONS— D.C. 


Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed/to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  187^0,  fiscal  1969  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  S.  1004,  authorizing  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  die  central  Arizona  project,  Ari¬ 
zona  and  New  Mexico. 


REDWOOD  NATIONAL  PARK 


Conferees  met/in  executive  session,  to  resolve  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of 
S.  2515,  authorizing  establishment  of  Redwood  National 
Park,  (Lmf.,  but  did  not  reach  final  agreement,  and  will 
meet  again  on  Wednesday,  September  4. 


MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 
conferees  continued,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve  die 
'differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 


sions  of  S.  3293,  authorizing  funds  for  military  proct 
ment  for  fiscal  year  1969,  but  did  not  reach  final  a£ 
ment,  and  will  meet  again  tomorrow. 


FOREIGN  AID 
Conferees  met,  in  executive  session,  to  resolve/fhe  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passeja  versions  of 
H.R.  15263,  fiscal  1969  authorizations  for  tne  foreign  aid 
program,  but  did  not  reach  final  agr^Lment,  and  will 
meet  again  tomorrow. 


BILLS  SIGNED  BY  TI 
New  Laws 


PRESIDENT 


( For  last  listing  of  public J/aws,  see  Digest,  p.  Dj6g, 
July  A,  1968 ) 


H.R.  1 2 120,  Juvenile  Delinquency  Prevention  and 
Control  Act.  Signed  Jhly  31,  1968  (P.L.  90-445). 

H.R.  10673,  clarifying  die  term  “stockyard”  under  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  of  1921.  Signed  July  31,  • 
1968  (P.L.  90-446). 

H.J.  Res.  znpo,  making  continuing  appropriations  ( 
through  September  30,  1968.  Signed  July  31, 1968.  (P.L. 
90-447) v 

S.  3497,  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 
Signed  August  1,  1968  (P.L.  90-448). 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  FRIDAY, 
AUGUST  2 


(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 
Senate 


imittce  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
IndiarY Affairs,  on  S.  2645,  authorizing  distribution  of  certain 
funds  ota  deposit  in  the  U.S.  Treasury  to  the  credit  of  the 
Arapahoe \Tribe  of  the  Wind  River  Reservation,  to  be  followed 
by  executive,  session  to  consider  S.  Con.  Res.  11,  calling  for 
establishmentXof  a  national  policy  to  promote  improved  condi¬ 
tions  for  Amerltan  Indians  and  Alaska  natives,  10  a.m.,  3110 
New  Senate  Office  Building. 


House 


Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on  Africa, 
executive,  to  receive  a  brihfing  on  Africa,  10  a.m.,  2200  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  antbjnsular  Affairs,  full  committee,  to 
continue  consideration  of  S.  3X58,  to  revise  authorizations  for 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act\q:45  a.m.,  1324  Longworth 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  CiSfl  Service,  full  committee, 
executive,  to  consider  H.R.  7406,  CorpXuf  Engineers  allowance; 
H.R.  17954,  Government  em^’^yees  payment  inequities;  and  a 
clean  bill  regarding  payment  of  overtimNnnd  standby  pay  to 
certain  Department  of  Transportation  employees,  10  a.m.,  210 
Cannon  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  full  committee,  executive,  to 
consider  pending  business,  10  a.m.,  committee  room.  Longworth 
House  Office  Building. 


Joint  Committees 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.R.  15263,  fiscal  1969  authorisations 
for  the  foreign  aid  program,  9:30  a.m.,  room  S-116,  Capitol 
Conferees,  executive,  on  S.  3293,  fiscal  1969  authorizations 
military  procurement,  10  a.m.,  room  S-128,  Capitol. 


\ 
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0’  RECLAMATION .  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  1004,  to  authorize  the  con 
struction  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  central  Arizona  project,  Ariz- 
N.  Mex.  (H.  Rept.  1861).  pp.  H8231-9 


^tI"t^°r.and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  S.  224,  to  provide  for 
the  rehabilitation  of  the  Eklutna  project,  Alaska  (H.  Rept.  1852).  p./H8301 
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WATE  RESOURCES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported/ wi th 
amendment  \  3058,  to  revise  the  authorization  of  appropriations  f/c  administer- 
ing  the  pro^sions  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (H.  Rept./858). 

Received  ^conference  report  on  S.  20,  to  provide  for  a  coZrehensive 
review  of  national  water  resource  problems  and  programs  (H.  f^pt.  1862).  p.  H8239 


.2.  FARM  PROGRAM  Rep.\Findley  objected  to  the  request  for  a  conference  on  H.  R.  17126, 
the  farm  bill  (p.  H8^57),  and  stated  several  reasons  for  jZs  objection  (pp.  H8296- 


RMn0RQS'A-aeneiVed-frOm  Government  Operations  Comm/ttee  the  following  reports 
,  nr  °Peratl°nS  %in  America  Under  the  Alliance  for  Progress"  (H.  Rept, 

*  Criteria  for  Support  Service  Cost  Comparisons"  (H.  Rept?  1850).  "Pro¬ 
blem  of  the  Po£r:  Supermarket  Operations  in  Low/ncome  Areas  and  the  Federal 
Response"  (H.  Rept.  1851).  p.\H8301  ' 


4.  PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  CiVl  Service/Committee  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R  17954,  to  correct  certain  ineVii ties/nd  relieve  certain  liabilities  arising 
I  out  of  overpayments  of  compensation  ho  Government  employees  as  a  result  of 
administrative  error  in  the  applicatioh/f  certain  provisions  of  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949,  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1964,  and  other  provisions  of 
law  (H.  Rept.  1863).  p.  H8302  7  ' 


5BMANP0WER.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  15^45,  to  exhend  certain  expiring  provisions  under 
the  Manpower  Development  and  Trashing  Act  of  1962.  pp.  H8241-2,  H8246-57 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Rep.  Mahon  summarized  the  unfinished  appropriations  business  and 
stated  that  when  the  foreign/assistance  and  the  cld^ing  supplemental  bills  are 
reported  the  House  will  haye  reduced  budgeted  expenditures  for  1969  bv  a  f i pure 
approaching  $4  billion,  /p.  H8239-40 


7.  APPLES.  Rep.  Horton  announced  preparations  for  the  annua\apple  harvest  festival 
next  week  in  Wayne  CcyOnty,  New  York.  pp.  H8297-8 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


U.  S. -MEXICAN  AFFAIRS.  Rep.  Roybal  commended  and  inserted  the  fi) 
report  of  the/Federal  Inter-Agency  Committee  on  Mexican  American 

33  7 


t  annual 
Affairs.  pp, 
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19.  FARM  PRICES.  Rep.  Zwach  stated  that  the  "monthly  USDA  report  on  prices  received 
b\  farmers  in  relation  to  farm  costs  reveal  the  deary  news  that  the  farm  pa^uty 
■I  remained  frozen  at  near  depression  levels  of  73  percent."  p.  E7638 


le\ 


20.  FARM  PROGRAM, 
p.  E763S 


Rep.  Steed  objected  to  a  $20,000  payment  limitation  on  the  farm  bill. 


21.  RECREATION .  \Rep.  O'Hara,  Mich.,  requested  immediate  establishment  of  Sleeping  Bear 
Dunes  Recrearsion  Area  before  it  becomes  "another  of  America's  lo^C  conservation 
opportunities  TV  pp.  E7643-4 


22.  PESTICIDES.  Rep.  IHngell  stated  that  the  growing  use  of  pesti/cides  and  herbicides 
poses  a  greater  threat  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  and  inserted.  an  article, 
"DDT  Moves  with  Runo&f  Waters."  p.  E7654 


23.  REPORTS.  Several  Representatives  reported  on  recent  activities  of  the  Congress, 
pp.  E7654-5,  E7655-6,  E7&70- 1 ,  E7672 


24.  WATER  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Ul\^an  inserted  an  articiyf  "A  Farmer's  View- -Water  NeedC 
Call  for  Action."  pp.  E7660-\  / 

Rep.  Fuqua  commended  and  inserted  Hollis  Williams',  SCS,  speech  "as  an  out¬ 
standing  speech  on  the  organization  and  responsibilities  of  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  districts."  pp.  E7663-4' 


25.  MANPOWER.  Rep.  Scherle  suggested  that  \the/manpower  program  needs  a  review  and 
expressed  his  objection  to  the  "adminis't/ation  of  the  program,  and  the  lack  of 
control  and  monitoring  of  expenditures pp.  E7665-6 


BILLS  ANTRO  DUCTED 


26.  i.< ARM  CREDIT .  S.  39b6  by  Sen.  Ellohder  and  H.  RN.  19418  by  Rep.  Poage,  to  amend 

the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Act  and  tMe  Farm  Credit  Ac's,  of  1933,  as  amended,  to  expedite 
retirement  of  Government  capital  from  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks,  productior 
credit  associations  and  bank^  for  cooperatives;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
and  H.  Agriculture  Committees, 


1ERS0NNEL.  H.  R.  19411  Rep.  Baring,  to  provide  for  intaroved  employee-management 
relations  in  the  Federal  service;  to  Post  Office  and  CiviF.  Service  Committee. 

H.  R.  19-+2 1  by  Renl  Fulton,  Pa.,  to  amend  the  Federal  employees  and  retired 
Federal  employees  health  benefits  programs  to  insure  that  reWred  Federal  employ¬ 
ees  do  not  have  typay  twice  for  benefits  which  are  provided  bVth  under  such 
programs  and  und^r  the  health  insurance  program  for  the  aged  unc^r  the  Social 
Security  Act;  £o  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 


28.  FISHERIES.  W.  R.  19414  by  Rep.  Monagan,  to  extend  the  provisions  of  bhe  Commericalk 
Fisheries  Research  and  Development  Act  of  1964;  to  the  Merchant  Marinekand  Fisheries 


Commi  ttes 


90th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
2d  Session  j  {  No.  1861 


AUTHORIZING  CONSTRUCTION,  OPERATION,  AND  MAIN- 
TENNANCE  OF  THE  CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT, 
ARIZONA-NEW  MEXICO 


September  4,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Aspinall,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 
submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1004] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1004)  entitled 
“An  act  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses/’  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  text  of  the  bill,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert  the 
following: 

TITLE  I— COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT:  OBJECTIVES 

Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  11  Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act”. 

Sec.  102.  ( a )  It  is  the  object  oj  this  Act  to  provide  a  program  for  the 
further  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  and  for  the  provision  of  additional  and  adequate  water 
supplies  for  use  in  the  upper  as  well  as  in  the  lower  Colorado  River 
Basin.  This  program  is  declared  to  be  for  the  purposes,  among  others,  of 
regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River;  controlling  floods;  improving 
navigation;  providing  for  the  storage  and  delivery  of  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  reclamation  of  lands,  including  supplemental  water 
supplies,  and  for  municipal,  industrial,  and  other  beneficial  purposes; 
improving  water  quality;  providing  for  basic  public  outdoor  recreation 
facilities;  improving  conditions  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  the  generation 
and  sale  of  electrical  power  as  an  incident  of  the  foregoing  purposes. 
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( b )  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  11  Secretary”)  shall  continue  to  develop, 
after  consultation  with  affected  States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies, 
a  regional  water  plan,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  with 
future  authorizations,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under  which  projects  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  be  coordinated  and  constructed  with  proper 
timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate  supply  of  water  may  be  made  available 
for  such  projects,  whether  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  authorized. 

TITLE  II— INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

Sec.  201.  Pursuant  to  the  authority  set  out  in  the  Reclamation  Act 
of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning 
Act  of  July  22,  1965,  79  Stat.  244>  as  amended,  with  respect  to  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  studies,  investigations  and  asssessments,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  conduct  full  and  complete  reconnaissance  investigations  for 
the  purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan  to  meet  the  future  water  needs  of 
the  Western  United  States.  Such  investigations  shall  include  the  long- 
range  water  supply  available  and  the  long-range  water  requirements  in  ( 
each  water  resource  region  of  the  Western  United  States.  Progress  reports 
in  connection  with  these  investigations  shall  be  submitted  to  the  President, 
the  National  Water  Commission  (while  it  is  in  existence),  the  Water 
Resources  Council,  and  to  the  Congress  every  two  years.  The  first  of  such 
reports  shall  be  submitted  on  or  before  June  30,  1971,  and  a  final  recon¬ 
naissance  report  shall  be  submitted  not  later  than  June  30, 1977:  Provided, 
That  for  a  period  often  years  from  the  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
not  undertake  reconnaissance  studies  of  any  plan  for  the  importation  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  from  any  other  natural  river  drainage 
basin  lying  outside  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  New 
Mexico,  and  those  portions  of  Nevada,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  which  are  in 
the  natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  requirements 
of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River  constitutes  a 
national  obligation  which  shall  be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water  aug¬ 
mentation  project  planned  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this  Act  and  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Congress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division 
(Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the 
Lower  Division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada)  shall  be  relieved  i 
from  all  obligations  which  may  have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article  I 
111(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall 
determine  and  proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in  operation  which 
augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity 
as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  together  with 
any  losses  of  water  associated  with  the  performance  of  that  treaty:  Provided, 
That  the  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
(Treaty  Series  99  j,  59  Stat.  1219),  shall  be  from  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  pursuant  to  the  treaties,  laws,  and  compacts  presently  relating  there¬ 
to,  until  such  time  as  a  feasibility  plan  showing  the  most  economical  means 
of  augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River  below 
Lee  Ferry  by  two  and  one-half  million  acre-feet  shall  be  authorized  by  the 
Congress  and  is  in  operation  as  provided  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  shall,  pursuant  to  section 
201,  plan  works  to  import  water  into  the  Colorado  River  system  from 
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sources  outside  the  natural  drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he  shall  make 
provision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection  of  the  interests  of  the 
States  and  areas  of  origin,  including  assistance  from  funds  specified  in 
this  Act,  to  the  end  that  water  supplies  may  be  available  for  use  in  such 
States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate  to  satisfy  their  ultimate  requirements 
at  prices  to  users  not  adversely  affected  by  the  exportation  of  water  to  the 
Colorado  River  system. 

(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future,  for  water  within  any  State 
lying  wholly  or  in  part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river  basin  from 
which  water  is_  exported  by  works  planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have 
a  priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of  the  waters  of  that  river  basin, 
for  all  purposes,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water  delivered  by  means  of 
such  exportation  works,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  interstate  agreement. 

Sec.  20j.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  are  required  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

TITLE  III— AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTECTION  OF 

EXISTING  USES 

Sec:  301 .  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation  water  and 
municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water -deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and 
western  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water, 
control  of  floods,  conservation  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Secretary  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  consisting  of  the  following  principal  works:  ( 1 )  a 
system  of  main  conduits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pump¬ 
ing  plants  ( Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants),  for  diverting 
arid  carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alterna¬ 
tive,  which  system  may  have  a  capacity  of  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  or 
whatever  lesser  capacity  is  found  to  be  feasible:  Provided,  That  any  capac¬ 
ity  in  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second 
shall  be  utilized  for  the  conveyance  of  Colorado  River  water  only  when 
Lake  Powell  is  full  or  releases  of  water  are  made  from  Lake  Powell  to 
prevent  the  reservoir  from  exceeding  elevation  3,700  feet  above  mean 
sea  level  or  when  releases  are  made  pursuant  to  the  proviso  in  section 
602(a)  (3)  of  this  Act:  Provided  further ,  That  the  costs  of  providing  any 
capacity  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  shall  be  repaid  by  those 
funds  available  to  Arizona  pursuant  to  the  provision  of  subsection  403(f) 
of  this  Act,  or  by  funds  from  sources  other  than  the  development  fund; 
(2)  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suitable 
alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated 
as  not  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to  the  waters  of  the  Gila 
River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered  by  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in 
United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe 
Equity  Numbered  59);  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  effect 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  304;  (5)  Charleston  Dam 
and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt- 
Gila  aqueducts;  (8)  related  canals,  regulating  facilities,  hydroelectric 
powerplants,  and  electrical  transmission  facilities  required  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  said  principal  works;  (9)  related  water  distribution  and  drainage 
works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 
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(b)  Article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 

States  in  Arizona  against  California  ( 376  U.S.  840 )  shall  be  so  admin¬ 
istered  that  in  any  year  in  which,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there 
is  insufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water  available  for  release  to 
satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main 
stream  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure 
the  availability  of  water  in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the  aggregate 
annual  consumptive  use  by  holders  of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other 
users  in  the  State  of  California  served  under  existing  contracts  with  the 
United  States  by  diversion  works  heretofore  constructed,  and  by  other 
existing  Federal  reservations  in  that  State,  of  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and  by  users  of  the  same  character 
in  Arizona  and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall  not  be 
required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion  greater  than  would  have  been 
imposed  in  the  absence  of  this  subsection  301  (6) .  This  subsection  shall 
not  affect  the  relative  priorities,  among  themselves,  of  water  users  in  Ari¬ 
zona,  Nevada,  and  California  which  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any  provisions  of  said  decree.  M 

(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  shall  not  ® 
apply  so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  that  means 
are  available  and  in  operation  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to  make  sufficient  mainstream 
water  available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven 
million  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada. 

Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  the  lands  of  the  Salt 
River  Pima-Maricopa  Indian  Community,  Arizona,  and  the  Fort 
McDowell- Apache  Indian  Community,  Arizona,  or  interests  therein, 
and  any  allotted  lands  or  interests  therein  within  said  communities 
which  he  determines  are  necessary  for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United 
States  for  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  Orme  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  or  alternative.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  lands  and  interests  designated,  inclusive  of  improve¬ 
ments.  In  addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  toward  the  cost  of 
relocating  or  replacing  such  improvements  not  to  exceed  $500,000  in  the 
aggregate,  and  the  amount  offered  for  the  actual  relocation  or  replacement  of 
a  residence  shall  not  exceed  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  residence  and  $8,000.  Each  community  and  each  aifected  allottee  shall  4| 
have  six  months  in  which  to  accept  or  reject  the  Secretary's  offer.  If  the  Sec-  1 
retary's  offer  is  rejected,  the  United  States  may  proceed  to  acquire  the 
property  interests  involved  through  eminent  domain  proceedings  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  under  40  U.S.C., 
sections  257  and  258a.  Upon  acceptance  in  writing  of  the  Secretary's 
offer,  or  upon  the  filing  of  a  declaration  of  taking  in  eminent  domain 
proceedings,  title  to  the  lands  or  interests  involved,  and  the  right  to  posses¬ 
sion  thereof,  shall  vest  in  the  United  States.  Upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  that  all  or  any  part  of  such  lands  or  interests  are  no  Longer 
necessary  for  the  purpose  for  which  acquired,  title  to  such  lands  or  interests 
shall  be  restored  to  the  appropriate  community  upon  repayment  to  the 
Federal  Government  of  the  amounts  paid  by  it  for  such  lands. 

(b)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  acquired  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  former  owner  to  use  or  lease  the  land  for 
purposes  not  inconsistent  with  the  construction,  operation,  and  mainte- 
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nance  of  the  project,  as  determined  by,  and  under  terms  and  conditions 
1  prescribed  by,  the  Secretary.  Such  right  shall  include  the  right  to  extract 
and  dispose  of  minerals.  The  determination  of  fair  market  value  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  reflect  the  right  to  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals  and 
all  other  uses  permitted  by  this  section. 

(c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  lands  of  the  Fort 
McDowell  Mohave- Apache  Indian  Community  will  be  required  for  Or  me 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  or  alternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition  to  the 
compensation  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  designate  and 
add  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation  twenty-five  hundred  acres 
of  suitable  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  reservation  that  are  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  township  If.  north,  range 
7  east;  township  5  north,  range  7  east;  and  township  8  north,  range  7  east, 
Gila  and  Salt  River  base  meridian,  Arizona.  Title  to  lands  so  added  to 
the  reservation  shall  be  held  by  the  United  States  in  trust  for  the  Fort 
McDowell  Mohave- Apache  Indian  Community. 

(d)  Each  community  shall  have  a  right,  in  accordance  with  plans  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary,  to  develop  and  operate  recreational  facilities  along 

m  the  part  of  the  shoreline  of  the  Orrne  Reservoir  located  on  or  adjacent  to 
P  its  reservation,  including  land  added  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Reservation 
as  provided  in  subsection  ( b )  of  this  section,  subject  to  rules  and  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  governing  the  recreation  development  of  the 
reservoir.  Recreation  development  of  the  entire  reservoir  and  federally 
owned  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  adjacent  thereto  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  a  master  recreation  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary. 
The  members  of  each  community  shall  have  nonexclusive  personal  rights 
to  hunt  and  fish  on  or  in  the  reservoir  without  charge  to  the  same  extent 
they  are  now  authorized  to  hunt  and  fish,  but  no  community  shall  have 
the  right  to  exclude  others  from  the  reservoir  except  by  control  of  access 
through  its  reservation  or  any  right  to  require  payment  by  members  of  the 
public  except  for  the  use  of  community  lands  or  facilities. 

(e)  All  funds  paid  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  any  per  capita 
distribution  thereof,  shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of  State  and  Federal 
income  taxes. 

Sec.  803.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue 
to  a  conclusion  appropriate  engineering  and  economic  studies  and  to 
i  recommend  the  most  feasible  plan  for  the  construction  and  operation 
iw  °f  hydroelectric  generating  and  transmission  facilities,  the  purchase 
9  of  electrical  energy,  the  purchase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant  capacity, 

•  or  any  combination  thereof,  including  participation,  operation,  or  con¬ 
struction  by  non-Federal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  power 
requirements  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  augmenting  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund:  Provided,  That  nothing  in 
this  section  or  in  this  Act  contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  the 
study  or  construction  of  any  dams  on  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
River  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

( b )  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recommended  plan,  the  Secretary 
may  enter  into  agreements  with  non-Federal  interests  proposing  to 
construct  thermal  generating  powerplants  whereby  the  United  States 
shall  acquire  the  right  to  such  portions  of  their  capacity,  including 
delivery  of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  transmission  facilities 
to  mutually  agreed  upon  delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in 
connection  with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  When  not 
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required  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  power  and  energy  acquired 
by  such  agreements  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary 
for  other  purposes  at  such  prices  as  he  may  determine,  including  its 
marketing  in  conjunction  with  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  from  Federal 
power  plants  in  the  Colorado  River  system  so  as  to  produce  the  greatest 
practicable  amount  of  power  and  energy  that  can  be  sold  at  firm  power 
and  energy  rates.  The  agreements  shall  provide,  among  other  things, 
that — 

(. 1 )  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that  portion  of  the 
total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construction,  of  the 
powerplants,  and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission  facilities 
serving  the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios  of  the  respec¬ 
tive  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States  therein  to  the  total 
capacities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary  shall  make  the  Federal 
portion  of  such  costs  available  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,  including  the  period  of  preparation  of  designs 
and  specifications,  in  such  installments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely 
construction  schedule,  but  no  funds  other  than  for  preconstruction 
activities  shall  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  until  he  determines 
that  adequate  contractual  arrangements  have  been  entered  into 
between  all  the  affected  parties  covering  land,  water,  fuel  supplies, 
power  ( its  availability  and  use) ,  rights-of-way,  transmission  facilities 
and  all  other  necessary  matters  for  the  thermal  generating  power- 
plants; 

(2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  shall  be  apportioned 
between  the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an  equi¬ 
table  basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  clause  ( 1 ):  Provided,  however,  That  the  United 
States  shall  share  on  the  foregoing  basis  in  the  depreciation  component 
of  such  costs  only  to  the  extent  of  provision  for  depreciation  on  replace¬ 
ments  financed  by  the  non-Federal  interests; 

(8)  the  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate  credit  for  any 
interests  in  Federal  lands  administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the  powerplants  and  appurte¬ 
nances; 

(If)  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  clauses  ( 1 )  and  ( 2 ) 
shall  not  include  ( a )  interest  and  interest  during  construction,  (b) 
financing  charges,  (c)  franchise  fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall 
be  specified  in  the  agreement. 

( c )  No  later  than  one  year  from  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  submit  his  recommended  plan  to  the  Congress.  Except  as 
authorized  by  subsection  ( b )  of  this  section,  such  plan  shall  not  become 
effective  until  approved  by  the  Congress. 

(d)  If  any  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  is  located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is  served  by  water  diverted  from 
the  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry,  other 
provisions  of  existing  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  such  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  water  shall  be  a  part  of  the  fifty  thousand  acre-feet  per  annum 
apportioned  to  the  State  of  Arizona  by  article  111(a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Compact  (68  Stat.  31). 

Sec.  SOJf.  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress,  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available  directly  or 
indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  history 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national 
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wildlife  refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  State-adminis¬ 
tered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(&)(*)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona  may,  in  the 
eveut  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment , 
be  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which  have  power  to 
levy  assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their  boundaries. 
The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  arrangements  whereby 
each  such  organization  makes  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
available  to  users  within  its  boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the  Secretary's 
approval,  and,  the  Untied  States  shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such 
action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  party  to  such  contracts  or  that  con¬ 
tracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts  be  entered  into  between  the 
United  States  and  any  user.  The  provisions  of  this  clause  ( 1 )  shall  not 
apply  to  the  supplying  of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the 
boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(%)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d)  of  the  Recla- 
j)  motion  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d ))  with  respect  to  any 
w  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic 
period  of  not  more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(e ))  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty 
years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre- 
foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  arid  conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery 
as  the  Secretary  may  designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to  irri¬ 
gation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available  thereunder 
may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  municipal  or  industrial 
purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such  water  is  not  required  by  the  contractor 
for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
j  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard  to  the 
limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project 
Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c)) ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery  of  such 
water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the 
several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  conduits;  and  may 

»  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to 
clause  (1)  of  said  section  and  for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of  fifty 
years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  thereof. 

(c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall,  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  measures,  adequate 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from 
aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area;  (2)  the  canals 
and  distribution  systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed  after  its  delivery 
by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall  be  provided  and  maintained 
with  linings  adequate  in  his  judgment  to  prevent  excessive  conveyance 
losses;  and  (3)  neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  per¬ 
mit  others  to  pump  ground  water  from,  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of 
the  service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water  from  the  Central  Arizona 
|  Project  for  any  use  outside  said  contractor' s  service  area  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  such  contractor  shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a 
surplus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required.  Such 
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contracts  shall  be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  existing 
contracts  between  the  Secretary  and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore  made 
pursuant  to  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057). 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under  which  water 
is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  contractor  agree 
to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing 
supplies  from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary  shall 
so  require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from  the 
Gila  River  system  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to  users 
of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional  quantities 
of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  subsection 
(f)  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  such  exchanges  and  replacements 
shall  be  accomplished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  such  Arizona 
contractors. 

(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream  Colorado  River 
water  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
users  which  have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main 
stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority  to  receive 
main  stream  water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that  project  which 
have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  only  in  quantities 
adeouate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

if)  (1 )  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Secretary 
shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water  from 
the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts 
that  will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New  Mexico  of  not  to 
exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eighteen 
thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over  and  above  the 
consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  ( 376  U.S.  340). 
Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin  until,  and,  shall  continue 
only  so  long  as,  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  downstream  Gila  River 
users  in  Arizona  is  being  accomplished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  in 
quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  diminution  of  their  supply  resulting 
from  such  diversion  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground 
water  sources.  In  determining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full 
consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters 
involved. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in 
New  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  underground  | 
water  sources  in  amounts  that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water  in  ^ 
New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  con¬ 
secutive :  years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre-feet,  including 
reservoir  evaporation.  Such  f  urther  increases  in  consumptive  use  shall  not 
begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as,  works  capable  of  aug¬ 
menting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system  have  been  completed 
and  water  sufficiently  in  excess  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  per  annum  is  available  from  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
River  for  consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water  for  the  exchanges 
herein  authorized  and  provided.  In  determining  the  amount  required  for 
this  purpose  full  consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the 
quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  clauses  ( 1 )  and  (2) 
of  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona 
as  established  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
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the  District  oj  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila 
Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  ( Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  and 
to  all  other  rights  existing  on  the  elective  date  oj  this  Act  in  New  Mexico 
and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  under¬ 
ground  water  sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made  only 
to  the  extent  possible  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  oj 
such  rights. 

( g )  For  a  period  oj  ten  years  from  the  date  oj  enactment  oj  this  Act,  no 
water  from  the  projects  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be  delivered  to  any 
water  user  for  the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  oj  any  basic  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricultural  Act  oj  1949,  or  any 
amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  oj  such  commodity  for  the  marketing 
year  in  which  the  bulk  oj  the  crop  would  normally  be  marketed  is  in  excess 
oj  the  normal  supply  as  defined  in  section  301(b)  (10)  oj  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  oj  1938  (52  Stat.  38),  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301), 
unless  the  Secretary  oj  Agriculture  calls  for  an  increase  in  production  oj 
such  commodity  in  the  interest  oj  national  security. 

Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  oj  the  main  stream  oj  the  Colorado 
I  River  is  augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water  available  for  release, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)(1)  oj  the  decree 
oj  the  Supreme  Court  oj  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340),  to  satisjy  annual  consumptive  use  oj  two  million  eight 
hundred  thousand  acre-jeet  in  Arizona,  jour  million  jour  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acre-jeet  in  California,  and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-jeet  in 
Nevada,  respectively,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such  water  available  to 
users  oj  main  stream  water  in  those  States  at  the  same  costs  (to  the  extent 
that  such  costs  can  be  made  comparable  through  the  nonreimbursable 
allocation  to  the  replenishment  oj  the  deficiencies  occasioned  by  satisfac¬ 
tion  oj  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  as  herein  provided  and  financial 
assistance  from  the  development  fund  established  by  section  403  oj  this 
Act)  and  on  the  same  terms  as  would  be  applicable  if  main  stream  water 
were  available  for  release  in  the  quantities  required  to  supply  such  con¬ 
sumptive  use. 

Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake  programs  for  water  sal¬ 
vage  and  ground  water  recovery  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream 
oj  the  Colorado  River.  Such  programs  shall  be  consistent  with  mainte¬ 
nance  oj  a  reasonable  degree  oj  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife 
in  the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

|  Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore  authorized  in  the  State  oj 
Utah,  is  hereby  reauthorized  for  construction  at  the  site  determined 
feasible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  integrate  such  project 
into  the  repayment  arrangement  and  participation  in  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  established  by  title  IV  oj  this  Act 
consistent  with  the  provisions  oj  the  Act:  Provided,  That  section  8  oj 
Public  Law  88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting  the 
figure  “$42,700,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$58,000,000”. 

Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  development  oj  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  the  enhancement  oj  recreation  opportunities  in  connection 
with  the  project  works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  oj  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
(79  Stat.  213),  except  as  provided  in  section  302  oj  this  Act. 

Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  con¬ 
struction  oj  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  including  prepayment  for  power 
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generation  and  transmission  facilities  but  exclusive  of  distribution  and 
drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands,  $832,180,000  plus  or  minus 
such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary  fluctua¬ 
tions  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost  indices  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  types  of  construction  involved  therein  and,  in  addition  thereto, 
such  sums  as  may  be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 

( b )  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $100,000,000  for  con¬ 
struction  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands. 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  403  of  this  Act,  neither  appro¬ 
priations  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  this  subsection 
( b )  nor  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  such  facilities 
shall  be  credited  to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund 
and  payments  shall  not  be  made  from  that  fund  to  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  return  any  part  of  the  costs  of  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  such  facilities. 

TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVELOP: 
MENT  FUND:  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS- 
CONTRACTS 

Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the  project 
herein  or  hereafter  authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  constructing  said  unit  or  features  to  { 1 ) 
commercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  {3)  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  { 4 )  flood  control,  ( 5 )  navigation,  { 6 )  water  quality  control,  (7) 
recreation,  (a)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9)  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of 
Colorado  River  flows  available  for  .use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by 
performance  of  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican  States 
{ Treaty  Series  994;  59  Stat.  1219),  and  {10)  any  other  purposes  authorized 
under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  Costs  of  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado 
River  flows  available  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by  compliance 
with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  {including  losses  in  transit,  evaporation 
from  regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at  the  Mexican  boundary, 
incurred  in  the  transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water  in  discharge 
of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall  be  nonreimbursable:  Provided,  That 
the  nonreimbursable  allocation  shall  be  made  on  a  pro  rata  basis  to  be 
determined  by  the  ratio  between  the  amount  of  water  required  to  comply  with 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  the  total  amount  of  water  by  which  the 
Colorado  River  is  augmented  pursuant  to  the  investigations  authorized  by 
title  II  of  this  Act  ana  any  future  Congressional  authorization.  The  repay¬ 
ment  of  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recrea¬ 
tion  Act  {79  Stat.  213):  Provided,  That  all  of  the  separable  and  joint  costs 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  as  a  part  of  the 
Dixie  project,  Utah,  shall  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated  to  non¬ 
reimbursable  purposes  shall  be  nonreturnable  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment  capability 
of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the  project. 
Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  {including 
provision  of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and 
within  the  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  {47  Stat.  564;  %5  U.S.C.  386a),  and  such  costs 
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that  are  beyond  repayment  capability  oj  such  lands  shall  be  nonreim¬ 
bursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate  fund  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  Development  Fund  ( hereafter  called  the  “ development  fund”), 
which  shall,  remain  available  until  expended  as  hereafter  provided. 

.  (b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  credited  to  the  development  fund  as 
advances  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  available  for 
such  purpose. 

(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  development  fund — 

(1)  all  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
facilities  authorized  in  title  III  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  ( except  entrance,  admission,  and  other  recreation  fees  or 
charges  and  proceeds  received  from  recreation  concessionaires), 
including  revenues  which,  after  completion  of  payout  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  as  required  herein  are  surplus,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 

1  requirements  of  said  project; 

(2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker- 
Davis  projects  which,  after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  requirements  of  those  projects:  Provided,  however, 
That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue  the  in-lieu- 
of-tax  payments  to  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for  in 
section  2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  so  long 
as  revenues  accrue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project; 
and 

(3)  any  Federal  revenues  from  that  portion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest- 
Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona 
which,  after  completion  of  repayment  requirements  of  the  said  part 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in  the 
States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona ,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  require¬ 
ments  of  said  portion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest 
intertie  and  related  facilities. 

(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  credited  to  the  development  fund  pursuant 
\  to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses  ( 1 )  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 

and  the  portion  of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for 
use  in  Arizona  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  shall 
be  available,  without  further  appropriation,  for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements 
of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of  the  projects, 
within  such  separate  limitations  as  may  be  included  in  annual 
appropriation  Acts;  and 

(2)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State  of  Arizona  for 
losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges 
of  water  between  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  New  Mexico  as 
set  forth  in  section  304(f)  of  this  Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  shall  not  be  available  for 
construction  of  the  works  comprised  within  any  unit  of  the  project  herein 
or  hereafter  authorized  except  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress. 
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(f)  Moneys  credited  to  the  development  fund  pursuant  to  subsection  (b) 
and  clauses  ( 1 )  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  and  the  portion  of 
revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona 
pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  sub¬ 
section  ( d )  of  this  section  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  projects  or  separable  feature 
thereof  authorized  pursuant  to  title  III  of  this  Act  which  are  allocated 
to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  pursuant  to  this  Act  within  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty 
years  from  the  date  of  completion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable 
feature,  exclusive  of  any  development  period  authorized  by  law: 
Provided,  That  return  of  the  cost,  if  any,  required  by  section  307 
shall  not  be  made  until  after  the  payout  period  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  as  authorized  herein;  and 

(2)  interest  ( including  interest  during  construction)  on  the 
unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  features  of  the  project  at  a  | 
rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (h)  of  this  section,  and  interest  due  shall 
be  a  first  charge. 

(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  in  accordance  with 
clause  (c)(2)  of  this  section  (excluding  only  those  revenues  derived  from 
the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona  during  the  payout  period 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized  herein)  and  such  other 
revenues  as  remain  in  the  development  fund  after  making  the  payments 
required  by  subsections  (d)  and  (i)  of  this  section  shall  be  available  (1) 
to  make  payments,  if  any,  as  required  by  sections  307  and  502  of  this 
Act,  and  (2)  upon  appropriation  by  the  Congress,  to  assist  in  the  repay¬ 
ment  of  reimbursable  costs  incurred  in  connection  with  units  hereafter 
constructed  to  provide  for  the  augmentation  of  the  water  supplies  of  the 
Colorado  River  for  use  below  Lee  Ferry  as  may  be  authorized  as  a  result 
of  the  investigations  and  recommendations  made  pursuant  to  section  201 
and  subsection  203 (a)  of  this  Act. 

(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the  reimbursable 
costs  of  each  unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  allocated  to  commercial 
power  development  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall  be 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  | 
fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating  construction 
of  such  unit,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed  average  interest  rate  payable 
by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding  marketable  public  obligations  which 
are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  the 
date  of  issue. 

(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  annually 
for  all  operations  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

Sec.  404-  On  January  1  of  each  year  the  Secretary  shall  report  to 
the  Congress,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  upon 
the  status  of  the  revenues  from  and  the  cost  of  constructing ,  operating,  and 
maintaining  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the  project  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year.  The  report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to  reflect  accurately 
the  Federal  investment  allocated  at  that  time  to  power,  to  irrigation,  and 
to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return  and  repayment  thereon,  and  the 
estimated  rate  of  progress,  year  by  year,  in  accomplishing  full  repayment. 
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TITLE  V— UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN:  AUTHORIZA¬ 
TIONS  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project 
Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and 
San  Miguel  Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado;  and  the  Central 
Utah  project  {Uintah  unit),  Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  {70  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620),  and 
to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning  reports  on  other  participating 
projects,  clause  {2)  of  section  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended 
by  {i)  inserting  the  words  “and  the  Uintah  unit’’’  after  the  word  “phase” 
within  the  parenthesis  following  “ Central  Utah”,  (u)  deleting  the  words 
“Pine  River  Extension”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  San  Miguel” ,  {in)  adding 
after  the  words  “Smith  Fork:”  the  proviso  “Provided,  That  construction 
of  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  by 
the  Secretary  until  he  has  completed  a  feasibility  report  on  such  unit  and 
|  submitted  such  report  to  the  Congress  along  with  his  certification  that,  in 
his  judgment,  the  benefits  of  such  unit  or  segment  will  exceed  the  costs 
and  that  such  unit  is  physically  and  financially  feasible,  and  the  Congress 
has  authorized  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  construction  thereof:”. 
Section  2  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  {i)  deleting  the  words 
“Parshall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi 
Creek,  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit  Growers 
Extension,  Animas-La  Plata” ,  and  inserting  after  the  words  “Yellow 
Jacket ”  the  words  “Basalt,  Middle  Park  {including  the  Troublesome, 
Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure  units),  Upper  Gunnison  {including  the  East 
River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units),  Lower  Yampa  {including 
the  Juniper  and  Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Yampa  {including  the 
Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)”;  (u)  by  inserting  after  the 
word  “ Sublette ”  the  words  “  {including  a  diversion  of  water  from  the 
Green  River  to  the  North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming) ,  Ute  Indian 
unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project,  San  Juan  County  {Utah),  Price  River, 
Grand  County  {Utah),  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper  {Utah)”;  and  {Hi) 
changing  the  period  after  “ projects ”  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following 
proviso:  “Provided,  That  the  planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of 
the  Central  Utah  participating  project  shall  be  completed  on  or  before 
|  December  31,  1974,  to  enable  the  United  States  of  America  to  meet  the 
commitments  heretofore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian  Tribe  of  the  Uintah  and 
Ouray  Indian  Reservation  under  the  agreement  dated  September  20,  1965 
{Contract  Numbered  14-06-W-194) ■” ■  The  amount  which  section  12  of 
said  Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further  increased  by  the 
sum  of  $392,000,000,  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be 
required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engi¬ 
neering  cost  indices  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction  involved.  This 
additional  sum  shall  be  available  solely  for  the  construction  of  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects 
herein  authorized. 

(6)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  as  nearly  as  practicable  with 
the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  and  San  Miguel  participating  Federal  reclamation  projects 
concurrently  with  the  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  to 
the  end  that  such  projects  shall  be  completed  not  later  than  the  date  of  the 
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first  delivery  oj  water  from  said  Central  Arizona  Project:  Provided , 
That  an  appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each  of  saul  participating 
projects  shall  have  been  executed  as  provided  in  section  4  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107)  before  construction  shall  start 
on  that  particular  project. 

(c)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project  shall  be  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  engineering 
plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
on  May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  Home  Document  436,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress:  Provided,  That  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and  unless  the  States 
of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified  the  following  compact 
to  which  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given: 

“Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

“ The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  in  order  to 
implement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation 
Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  proposed  participating  project  under  i 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620)  ' 
and  being  moved  by  considerations  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved  to 
conclude  a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the  following 
articles: 

“ Article  I 

“A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico 
from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including  return  flow  to  the 
La  Plata  River  from  Animas  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New  Mexico 
under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid 
and  of  equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of  the  Colorado 
state  courts  for  the  uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for  that  project,  providing  such 
uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within  the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state 
by  articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
(63  Stat.  31). 

“B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX 
of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be  construed  to  vitiate 
paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

“Article  II 

“ This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory  when  it  shall  I 
have  been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory  States.” 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating  proj¬ 
ects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable 
acreage  for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive  project  water  at  one 
hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water  for  any  project  or  any  parts 
thereof  constructed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  within  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colorado 
only,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  comply  with  the  constitution  and  statutes 
of  the  State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  appropriation;  with  State 
and  Federal  court  decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto;  and  with  operating 
principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the  Secretary  and  approved  by  the  State  of 
Colorado. 
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(f)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations ”  contained  in 
paragraph  ( i )  of  that  section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80,  Seventy- 
fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled  “ Manner  of  Operation  of  Project 
Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features” ,  shall  mean  and  refer  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Colorado;  and  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  accordance  with 
such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive 
defines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i),  and  does  not  in 
any  way  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under  said  Senate 
Document  Numbered  80  or  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  established  under 
section  5  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107;  43 
U.S.C.  620d)  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  Development 
Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment 
Act  (54  Stat.  77j;  40  U.S.C.  618a)  for  the  money  expended  heretofore 
or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  to  meet  deficiencies 
in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling  period  of  storage  units 
I  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for  the 
’  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27  Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962). 
For  this  purpose,  $500 ,000 for  each  year  of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and 
power  plant,  commencing  with  fiscal  year  1970,  shall  be  transferred  from 
the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Fund,  in  lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the  purposes 
stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act, 
until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished.  To  the  extent  that  any  de¬ 
ficiency  in  such  reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount 
of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund,  as  provided  in  subsection  (g)  of  section  403. 

TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS: 
DEFINITIONS:  CONDITIONS 

Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend, 
repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Com¬ 
pact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican 
|  States  (Treaty  Series  994;  59  Stat.  1219),  the  decree  entered  by  the 
1  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  and 
others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  (54  Stat.  774;  43  U.S.C.  618a)  or  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620). 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive  uses  and  losses 
of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive  five- 
year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year  period  starting  on  October 
1,  1970.  Such  reports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the 
beneficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on  a  State-by-State  basis.  Specific 
figures  on  quantities  consumptively  used  from  the  major  tributary 
streams  flowing  into  the  Colorado  River  shall  also  be  included  on  a 
State-by-State  basis.  Such  reports  shall  be  prepared  in  consultation 
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with  the  States  oj  the  lower  basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  President, 
the  Congress,  and  to  the  Governors  oj  each  State  signatory  to  the 
Colorado  River  Compact;  and  ... 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  jor  the  delivery  oj  water  originating 
in  the  drainage  basin  oj  the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are  directed  to  comply  with  the 
applicable  provisions  oj  this  Act,  and  oj  the  laws,  treaty,  compacts,  and 
decree  rejerred  to  in  subsection  (a)  oj  this  section,  in  the  storage  and  release 
oj  water  jrom  all  reservoirs  and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  oj  all 
jacilities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the  jurisdiction  and  super¬ 
vision  oj  the  Secretary,  and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  oj  all  works 
which  may  be  authorized  hereajter  jor  the  augmentation  oj  the  water  supply 
oj  the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the  event  oj  jailure  oj  any  such  officer  or 
agency  to  so  comply,  any  affected  State  may  maintain  an  action  to  enjorce 
the  provisions  ojthis  section  in  the  Supreme  Court  oj  the  United  States  and 
consent  is  given  to  the  joinder  oj  the  United  States  as  a  party  in  such  suit  or 
suits,  as  a  defendant  or  otherwise.  .  . 

Sec.  602'.  (a)  In  order  to  comply  with  and  carry  out  the  provisions  oj 
the  Colorado  River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact, 
and  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria  jor 
the  coordinated  long-range  operation  oj  the  reservoirs  constructed  and 
operated  under  the  authority  oj  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act, 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  expressed  in  this  paragraph,  the 
criteria  shall  make  provision  jor  the  storage  oj  water  in  storage  units  oj 
the  Colorado  River  storage  project  and  releases  oj  water  jrom  Lake  Powell 
in  the  jollowing  listed  order  oj  priority : 

'  ( 1 )  releases  to  supply  one-halj  the  deficiency  described  in  article 
111(c)  oj  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  ij  any  such  deficiency ;  exists 
and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division,  but  in  any 
event  such  releases,  ij  any,  shall  not  be  required  in  any  year  that 
the  Secretary  makes  the  determination  and  issues  the  proclamation 
specified  in  section  202  oj  this  Act; 

(2)  releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d)  oj  the  Colorado  River 
Compact,  less  such  quantities  oj  water  delivered  into  the  Colorado 
River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of  the  States  oj  the  Upper 
Division  jrom  other  sources;  and 

(8)  storage  oj  water  not  required  jor  the  releases  specified  in 
clauses  (1)  and  (2)  oj  this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  ajter  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commis¬ 
sion  and  representatives  oj  the  three  Lower  Division.  States  and 
taking  into  consideration  all  relevant  jactors  (including,  but  not 
limited  to,  historic  stream-flows,  the  most  critical  period  oj  record, 
and  probabilities  oj  water  supply),  shall  find  this  to  be  reasonably 
necessary  to  assure  deliveries  under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without 
impairment  oj  annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  pursuant 
to  the  Colorado  River  Compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  required 
to  be  stored  shall  be  released  jrom  Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can 
be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States  oj  the  Lower  Division  to  the  uses 
specified  in  article  111(e)  oj  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but 
no  such  releases  shall  be  made  when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell 
is  less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as 
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nearly  as  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active 
storage  in  Lake  Powell,  and  (in)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from 
Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  January  1, 1970,  the  criteria  proposed  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other 
parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate  for  their 
review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  proposed  criteria, 
but  not  later  than  July  1,  1970,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate 
criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and  publish  the  same  in  the 
Federal  Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  thereafter, 
the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the  actual  operation 
under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding  compact  water  year  and  the 
projected  operation  for  the  current  year.  As  a  result  of  actual  operating 
experience  or  unforseen  circumstances,  the  Secretary  may  thereafter 
modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection 

(a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  correspondence  with  the  Governors  of 
the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  appropriate  consultation 
with  such  State  representatives  as  each  Governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  consumptive  use  of  water 
available  to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such 
water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  impair,  conflict 
with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission. 

Sec.  604-  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  in  constructing, 
operating,  and  maintaining  the  units  of  the  projects  herein  and  here¬ 
after  authorized,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be  deemed 

CL  SUpplcTRCTlt . 

Sec.  605.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat.  1063;  16  U.S.C. 
79 la-823)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  reaches  of  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until 
and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act,  (a)  all  terms  which  are  defined  in  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  shall  have  the  meanings  therein  defined; 

(b)  ‘Main  stream ”  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River 
downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including  the 
reservoirs  thereon; 

(c)  “User”  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream  water  in.  the 
lower  basin  means  the  United  States  or  any  person  or  legal  entity  entitled 
under  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main  stream  water 
when  available  thereunder ; 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in  reservoir  storage 
exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through  the  existing 
reservoir  outlet  works; 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming; 
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(f)  “Western  United,  States”  means  those  states  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  west  of  the  Continental  Divide ;  and 

(g)  “Augment”  or  “augmentation” ,  when  used  herein  with  reference 
to  water,  means  to  increase  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  or  its  tribu¬ 
taries  by  the  introduction  of  water  into  the  Colorado  River  system,  which 
is  in  addition  to  the  natural  supply  of  the  system. 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  oi 
the  House  to  the  title  of  the  bill. 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Morris  K.  Udall, 

Craig  Hosmer, 

Laurence  J.  Burton, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 
Frank  Church, 

Ernest  Gruening, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Gordon  Allott, 

Len  B.  Jordan, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF 

THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill,  S.  1004,  to 
authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  central 
Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit 
this  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  language  recom¬ 
mended  and  adopted  in  the  accompanying  conference  report. 

The  committee  of  conference  adopted  the  form  of  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  and  for  the  most  part  the  House  language.  The  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  language  of  the  House  amendment  and  language  agreed  to 
in  conference  are  explained  herein  along  with  other  matters  involved 
in  the  legislation  which  warrant  comment  or  require  clarification. 

TITLE  I— COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT: 

OBJECTIVES 

A  short  title  for  this  legislation  is  cited  in  the  Senate  version  of 
S.  1004  as  the  “Central  Arizona  Project  Act”  and  in  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  as  the  “Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act.”  The  House  language 
was  adopted  by  the  committee  of  conference.  The  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  also  adopted  the  remainder  of  title  I  of  the  House  amendment, 
none  of  which  is  in  the  Senate  version  of  S.  1004. 

The  statement  of  the  objective  of  this  legislation  and  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  congressional  policy  with  respect  to  meeting  the  long-range 
water  needs  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  as  set  forth  in  this  title, 
combined  with  the  planning  directive  set  out  in  title  II  clearly  give  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  authority  and  the  responsibility  for 
planning  the  best  possible  use  of  this  Nation’s  water  resources  west  of 
the  Continental  Divide  and  for  meeting  the  future  water  needs  of  our 
11  Western  States. 

TITLE  II— INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

The  language  in  this  title  is  not  in  S.  1004  as  passed  by  the  Senate, 
and  the  major  difference  between  the  conference  report  and  the 
House  amendment  occurs  in  this  title. 

Out  of  the  deliberations  of  the  committee  of  conference  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  title  came  a  completely  new  section  201  which,  for  the 
first  time,  provides  for  coordinated  Federal  water  planning  on  a 
westwide  basis. 

Section  201  in  the  House  amendment  called  for  a  series  of  investiga¬ 
tions  and  studies  to  be  conducted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in 
connection  with  the  long-range  water  needs  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  and  the  availability  of  water  to  meet  these  needs.  The  Secretary 
would  have  been  required,  by  the  House  amendment,  to  prepare 
reconnaissance  reports  covering  all  of  the  matters  listed  for  study  and 
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to  submit  such  reports  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  not  later 
than  June  30,  1973.  In  addition,  he  would  have  been  required  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  feasibility  report  on  a  plan  which  shows  the  most  economical 
means  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  in  the  Colorado  River  by  2 34 
million  acre-feet  annually  and  to  submit  this  report  to  the  Congress 
not  later  than  January  1,  1975. 

The  language  developed  by  the  committee  of  conference  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  section  201  of  the  House  amendment  directs  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  conduct  full  and  complete  reconnaissance  investi¬ 
gations  for  the  purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan  to  meet  the  future 
water  needs  of  the  Western  United  States,  a  term  which  is  defined  in 
title  VI  of  the  conference  report  as  those  States  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  west  of  the  Continental  Divide.  The  investigations  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  plan  are  to  be  in  accordance  with  reclamation  law,  and 
the  studies,  investigations,  and  assessments  of  water  availability 
must  be  coordinated  with  other  water  planning  activities  being  con¬ 
ducted  under  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act.  The  purpose  of  the 
reference  to  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  is  to  assure  coopera¬ 
tion  and  coordination  among  all  Federal  agencies,  affected  States, 
and  study  commissions  established  pursuant  to  the  Planning  Act 
and  to  eliminate  possible  duplication  in  the  overall  water  resources 
planning  effort.  The  reference  to  the  Planning  Act  does  not,  of  course, 
subject  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the  prohibition  in  that  act 
against  the  study  of  transbasin  transfers  of  water. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Secretary  initiate  this  westwide  planning 
effort  by  determining  the  water  supplies  available  and  the  long-range 
water  requirements  in  each  water  resource  region  of  the  Western 
United  States.  When  this  phase  of  the  study  is  completed,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  can  then  proceed  with  investigations  to  determine  the  most 
economical  means  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  in  order  to  serve  the  most  critical  water-short  area  of  our 
Nation.  When  the  water  needs  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  the 
time  schedule  therefor  have  been  established,  all  possible  sources  of 
water  must  be  considered,  including  water  conservation  and  salvage, 
weather  modification,  desalination,  and  importation  from  areas  of 
surplus.  However,  for  a  period  of  10  years  from  the  date  of  this  act, 
the  Secretary  cannot  undertake  studies  of  any  plan  for  importation 
of  water  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  from  any  other  drainage  basin 
lying  outside  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  those  portions  of  Nevada,  Utah,  and  Wyoming  which  are 
in  the  natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River.  As  the  studies 
proceed,  the  Secretary  is  required  to  submit  progress  reports  every 
2  years  and  to  submit,  not  later  than  June  30,  1977,  a  completed 
reconnaissance  report  on  water  supplies  and  water  requirements  for 
the  entire  11  Western  States  area  as  well  as  the  possibilities  of  aug¬ 
mentation  from  within  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States.  Both  the 
progress  reports  and  the  final  reconnaissance  report  are  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  President,  the  National  Water  Commission  (while  it  is 
in  existence),  the  Water  Resources  Council,  and  the  Congress. 

The  investigations  and  studies  under  this  title  do  not  end  with 
submission  of  this  initial  report  in  1977.  This  is  only  the  first  phase. 
It  is  intended  that,  following  the  completion  of  this  phase  of  the 
investigations  and  studies,  the  Secretary  shall  continue,  pursuant  to 
existing  authority,  to  pursue  vigorously  the  stated  objective  of  section 
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201  which  is  to  develop  a  general  plan  to  meet  the  future  water  needs 
of  the  entire  Western  United  States.  He  is  expected  to  make  such 
recommendations  with  respect  to  feasibility  studies  as  are  justified 
and  appropriate,  including  feasibility  studies  of  augmentation  oppor¬ 
tunities  within  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States.  Also,  it  is  intended 
that  the  Secretary,  when  the  10-year  moratorium  on  studies  of  impor¬ 
tation  from  outside  the  Colorado  Basin  States  comes  to  an  end,  will 
conduct  such  additional  reconnaissance  investigations  as  are  justified 
of  importation  from  outside  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and 
make  such  recommendations  with  respect  to  feasibility  studies  as  are 
warranted.  He  will  do  this  pursuant  to  existing  authority  and  in  the 
light  of  the  investigations  and  studies  he  has  completed  up  to  that 
time. 

The  importance  to  the  central  Arizona  project  and  to  the  entire 
West  of  the  westwide  water  planning  provided  for  in  this  legislation 
cannot  be  overemphasized.  While  there  is  disagreement  with  respect 
to  time,  the  cold  fact  remains  that  eventually  the  water  supply  for 
the  central  Arizona  project  from  mainstream  Colorado  River  water 
will  be  reduced  to  less  than  300,000  acre-feet  annually  unless  aug¬ 
mentation  becomes  a  reality. 

The  remainder  of  the  language  in  title  II  adopted  by  the  committee 
of  conference  is  the  language  of  the  House  amendment  with  one  minor 
clarifying  change.  Section  202  warrants  special  mention.  This  section 
is  a  congressional  declaration  that  satisfaction  of  the  water  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  constitutes  a  national  obligation 
which  shall  be  the  first  charge  against  any  augmentation  project.  It 
relieves  both  the  upper  basin  and  the  lower  basin  from  the  Colorado 
River  compact  requirement  covering  deliveries  of  water  to  Mexico 
at  such  time  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  determines  and  proclaims 
that  means  are  available  and  in  operation  for  delivering  annually  into 
the  Colorado  River  system  sufficient  water  to  satisfy  the  Mexican 
Treaty  water  requirements  together  with  associated  losses.  A  further 
provision  in  the  House  amendment  made  such  relief  to  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States  contingent  upon  the  authorization  of  a  plan  to 
augment  the  Colorado  River  water  supply  by  2%  million  acre-feet 
annually.  This  provision  is  retained  in  the  conference  version  of 
S.  1004  which,  however,  adds  clarifying  language  to  indicate  that 
such  plan  has  not  only  to  be  authorized  but  also  to  be  in  operation  to 
the  extent  of  providing  the  additional  water  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  requirements. 

The  declaration  that  satisfaction  of  Mexican  Treaty  water  require¬ 
ments  constitutes  a  national  obligation  carries  with  it  a  nonreimbursa¬ 
ble  allocation  of  the  costs  of  providing  the  necessary  water  or 
replacement  for  such  water.  The  authority  for  this  allocation  on  a 
nonreimbursable  basis  is  included  in  title  IV  of  the  conference  report, 
and  clarifying  language  adopted  by  the  committee  of  conference  with 
respect  to  it  is  explained  in  this  statement  under  title  IV. 

Section  203  of  the  conference  report  is  language  from  the  House 
amendment  which  provides  the  fullest  possible  protection  to  States 
and  areas  of  origin  in  the  event  of  transbasin  diversions  of  water. 
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TITLE  III— AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTECTION  OF 

EXISTING  USES 

The  second  most  important  difference  between  the  language 
adopted  by  the  committee  of  conference  and  the  House  amendment 
occurs  in  section  301  in  connection  with  the  capacity  of  the  Granite 
Reef  aqueduct,  the  main  conduit  for  conveying  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  to  the  central  Arizona  project  service  area.  The 
Senate  version  of  S.  1004  provides  for  a  capacity  of  “not  less  than 
3,000  cubic  feet  per  second.”  The  House  amendment  provides  for  a 
capacity  of  “not  to  exceed  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second.”  The  language 
adopted  by  the  committee  of  conference  authorizes  a  capacity  of 
“3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  or  whatever  lesser  capacity  is  found  to 
be  feasible.”  The  conference  language  is  intended  to  fix  the  capacity 
at  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  if  this  is  the  desire  and  decision  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  and  it  can  be  shown  that  an  aqueduct  of  this  capacity 
is  economically  justified  and  financially  feasible. 

The  committee  of  conference  added  two  qualifying  provisions  in 
connection  with  the  aqueduct  capacity.  The  first  provides  that  any 
capacity  in  the  aqueduct  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  shall 
be  utilized  for  the  conveyance  of  Colorado  River  water  only  when 
Lake  Powell  is  full  or  releases  of  water  are  made  from  Lake  Powell 
to  prevent  the  reservoir  from  exceeding  elevation  3,700  feet  above 
mean  sea  level,  or  when  releases  from  Lake  Powell  are  made  under 
article  111(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  compact  at  times  when  the  active 
storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  not  less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead. 
Releases  of  article  III (e)  water  is  of  lower  priority  than  storage  of 
water  in  Lake  Powell  to  fully  protect  and  assure  all  prospective  annual 
consumptive  uses  in  the  upper  basin  under  the  compact.  Thus,  the 
upper  basin  States  are  given  assurance  that  any  capacity  in  the 
aqueduct  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  will  not  be  used 
so  as  to  impair  in  any  way  upper  basin  rights  and  uses  under  the 
Colorado  River  compact. 

The  second  qualifying  provision  in  connection  with  the  aqueduct 
capacity  requires  that  the  cost  of  any  capacity  in  excess  of  2,500 
cubic  feet  per  second  must  be  repaid  either  from  central  Arizona 
project  revenues,  from  that  portion  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  development  fund  which,  pursuant  to  subsection  403(f),  is 
available  to  assist  the  central  Arizona  project,  or  from  sources  other 
than  the  development  fund.  This  provision  makes  it  clear  that  the 
cost  of  any  capacity  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  shall  not 
be  an  obligation  against  that  part  of  the  development  fund  which  is 
dedicated  to  assisting  the  future  construction  of  augmentation  works. 

Except  for  the  difference  in  the  capacity  of  the  aqueduct,  the  plan 
of  development  and  the  plan  of  operation  for  the  central  Arizona 
project  as  set  forth  in  the  conference  report  is  unchanged  as  compared 
with  the  House  amendment.  The  conference  report  retains  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  House  amendment  which  gives  California  4.4  million 
acre-feet  of  water  annually  with  a  priority  over  central  Arizona 
project  water  when  there  is  less  than  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  main 
stream  Colorado  River  water  released  annually  for  use  in  Arizona, 
California,  and  Nevada.  The  Secretary  must  recognize  this  priority  in 
the  administration  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  decree  in  Arizona  v. 
California.  The  priority  given  California  uses  in  the  Senate  version  of 
S.  1004  was  limited  to  27  years.  Arizona  and  its  representatives  on 
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the  committee  of  conference  agreed  to  accept  the  House  version  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  it  called  for  assumption  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
water  requirement  as  a  national  obligation. 

The  committee  of  conference  was  made  aware  of  the  disagreement 
of  the  Pima  Indians  with  the  Globe  Equity  Decree  No.  59  and  their 
concern  over  the  mention  of  this  decree  in  connection  with  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir.  The  mention  of  this  decree  in  this 
legislation  is  not  intended  to  constitute  congressional  ratification  or 
approval  of  the  stipulated  portions  thereof  or  to  enhance  or  impair  any 
Gila  River  water  rights. 

Section  302  of  the  conference  report  relates  to  the  acquisition  of  the 
Indian  lands  that  are  needed  for  construction  of  the  Orme  Dam  and 
Reservoir.  This  section  was  not  in  the  Senate  version  of  S.  1004.  The 
committee  of  conference  adopted  the  language  of  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  with  two  changes.  The  House  amendment  provided  that  if  lands 
purchased  from  the  Indian  communities  cease  to  be  needed  for  the 
Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or  alternative,  they  should  be  restored  to 
the  community.  The  committee  of  conference  added  a  requirement 
I  making  restoration  of  the  title  contingent  upon  repayment  by  the  com¬ 
munities  of  the  amount  paid  by  the  Government  for  the  purchase  of 
the  lands. 

The  other  change  relates  to  the  fair  market  value  of  the  Indian 
lands  acquired  by  the  Government.  The  language  of  the  House 
amendment  provided  that  the  fair  market  value  of  the  Indian  lands 
acquired  shall  reflect  the  value  of  the  right  retained  by  the  Indians 
to  extract  minerals,  but  not  the  value  of  any  other  uses  permitted 
under  section  302.  The  committee  of  conference  took  the  position 
that  the  value  of  those  other  uses  should  also  be  considered  when 
determining  fair  market  value,  and  amended  the  House  amendment 
accordingly.  Those  other  uses  include  the  right  of  the  Indians  to  use 
or  lease  the  lands  for  purposes  not  inconsistent  with  the  project,  the 
right  to  develop  and  operate  recreational  facilities  on  the  lands,  and 
the  right  to  hunt  and  fish  without  charge. 

Section  303  of  the  conference  report  establishes  the  procedure  for 
meeting  the  pumping  power  requirements  of  the  central  Arizona 
project.  It  is  the  language  of  the  House  amendment  with  minor 
changes.  It  directs  the  Secretary  to  continue  studies  of  ways  and 
means  of  supplying  the  pumping  power  for  the  central  Arizona  project 
|  and  of  augmenting  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  .development 
fund,  and  it  authorizes  the  “prepurchase”  plan  for  meeting  the  pump¬ 
ing  power  requirements  if  this  plan  is  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  feasible  and  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Federal  Government.  The 
committee  of  conference  adopted  minor  language  changes  to  permit 
the  Secretary  to  acquire  the  right  to  powerplant  capacity  in  more 
than  one  location  if  such  a  procedure  should  prove  to  be  desirable. 

In  section  303(b)(1)  the  committee  of  conference  substituted  “con¬ 
tractual  arrangements”  for  “contracts”  to  indicate  that  all  of  the 
required  contracts  in  final  form  do  not  necessarily  have  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  and  executed  before  any  Federal  funds  are  made  available  to 
start  paying  the  Government’s  share  of  the  cost  of  generators  and  other 
major  equipment  that  require  considerable  time  for  delivery.  For  the 
purpose  of  this  section  the  placing  of  orders  for  such  equipment  can 
be  considered  preconstruction  activities.  It  is  recognized  that  it  may 
require  as  much  as  2  years  to  complete  execution  of  all  the  contracts, 
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and  it  is  not  intended  that  the  other  participants  have  to  bear  the 
Government’s  share  of  progress  payments  during  this  period  or  that 
purchases  be  held  up.  Letters  of  intent  or  other  suitable  understand¬ 
ings  which  commit  all  parties  to  participation  in  the  undertakings  are 
deemed  adequate  to  permit  the  United  States  to  make  such  payments 
for  equipment  as  are  due  under  the  provisions  of  this  legislation  and 
for  which  funds  have  been  appropriated. 

The  committee  of  conference  also  modified  the  language  of  subsec¬ 
tion  303(b)(2),  which  relates  to  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of 
the  powerplants,  to  make  it  clear  that  the  United  States  will  share 
depreciation  cost  only  on  such  replacements  as  might  be  financed 
entirely  by  the  non-Federal  interests. 

Subsection  303(b)  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  dispose  of  power  and 
energy  acquired  under  the  “prepurchase”  plan  when  such  power  and 
energy  is  not  required  for  project  purposes.  A  proviso  in  section  14  of 
the  Senate  version  of  S.  1004  relating  to  the  disposition  of  this  excess 
power  and  energy  was  eliminated  by  the  committee  of  conference  as 
surplusage  since  the  sale  or  disposition  of  power  or  energy  acquired 
pursuant  to  section  303  and  surplus  to  the  requirements  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  9 
of  the  act  of  August  4,  1939  (53  Stat.  1193),  as  amended.  We  believe 
this  to  be  in  accord  not  only  with  the  Secretary’s  testimony  before  the 
House  and  Senate  committees  but  with  the  “Summary  Report,  Central 
Arizona  Project  With  Federal  Prepayment  and  Power  Arrangements, 
dated  February  1967,”  and  will  not  limit  the  Secretary  in  his  use  and 
disposition  of  the  prepurchase  capacity  for  project  purposes  or  other 
purposes  authorized  by  this  act. 

The  limitation  in  section  303(d)  on  the  source  of  water  for  any 
thermal  electric  plant  located  in  Arizona  is  not  intended  to  preclude 
the  Secretary  from  making,  under  existing  laws,  short-term  sales  of 
surplus  water,  which  would  otherwise  be  wasted  below  Lee  Ferry, 
for  the  purpose  of  generating  electric  energy  in  a  coal-fired  plant  in 
Arizona.  Neither  is  this  language  of  section  303(d)  intended  to  impair 
in  any  way  existing  rights  to  water  from  the  50,000  acre-feet  appor¬ 
tioned  to  Arizona  by  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Compact. 

Section  304  of  the  conference  report  deals  with  the  furnishing  of 
water  from  the  central  Arizona  project.  The  conference  committee 
adopted  one  subsection  from  the  Senate  version  of  S.  1004  which  is 
not  in  the  House  amendment.  This  is  subsection  (g)  which  relates  to 
surplus  crops  and  prohibits,  for  a  period  of  10  years  from  the  date  of 
enactment,  the  delivery  of  project  water  for  the  production  on  newly 
irrigated  lands  of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  which  is  in  sur¬ 
plus  supply  as  determined  by  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  unless  in¬ 
creased  production  is  called  for  in  the  interest  of  national  security. 

Sections  305,  306,  307,  and  308  of  the  conference  report  are  identical 
to  language  in  the  House  amendment. 

Section  309  of  the  conference  report  places  a  ceiling  of  $832,180,000 
(subject  to  adjustment  to  reflect  changes  in  price  indexes)  on  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  construction  of  the  central 
Arizona  project.  The  increase  of  roughly  $53  million  over  the  amount 
included  in  the  House  amendment  is  for  the  purpose  of  constructing 
the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  with  a  capacity  of  3,000  cubic  feet  per 
second  rather  than  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second.  It  is  the  intention  of 
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the  committee  of  conference  that,  if  this  additional  capacity  or  any 
part  thereof  is  not  constructed,  the  amount  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  is  to  be  reduced  accordingly. 

TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  FUND:  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF 
COSTS:  CONTRACTS 

Section  401  of  the  conference  report  provides  for  allocation  among 
the  project  purposes  of  project  costs,  including  the  costs  of  future  units 
and  augmentation  works.  It  is  the  language  of  the  House  amendment 
with  additional  clarifying  language  in  connection  with  the  nonreim¬ 
bursable  allocation  to  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado 
River  flows  available  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by 
compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  The  new  language 
adopted  by  the  committee  of  conference  provides  that  this  nonreim¬ 
bursable  allocation  shall  be  made  on  a  pro  rata  basis  to  be  determined 
by  the  ratio  between  the  amount  of  water  required  to  comply  with  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  the  total  amount  of  water  by  which  the 
Colorado  River  is  augmented  pursuant  to  the  investigations  authorized 
by  title  II  of  the  act  and  any  future  congressional  authorization.  This 
language  is  intended  to  prevent  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  cost 
of  any  augmentation  program  from  having  to  be  borne  by  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  the  Nation.  Under  this  new  language,  if  a  plan  is  authorized 
for  augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River  by 
2 %  million  acre-feet  (the  estimated  amount  necessary  to  satisfy 
annual  consumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet  of  main  stream  Colorado 
River  Water  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  and,  thus,  the  amount 
most  urgently  needed  and  the  amount  contemplated  for  the  initial 
augmentation  program  throughout  the  consideration  of  this  legis¬ 
lation)  and  if  it  is  assumed  that  1.8  million  acre-feet  are  required  to 
comply  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  then  eighteen  twenty-fifths 
of  the  cost  of  such  a  plan  would  be  nonreimbursable  and  seven- 
twenty-fifths  of  the  cost  would  have  to  be  repaid.  However,  should 
augmentation  works  be  authorized  to  make  available  only  increments 
of  water  within  the  amount  required  to  comply  with  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty,  as  would  likely  be  the  case  should  desalination  be  found 
to  be  the  most  economical  means  of  augmentation,  the  total  cost  of 
such  works  would  be  nonreimbursable.  On  the  other  hand,  should  the 
investigations  authorized  by  title  II  lead  to  authorization  of  a  plan 
for  augmenting  the  water  available  in  the  Colorado  River  by,  say  8 
million  acre-feet  through  importation  from  an  area  of  surplus,  the 
nonreimbursable  allocation  would  be  limited  to  eighteen-eightieths 
of  the  total  cost  of  the  plan. 

The  committee  of  conference  adopted  the  remainder  of  the  language 
of  title  IV  in  the  House  amendment.  The  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
development  fund  is  established  and  dedicated  to  assist  the  future 
construction  of  augmentation  works  and  construction  of  the  central 
Arizona  and  Dixie  projects.  Financial  assistance  to  the  central 
Arizona  project  from  the  development  fund,  other  than  project 
revenues,  is  limited  to  those  revenues  accruing  to  the  development  fund 
from  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  and  those 
revenues  from  the  Hoover-Parker-Davis  power  operations  derived 
from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona. 
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TITLE  V— UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN :  AUTHORIZA¬ 
TIONS  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Title  V  of  the  conference  report  deals  with  development  in  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin.  The  committee  of  conference  adopted  the 
language  of  the  House  amendment  with  minor  clarifying  changes. 

Section  501  authorizes  the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  in  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  and  authorizes  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $392  million  (subject  to  adjustment  to  reflect  changes  in  prices) 
for  the  construction  of  these  five  projects.  The  Uintah  unit  of  the 
central  Utah  project  is  conditionally  authorized,  with  construction 
contingent  upon  completion  and  submission  to  the  Congress  of  a 
feasibility  report  along  with  the  certification  by  the  Secretary  that 
the  unit  is  economically  justified  and  is  physically  and  financially 
feasible.  The  committee  of  conference  added  language  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  Uintah  unit  cannot  be  undertaken  until  Congress  has 
authorized  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  its  construction. 

The  committee  of  conference  adopted  the  language  of  the  House 
amendment  with  respect  to  subsection  501(b)  relating  to  concurrent 
construction  of  five  upper  basin  reclamation  projects  with  construction 
of  the  central  Arizona  project.  The  intention  of  the  language  is  to 
require  the  Secretary,  in  construction  of  the  five  upper  basin  projects, 
to  plan  and  accomplish  preconstruction  and  construction  activities  in 
such  a  manner  that  each  of  the  five  projects  will  be  capable  of  opera¬ 
tion  not  later  than  the  date  of  first  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water 
to  water  users  under  the  central  Arizona  project,  assuming  that 
appropriate  repayment  contracts  have  been  executed  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  section  4  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act, 
(70  Stat.  107)  before  construction  begins.  Not  all  of  the  projects  will 
require  the  same  length  of  time  for  construction.  Therefore,  in  order 
to  carry  out  the  intent  of  the  language  it  will  be  necessary  for  the 
Secretary  to  adjust  the  dates  of  initiation  of  construction  of  each 
project,  within  limitations  of  appropriation  acts,  in  order  that  the  five 
upper  basin  projects  will  become  operational  within  the  period  re¬ 
quired  for  construction  and  initiation  of  operation  of  the  central 
Arizona  project.  The  attainment  of  this  objective  can  resolve  one  of  the 
major  facets  of  the  ages-old  conflict  over  use  of  Colorado  River  water. 
Thus,  by  providing  for  concurrent  construction  of  these  projects,  the 
committee  is  also  expressing  its  desire  that  they  be  adequately  funded 
through  support  of  the  executive  branch  and  appropriations  of 
moneys  by  the  Congress. 

The  language  of  subsection  501(e)  of  the  House  amendment  was 
adopted  by  the  committee  of  conference  after  consideration  at  some 
length.  The  committee  of  conference  was  made  aware  of  the  fact  that 
this  language  is  intended  to  resolve  sectional  differences  within  the 
State  of  Colorado.  It  is  in  the  legislation  at  the  specific  request  of 
Colorado  and  for  the  specific  purpose  of  assuring  the  people  of  the 
State  of  Colorado  that  the  water  laws  of  that  State  with  respect  to 
priority  of  appropriation  will  be  complied  with.  The  language  provides 
that  in  the  administration  of  projects  authorized  by  this  act  or  by  the 
Colorado  River  Storalge  Project  Act  that  are  within  and  for  the  sole 
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benefit  of  Colorado,  the  Secretary  must  comply  with  the  laws  of 
Colorado  with  respect  to  priority  of  appropriation  and  with  respect 
to  Federal  and  State  court  decrees  entered  pursuant  to  such  laws  in  the 
diversion  and  storage  of  water.  The  committee  of  conference  under¬ 
stands  this  requirement  to  mean  that  diversion  and  storage  rights  for 
these  projects  will  be  junior  to  existing  rights  recognized  under  Colo¬ 
rado  law.  This  is  merely  a  reaffirmation  of  the  rule  of  law  that  would 
apply  in  any  event.  The  Secretary  is  also  directed  to  comply  with  any 
operating  principles  approved  by  the  State  which  he  may  adopt  for 
these  projects.  The  Secretary  is  not  required,  however,  to  adopt  any 
operating  principles.  This  language  is  not  intended  to  interfere  with 
the  executive  discretion  of  the  Secretary  in  contracting  for  the  sale 
and  distribution  of  water. 

Section  502  deals  with  the  financial  problems  created  by  the  filling 
of  Lake  Powell  and  the  resulting  impairment  of  firm  power  production 
at  Hoover  Dam.  The  committee  of  conference  adopted  the  language 
of  the  House  amendment  with  one  change  to  make  it  clear  that  the 
annual  transfer  of  $500,000  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund 
i  from  the  Colorado  River  development  fund  starts  with  fiscal  year 
1970. 

TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS:  DEFINITIONS: 

CONDITIONS 

The  language  of  title  VI  relates  primarily  to  the  reservoir  operating 
criteria  for  Hoover  and  Glen  Canyon  Dams.  The  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  adopted  the  language  of  the  House  amendment  with  two 
minor  changes. 

Section  601  (b)  requires  the  Secretary  to  make  reports  at  5-year 
intervals  showing  consumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system.  The  committee  of  conference  added  language 
which  requires  that  such  reports  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the 
beneficial  consumptive  use  of  water  and  specific  figures  on  quantities 
consumptively  used  from  the  major  tributary  streams  flowing  into 
the  Colorado  River  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 

The  committee  of  conference  was  fully  aware  of  the  long  and 
arduous  negotiations  among  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
with  respect  to  the  reservoir  operating  criteria  set  out  in  section  602 
|  and  of  the  importance  of  these  operating  criteria  toward  finally  settling 
the  disputes  which  have  long  existed  between  the  two  basins.  The 
language  expressed  in  this  title,  which  is  in  both  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  and  S.  1004  as  passed  by  the  Senate,  constitutes  a  fair  and 
reasonable  solution  of  the  problem  of  protecting  the  future  water 
resources  development  of  the  four  upper  division  States  and  also 
providing  for  the  use  of  the  water  in  the  lower  division  States  until 
the  water  is  required  upstream,  thus  resulting  in  the  greatest  bene¬ 
ficial  use  of  the  available  water. 

Sections  603,  604,  and  605  of  the  conference  report  are  identical  to 
language  in  the  House  amendment.  Section  605  prohibits  any  licensing 
by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  on  the  Colorado  River  between 
Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless  authorized  by 
the  Congress. 

In  section  606,  which  defines  certain  terms  used  in  the  act,  the 
committee  of  conference  added  language  defining  “Western  United 
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States”  as  those  States  lying  wholly  or  in  part  west  of  the  Continental 
Divide. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 
Harold  T.  Johnson, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Morris  K.  Udall, 

Craig  Hosmer, 

Laurence  J.  Burton, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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September  If,  1968  CO 

Doint  to  be  thoroughly  familiar  with  all 
she  details  of  legislation  emanating  from 
tire  committee.  He  was  outspoken  and 
nevSa’  hesitated  to  expose  weaknesses  and 
errors,  in  proposals  when  he  realized  their 
rejection  would  be  necessary,  but  he 
never  lolst  a  friend  in  defeating  unwise 
amendments. 

The  retirement  of  John  Vorys  left  a 
vacuum  on  tSe  Foreign  Affairs  Commit¬ 
tee  that  coulck. not  really  be  filled  be¬ 
cause  of  the  unique  qualifications  of 
personality  and  b^kground  which  made 
him  a  truly  great\member.  There  are 
countless  occasions  when,  as  chairman, 

I  wished  I  could  still  nKye  had  John  with 
us  during  floor  debate  orkimportant  bills. 
Long  before  his  retirement,  however, 
John  suffered  from  a  lung  afiment  which 
he  bore  uncomplainingly.  \ 

He  remained  cheerful  and  ak  active  as 
his  health  would  permit  until  hr&  sudden 
turn  for  the  worse  a  few  weeks\ago.  I 
was  distressed  and  saddened  to  learn  of 
his  passing  and  extend  my  most  heart¬ 
felt  condolences  to  his  dear  wife  aHd 
family.  In  the  departure  from  life  of  sh, 
great  an  American,  his  family’s  loss  is 
also  the  loss  of  all  of  us. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  DEVINE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
life,  character,  and  service  of  the  late 
Honorable  John  M.  Vorys. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 
S.  827,  NATIONWIDE  SYSTEM  OF 
TRAILS 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  827)  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  nationwide  system  of  trails,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  a  House  amend¬ 
ment  thereto,  insist  on  the  House  amend¬ 
ment,  and  agree  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Aspinall,  Taylor,  Johnson  of  California, 
Saylor,  and  Sktjbitz. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Mr.  ASPINALL  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  central  Arizona  project,  Arizona- 
New  Mexico,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1861) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1004)  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
central  Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico, 
and  for  other  purposes”,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 


That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  House  num¬ 
bered  to  the  text  of  the  bill,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows:  In 
lieu  of  the  matter  inserted  by  the  House 
amendment  insert  the  following : 

“TITLE  I— COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 
PROJECT:  OBJECTIVES 

“Sec.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  ‘Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act’. 

"Sec.  102.  (a)  It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to 
provide  a  program  for  the  further  compre¬ 
hensive  development  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  and  for  the 
provision  of  additional  and  adequate  water 
supplies  for  use  in  the  upper  as  well  as  in 
the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin.  This  program 
is  declared  to  be  for  the  purposes,  among 
others,  of  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado 
River;  controlling  floods;  improving  naviga¬ 
tion;  providing  foi  the  storage  and  delivery 
of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  for  recla¬ 
mation  of  lands,  including  supplemental 
water  supplies,  and  for  municipal,  industrial, 
and  other  beneficial  purposes;  improving 
water  quality;  providing  for  basic  public  out¬ 
door  recreation  facilities;  improving  condi¬ 
tions  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  the  genera¬ 
tion  and  sale  of  electrical  power  as  an  inci¬ 
dent  of  the  foregoing  purposes. 

“(b)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (hereinafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  shall  continue  to 
develop,  after  consultation  with  affected 
States  and  appropriate  Federal  agencies,  a 
regional  water  plan,  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act  and  with  future  authori¬ 
zations,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under 
which  projects  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
may  be  coordinated  and  constructed  with 
proper  timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate 
supply  of  water  may  be  made  available  for 
such  projects,  whether  heretofore,  herein,  or 
hereafter  authorized. 

“TITLE  II — INVESTIGATIONS  AND 
PLANNING 

“Sec.  201.  Pursuant  to  the  authority  set 
out  in  the  Reclamation  Act  of  June  17,  1902, 
32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof 
or  supplementary  thereto,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  of  July 
22,  1965,  79  Stat.  244,  as  amended,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  coordination  of  studies,  investi¬ 
gations  and  assessments,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  conduct  full  and  complete 
reconnaissance  investigations  for  the  purpose 
of  developing  a  general  plan  to  meet  the 
future  water  needs  of  the  Western  United 
States.  Such  investigations  shall  include  the 
long-range  water  supply  available  and  the 
long-range  water  requirements  in  each  water 
resource  region  of  the  Western  United  States. 
Progress  reports  in  connection  with  these 
investigations  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
President,  the  National  Water  Commission 
(while  it  is  in  existence),  the  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Council,  and  to  $he  Congress  every 
two  years.  The  first  of  such  reports  shall  be 
submitted  on  or  befbre  June  30,  1971,  and  a 
final  reconnaissance  report,  shall  be  submit¬ 
ted  not  later  than  June  30,  1977:  Provided, 
That  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  not  undertake 
reconnaissance  studies  of  any  plan  for  the 
importation  of  water  into  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  from  any  other  natural  river  drainage 
basin  lying  outside  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  and  those 
portions  of  Nevada,  Utah,  and  Wyoming 
which  are  in  the  natural  drainage  basin  of 
the  Colorado  River. 

“Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the 
satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River 
constitutes  a  national  obligation  which  shall 
be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water  augmen¬ 
tation  project  planned  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  this  Act  and  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 


gress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  Upper 
Division  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the  Lower  Divi¬ 
sion  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada)  shall 
be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which  may 
have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so 
long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and 
proclaim  that  means  are  available  and  in 
operation  which  augment  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity 
as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses  of 
water  associated  with  the  performance  of 
that  treaty:  Provided,  That  the  satisfaction 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  (Treaty  Series  994,  59  Stat.  1219), 
shall  be  from  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  pursuant  to  the  treaties,  laws,  and 
compacts  presently  relating  thereto,  until 
such  time  as  a  feasibility  plan  showing  the 
most  economical  means  of  augmenting  the 
water  supply  available  In  the  Colorado  River 
below  Lee  Ferry  by  two  and  one-half  million 
acre-feet  shall  be  authorized  by  the  Congress 
and  is  in  operation  as  provided  in  this  Act. 

“Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  pursuant  to  section  201,  plan 
works  to  import  water  into  the  Colorado 
River  system  from  sources  outside  the  nat¬ 
ural  drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he  shall 
make  provision  for  adequate  and  equitable 
protection  of  the  interests  of  the  States  and 
areas  of  origin,  including  assistance  from 
funds  specified  in  this  Act,  to  the  end  that 
water  supplies  may  be  available  for  use  in 
such  States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate  to 
satisfy  their  ultimate  requirements  at  prices 
to  users  not  adversely  affected  by  the  expor¬ 
tation  of  water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

“(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future, 
for  water  within  any  State  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river 
basin  from  which  water  is  exported  by  works 
planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have  a 
priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of 
the  waters  of  that  river  basin,  for  all  pur¬ 
poses,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water 
delivered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  interstate  agree¬ 
ment. 

“Sec.  204.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  as  are  required 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this'title. 
“TITLE  III — AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PRO¬ 
TECTION  OF  EXISTING  USES 

“Sec.  301.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnish-^ 
ing  irrigation  water  and  municipal  water” 
supplies  to  the  water-deficient  areas  of 
Arizona  and  western  New  Mexico  through 
direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water,  con¬ 
trol  of  floods,  conservation  and  development 
of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  enhancement 
of  recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other 
purposes,  the  Secretary  shall  construct,  op¬ 
erate,  and  maintain  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  consisting  of  the  following  principal 
works:  (1)  a  system  of  main  conduits  and 
canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pumping 
plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping 
plants) ,  for  diverting  and  carrying  water 
from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable 
alternative,  which  system  may  have  a  capac¬ 
ity  of  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  or  whatever 
lesser  capacity  is  found  to  be  feasible:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  any  capacity  in  the  Granite  Reef 
aqueduct  in  excess  of  12,500  cubic  feet  per 
second  shall  be  utilized  for  the  conveyance 
of  Colorado  River  water  only  when  Lake 
Powell  is  full  or  releases  of  water  are  made 
from  Lake  Powell  to  prevent  the  reservoir 
from  exceeding  elevation  3,700  feet  above 
mean  sea  level  or  when  releases  are  made 
pursuant  to  the  proviso  in  section  602(a)  (3) 
of  this  Act:  Provided  further.  That  the  costs 
of  providing  any  capacity  in  excess  of  2,500 
cubic  feet  per  second  shall  be  repaid  by 
those  funds  available  to  Arizona  pursuant  to 
the  provision  of  subsection  403(f)  of  this 
Act,  or  by  funds  from  sources  other  than 
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the  development  fund;  (2)  Orme  Dam  and 
Reservoir  and  power-pumping  plant  or  suit¬ 
able  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  which  shall  be  so  operated  as  not 
to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and 
to  the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those 
rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree  entered 
by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in 
United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation 
District  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Num¬ 
bered  59) ;  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and  Reservoir  or 
suitable  alternative,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
structed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  effect 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section 
304;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6) 
Tucson  aqueducts  and  pumping  plants;  (7) 
Salt-Gila  aqueduct;  (8)  related  canals,  reg¬ 
ulating  facilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants, 
and  electrical  transmission  facilities  required 
for  the  operation  of  said  principal  works; 
(9)  related  water  distribution  and  drainage 
works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

“(b)  Article  11(B)(3)  of  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall 
be  so  administered  that  in  any  year  in  which, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there  is  in¬ 
sufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water 
available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the  main  stream 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  be  so 
limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water 
in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for  the 
aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  by  holders 
of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other  users 
in  the  State  of  California  served  under  exist¬ 
ing  contracts  with  the  United  States  by  di¬ 
version  works  heretofore  constructed,  and 
by  other  existing  Federal  reservations  in  that 
State,  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and  by  users 
of  the  same  character  in  Arizona  and  Nevada. 
Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall  not 
be  required  to  bear  shortages  in  any  pro¬ 
portion  greater  than  would  have  been  im¬ 
posed  in  the  absence  of  this  subsection 
301(b).  This  subsection  shall  not  affect  the 
relative  priorities  among  themselves,  of 
water  users  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  which  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  said  decree. 

“(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  so  long 
as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  that  means  are  available  and  in 
operation  which  augment  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity 
as  to  make  sufficient  mainstream  water 
available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada. 

“Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate 
the  lands  of  the  Salt  River  Pima-Maricopa 
Indian  Community,  Arizona,  and  the  Fort 
McDowell-Apache  Indian  Community,  Ari¬ 
zona,  or  interests  therein,  and  any  allotted 
lands  or  interests  therein  within  said  com¬ 
munities  which  he  determines  are  necessary 
for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United  States 
for  the  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or 
alternative.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay 
the  fair  market  value  of  the  lands  and  in¬ 
terests  designated,  inclusive  of  improve¬ 
ments.  In  addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer 
to  pay  toward  the  cost  of  relocating  or  re¬ 
placing  such  improvements  not  to  exceed 
$500,000  in  the  aggregate,  and  the  amount 
offered  for  the  actual  relocation  or  replace¬ 
ment  of  a  residence  shall  not  exceed  the 
difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  residence  and  $8,000.  Each  community 
and  each  affected  allottee  shall  have  six 
months  in  which  to  accept  or  reject  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  offer.  If  the  Secretary’s  offer  is  re¬ 
jected,  the  United  States  may  proceed  to 
acquire  the  property  interests  involved 


through  eminent  domain  proceedings  in  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District 
of  Arizona  under  40  U.S.C.,  sections  257  and 
258a.  Upon  acceptance  in  writing  of  the 
Secretary’s  offer,  or  upon  the  filing  of  a 
declaration  of  taking  in  eminent  domain  pro¬ 
ceedings,  title  to  the  lands  or  interests  in¬ 
volved,  and  the  right  to  possession  thereof, 
shall  vest  in  the  United  States.  Upon  a 
determination  by  the  Secretary  that  all  or 
any  part  of  such  lands  or  interests  are  no 
longer  necessary  for  the  purpose  for  which 
acquired,  titled  to  such  lands  or  interests 
shall  be  restored  to  the  appropriate  com¬ 
munity  upon  repayment  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  amounts  paid  by  it  for  such 
lands. 

“(b)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  ac¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  right  of  the  former  owner  to  use 
or  lease  the  land  for  purposes  not  inconsis¬ 
tent  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project,  as  determined 
by,  and  under  terms  and  conditions  pre¬ 
scribed  by,  the  Secretary.  Such  right  shall 
include  the  right  to  extract  and  dispose  of 
minerals.  The  determination  of  fair  market 
value  under  subsection  (a)  shall  reflect  the 
right  to  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals  and 
all  other  uses  permitted  by  this  section. 

“(c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  lands  of  the  Fort  McDowell 
Mohave-Apache  Indian  Community  will  be 
required  for  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or 
alternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in  addition 
to  the  compensation  provided  for  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  designate  and  add  to 
the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation 
twenty-five  hundred  acres  of  suitable  lands 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  reservation  that  are 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  in  township  4  north,  range  7 
east;  township  5  north,  range  7  east;  and 
township  3  north,  range  7  east,  Gila  and 
Salt  River  base  meridian,  Arizona.  Title  to 
lands  so  added  to  the  reservation  shall  be 
held  by  the  United  States  in  trust  for  the 
Fort  McDowell  Mohave-Apache  Indian  Com¬ 
munity. 

“(d)  Each  community  shall  have  a  right, 
in  accordance  with  plans  approved  by  the 
Secretary,  to  develop  and  operate  recreational 
facilities  along  the  part  of  the  shoreline  of 
the  Orme  Reservoir  located  on  or  adjacent 
to.  its  reservation,  including  land  added  to 
the  Fort  McDowell  Reservation  as  provided 
in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  subject  to 
rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  governing  the  recreation  development 
to  its  reservation,  including  land  added  to 
the  entire  reservoir  and  federally  owned  lands 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  ad¬ 
jacent  thereto  shall  be  in  accordance  with  a 
master  recreation  plan  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  The  members  of  each  community 
shall  have  nonexclusive  personal  rights  to 
hunt  and  fish  on  or  in  the  reservoir  without 
charge  to  the  same  extent  they  are  now  au¬ 
thorized  to  hunt  and  fish,  but  no  community 
shall  have  the  right  to  exclude  others  from 
the  reservoir  except  by  control  of  access 
through  its  reservation  or  any  right  to  re¬ 
quire  payment  by  members  of  the  public 
except  for  the  use  of  community  lands  or 
facilities. 

“(e)  All  funds  paid  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  any  per  capita  distribution  thereof, 
shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of  State  and 
Federal  income  taxes. 

“Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  continue  to  a  conclusion  ap¬ 
propriate  engineering  and  economic  studies 
and  to  recommend  the  most  feasible  plan  for 
the  construction  and  operation  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  generating  and  transmission  facilities, 
the  purchase  of  electrical  energy,  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant  ca¬ 
pacity,  or  any  combination  thereof,  includ¬ 
ing  participation,  operation,  or  construction 
by  non-Federal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of 
supplying  the  power  requirements  of  the 


Central  Arizona  Project  and  augmenting  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund :  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this  section 
or  in  this  Act  contained  shall  be  construed  to 
authorize  the  study  or  construction  of  any 
dams  on  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado 
River  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Can¬ 
yon  Dam. 

“(b)  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into 
agreements  with  non-Federal  interests  pro¬ 
posing  to  construct  thermal  generating  pow¬ 
erplants  whereby  the  United  States  shall 
acquire  the  right  to  such  portions  of  their 
capacity,  including  delivery  of  power  and 
energy  over  appurtenant  transmission  facili¬ 
ties  to  mutually  agreed  upon  delivery  points, 
as  he  determines  is  required  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project.  When  not  required  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  the  power  and  energy  ac¬ 
quired  by  such  agreements  may  be  disposed 
of  intermittently  by  the  Secretary  for  other 
purposes  at  such  prices  as  he  may  determine, 
including  its  marketing  in  conjunction  with 
the  sale  of  power  and  energy  from  Federal 
powerplants  in  the  Colorado  River  system  so 
as  to  produce  the  greatest  practicable  amount 
of  power  and  energy  that  can  be  sold  at 
firm  power  and  energy  rates.  The  agreements 
shall  provide,  among  other  things,  that — 

"(1)  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more 
than  that  portion  of  the  total  construction 
cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplants,  and  of  any  switch¬ 
yards  and  transmission  facilities  serving  the 
United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for 
the  United  States  therein  to  the  total  capaci¬ 
ties  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary  shall 
make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  avail¬ 
able  to  the  non-Federal  interests  during  the 
construction  period,  including  the  period  of 
preparation  of  designs  and  specifications,  in 
such  installments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely 
construction  schedule,  but  no  funds  other 
than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  until  he  de¬ 
termines  that  adequate  contractual  arrange¬ 
ments  have  been  entered  into  between  all  the 
affected  parties  covering  land,  water,  fuel 
supplies,  power  (its  availability  and  use), 
rights-of-way,  transmission  facilities  and  all 
other  necessary  matters  for  the  thermal  gen¬ 
erating  powerplants; 

“(2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance 
costs  shall  be  apportioned  between  the  United 
States  and  the  non-Federal  interests  on  an 
equitable  basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
clause  ( 1 )  :  Provided,  however.  That  the 
United  States  shall  share  on  the  foregoing 
basis  in  the  depreciation  component  of  such 
costs  only  to  the  extent  of  provision  for  de¬ 
preciation  on  replacements  financed  by  the 
non-Federal  interests; 

“(3)  the  United  States  shall  be  given  ap¬ 
propriate  credit  for  any  interests  in  Federal 
lands  administered  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the 
powerplants  and  appurtenances; 

“(4)  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States 
under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  shall  not  include 

(a)  interest  and  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  franchise 
fees,  and  (d)  such  other  costs  as  shall  be 
specified  in  the  agreement. 

“(c)  No  later  than  one  year  from  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall 
submit  his  recommended  plan  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Except  as  authorized  by  subsection 

(b)  of  this  section,  such  plan  shall  not  be¬ 
come  effective  until  approved  by  the 
Congress. 

“(d)  If  any  thermal  generating  plant  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
is  located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is  served  by 
water  diverted  from  the  drainage  area  of 
the  Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry, 
other  provisions  of  existing  law  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding,  such  consumptive 
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use  of  water  shall  be  a  part  of  the  fifty 
thousand  acre-feet  per  annum  apportioned 
to  the  State  of  Arizona  by  article  III  (a)  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact 
(63  Stat.  31) . 

“Sec.  304.  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise 
provided  by  Congress,  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  available 
directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of 
lands  not  having  a  recent  irrigation  history 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in 
the  case  of  Indian  lands,  national  wildlife 
refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  State-administered  wildlife  manage¬ 
ment  areas. 

“(b)(1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  in¬ 
dustrial  water  supply  under  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona 
may,  in  the  event  the  Secretary  determines 
that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment,  be 
pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  orga¬ 
nizations  which  have  power  to  levy  assess¬ 
ments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within 
their  boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions 
of  contracts  or  other  arrangements  whereby 
each  such  organization  makes  water  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  available  to  users 
within  its  boundaries  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Secretary’s  approval,  and  the  United  States 
shall,  if  the  Secretary  determines  such  action 
is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  re¬ 
quire  that  it  be  a  party  to  such  contracts  or 
that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  con¬ 
tracts  be  entered  into  between  the  United 
States  and  any  user.  The  provisions  of  this 
clause  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying 
of  water  to  an  Indian  tribe  for  use  within 
the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

“(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to 
section  9(d)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act 
of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d) )  with  respect  to 
any  project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block 
shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic  period  of  not 
more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  pro¬ 
vided  pursuant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 

485h(e))  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of 
water  for  a  period  of  fifty  years  and  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main 
canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other 
points  of  delivery  as  the  Secretary  may 
designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating 
to  irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that 
water  made  available  thereunder  may  be 
made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  municipal 
or  industrial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent 
that  such  water  is  not  required  by  the  con¬ 
tractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

“(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and 
Industrial  water  supply  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard 
to  the  limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  9(c)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of 
1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c) ) ;  may  provide  for  the 
delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price 
per  acre-foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at 
the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the'main 
canals  and  conduits;  and  may  provide  for  re¬ 
payment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made 
pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and 
for  the  delivery  of  water  over  a  period  of 
fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (2) 
thereof. 

“(c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is 
provided  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  meas¬ 
ures,  adequate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  to  control  expansion  of  irrigation  from 
aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract 
service  area;  (2)  the  canals  and  distribution 
systems  through  which  water  is  conveyed 
after  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the 
contractors  shall  be  provided  and  maintained 
with  linings  adequate  in  his  judgment  to 
prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3) 
neither  the  contractor  nor  the  Secretary  shall 
pump  or  permit  others  to  pump  ground  water 
from  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the 


service  area  of  a  contractor  receiving  water 
from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any  use 
outside  said  contractor’s  service  area  unless 
the  Secretary  and  such  contractor  shall  agree, 
or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  ground  water  exists  and  that  drainage 
is  or  was  required.  Such  contracts  shall  be 
subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satisfaction 
of  all  existing  contracts  between  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore  made 
pursuant  to  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act 
(45  Stat.  1057) . 

“(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any 
contract  under  which  water  is  provided  from 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  contrac¬ 
tor  agree  to  accept  main  stream  water  in  ex¬ 
change  for  or  in  replacement  of  existing  sup¬ 
plies  from  sources  other  than  the  main 
stream.  The  Secretary  shall  so  require  in  the 
case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  to  the  extent  nec¬ 
essary  to  make  available  to  users  of  water 
from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico 
additional  quantities  of  water  as  provided  in 
and  under  the  conditions  specified  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (f)  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  such 
exchanges  and  replacements  shall  be  accom¬ 
plished  without  economic  injury  or  cost  to 
such  Arizona  contractors. 

“(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of 
main  stream  Colorado  River  water  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  users  which  have  yielded  water 
from  other  sources  in  exchange  for  main 
stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall 
have  a  first  priority  to  receive  main  stream 
water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that 
project  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from 
other  sources,  but  only  in  quantities  ade¬ 
quate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

“(f)  (1)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  con¬ 
tract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for 
water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and 
underground  water  sources  in  amounts  that 
will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  New 
Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in 
any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  eight¬ 
een  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir 
evaporation,  over  and  above  the  consumptive 
uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340). 
Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not 
begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long 
as  delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  down¬ 
stream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being 
accomplished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  m 
quantities  sufficient  to  replace  any  diminu¬ 
tion  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  di¬ 
version  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries 
and  underground  water  sources.  In  determin¬ 
ing  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full 
consideration  shall  be  given  to  any  differences 
in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to 
contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico 
for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries, 
and  underground  water  sources  in  amounts 
that  will  permit  consumptive  uses  of  water 
in  New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual 
average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive 
years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre- 
feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation.  Such 
further  increases  in  consumptive  use  shall 
not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only  so 
long  as,  works  capable  of  augmenting  the 
water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system 
have  been  completed  and  water  sufficiently 
in  excess  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acre-feet  per  annum  is  available  from 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for 
consumptive  use  in  Arizona  to  provide  water 
for  the  exchanges  herein  authorized  and 
provided.  In  determining  the  amount  re¬ 
quired  for  this  purpose  full  consideration 
shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  the  waters  involved. 

"(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New 


Mexico  and  Arizona  as  established  by  the 
decree  entered  by  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29, 
1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley 
Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe  Equity 
Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  existing 
on  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  in  New 
Mexico  and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila 
River,  its  tributaries,  and  underground  water 
sources,  and  shall  be  junior  thereto  and  shall 
be  made  only -to  the  extent  possible  without 
economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of 
such  rights. 

“(g)  For  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  no  water 
from  the  projects  authorized  by  this  Act 
shall  be  delivered  to  any  water  user  for  the 
production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of  any 
basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  defined  in 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  or  any  amend¬ 
ment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of  such 
commodity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which 
the  bulk  of  the  crop  would  normally  be 
marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply 
as  defined  in  section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  (52  Stat. 
38),  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301),  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  calls  for  an  increase 
in  production  of  such  commodity  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  national  security. 

“Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  is  aug¬ 
mented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)  (1)  of  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376 
U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use 
of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  in  Arizona,  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  California,  and  three 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Nevada,  re¬ 
spectively,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such 
water  available  to  users  of  main  stream 
water  in  those  States  at  the  same  costs  (to 
the  extent  that  such  costs  can  be  made  com¬ 
parable  through  the  nonreimbursable  alloca¬ 
tion  to  the  replenishment  of  the  deficiencies 
occasioned  by  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  burden  as  herein  provided  and  fi¬ 
nancial  assistance  from  the  development 
fund  established  by  section  403  of  this  Act) 
and  on  the  same  terms  as  would  be  applica¬ 
ble  if  main  stream  water  were  available  for 
release  in  the  quantities  required  to  supply 
such  consumptive  use. 

“Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake 
programs  for  water  salvage  and  ground  wa¬ 
ter  recovery  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  shall  be  consistent  with  maintenance 
of  a  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat 
for  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary. 

“Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore 
authorized  in  the  State  of  Utah,  is  hereby 
reauthorized  for  construction  at  the  site  de¬ 
termined  feasible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the 
Secretary  shall  integrate  such  project  into 
the  repayment  arrangement  and  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  De¬ 
velopment  Fund  established  by  title  IV  of  this 
Act  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act:  Provided,  That  section  8  of  Public  Law 
88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended  by 
deleting  the  figure  ‘$42,700,000’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  ‘$58,000,000’. 

“Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities 
in  connection  with  the  project  works  author¬ 
ized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213), 
except  as  provided  in  section  302  of  this 
Act. 

“Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  construction  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  including  prepay¬ 
ment  for  power  generation  and  transmis¬ 
sion  facilities  but  exclusive  of  distribution 
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and  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands, 
$832,180,000  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if 
any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordinary 
fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indi¬ 
cated  by  engineering  cost^  indices  applicable 
to  the  types  of  construction  involved  therein 
and,  in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as  may 
be  required  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  project. 

“(b)  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  $100,000,000  for  construction  of  dis¬ 
tribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non- 
Indian  lands.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  403  of  this  Act,  neither  appropria¬ 
tions  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization 
contained  in  this  subsection  (b)  nor  rev¬ 
enues  collected  in  connection  with  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  such  facilities  shall  be  credited  to 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund  and  payments  shall  not  be  made  from 
that  fund  to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  to  return  any  part  of  the  costs  of  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  such 
facilities. 

“TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND:  ALLOCA¬ 
TION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF  COSTS: 

CONTRACTS 

“Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower 
basin  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter 
authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the 
Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  con¬ 
structing  said  unit  or  features  to  (1)  com¬ 
mercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply,  (4)  flood  con¬ 
trol,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  con¬ 
trol,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9) 
the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  flows  available  for  use  in  the 
United  States  occasioned  by  performance  of 
the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994;  59  Stat. 
1219),  and  (10)  any  other  purposes  author¬ 
ized  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 
Costs  of  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  allocated  to  the  replenishment  of 
the  depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  avail¬ 
able  for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned 
by  compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
(including  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from 
regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at 
the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred  in  the  trans¬ 
portation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water  in 
discharge  of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty) 
shall  be  nonreimbursable :  Provided,  That  the 
nonreimbursable  allocation  shall  be  made  on 
a  pro  rata  basis  to  be  determined  by  the  ratio 
between  the  amount  of  water  required  to 
comply  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and 
the  total  amount  of  water  by  which  the 
Colorado  River  is  augmented  pursuant  to  the 
investigations  authorized  by  title  II  of  this 
Act  and  any  future  Congressional  authoriza¬ 
tion.  The  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
(79  Stat.  213) :  Provided,  That  all  of  the 
separable  and  joint  costs  allocated  to  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enchancement  as 
a  part  of  the  Dixie  project,  Utah,  shall  be 
nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated  to  nonre¬ 
imbursable  purposes  shall  be  nonreturnable 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine 
the  repayment  capability  of  Indian  lands 
within,  under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the 
project.  Construction  costs  allocated  to  ir¬ 
rigation  of  Indian  lands  (including  provision 
of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock 
water  uses)  and  within  the  repayment  capa¬ 
bility  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  564;  25  U.S.C. 
386a) ,  and  such  costs  that  are  beyond  re¬ 
payment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be 
nonreimbursable. 

“Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
a  separate  fund  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereafter 
called  the  ‘development  fund’),  which  shall 
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remain  available  until  expended  as  hereafter 
provided. 

“(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title 
III  of  this  Act  shall  be  credited  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  as  advances  from  the  gen¬ 
eral  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purpose. 

“(c)  There  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund — 

“(1)  all  revenues  collected  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  facilities  authorized  in 
title  III  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission,  and 
other  recreation  fees  or  charges  and  proceeds 
received  from  recreation  concessionaires) , 
including  revenues  which,  after  completion 
of  payout  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as 
required  herein  are  surplus,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  requirements  of  said 
project; 

“(2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boul¬ 
der  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  projects 
which,  after  completion  of  repayment  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and 
Parker-Davis  projects,  are  surplus,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  requirements 
of  those  projects:  Provided,  however,  That 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
continue  the  in-lieu-of-tax  payments  to  the 
States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada  provided  for 
in  section  2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Adjustment  Act  so  long  as  revenues  ac¬ 
crue  from  the  operation  of  the  Boulder  Can¬ 
yon  project;  and 

“(3)  any  Federal  revenues  from  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  South¬ 
west  intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada 
and  Arizona  which,  after  completion  of  re¬ 
payment  requirements  of  the  said  part  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  in¬ 
tertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and 
Arizona,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  requirements  of  said  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  South¬ 
west  intertie  and  related  facilities. 

“(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  credited  to 
the  development  fund  pursuant  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  and  clauses  (.!)  and  (3)  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  of  this  section  and  the  portion  of 
revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power 
and  energy  for' use  in  Arizona  pursuant  to 
clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
shall  be  available,  without  further  appropri¬ 
ation,  for — 

“(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacements  of,  and 
emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of 
the  projects,  within  such  separate  limita¬ 
tions  as  may  be  included  in  annual  appro¬ 
priation  Acts;  and 

“(2)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users 
in  the  State  of  Arizona  for  losses  sustained 
as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production 
of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam, 
Arizona,  resulting  from  exchanges  of  water 
between  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  304(f)  of 
this  Act. 

“(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  shall  not  be  available  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  works  comprised  within  any 
unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter  au¬ 
thorized  except  upon  appropriation  by  the 
Congress. 

“(f)  Moneys  credited  to  the  development 
fund  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses 
(1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of-  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  the  portion  of  revenues  derived 
from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use 
in  Arizona  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section  in  excess  of  the 
amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  of 
this  section  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

“(1)  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  proj¬ 
ects  or  separable  feature  thereof  authorized 


pursuant  to  title  III  of  this  Act  which  axe 
allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power, 
or  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply, 
pursuant  to  this  Act  within  a  period  not 
exceeding  fifty  years  from  the  date  of  com¬ 
pletion  of  each  such  unit  or  separable  fea¬ 
ture,  exclusive  of  any  development  period 
authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That  return  of 
the  cost,  if  any,  required  by  section  307  shall 
not  be  made  until  after  the  payout  period 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized 
herein;  and 

“(2)  interest  (including  interest  during 
construction)  on  the  unamortized  balance 
of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
features  of  the  project  at  a  rate  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (h) 
of  this  section,  and  interest  due  shall  be  a 
first  charge. 

“(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  in  accordance  writh  clause  (c)  (2) 
of  this  section  (excluding  only  those  reve¬ 
nues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
energy  for  use  in  Arizona  during  the  payout 
period  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as 
authorized  herein)  and  such  other  revenues 
as  remain  in  the  development  fund  after 
making  the  payments  required  by  subsec¬ 
tions  (d)  and  (f)  of  this  section  shall  be 
available  (1)  to  make  payments,  if  any,  as 
required  by  sections  307  and  502  of  this  Act, 
and  (2)  upon  appropriation  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  reim¬ 
bursable  costs  incurred  in  connection  with 
units  hereafter  constructed  to  provide  for 
„the  augmentation  of  the  water  supplies  of 
the  Colorado  River  for  use  below  Lee  Ferry 
as  may  be  authorized  as  a  result  of  the  in¬ 
vestigations  and  recommendations  made 
pursuant  to  section  201  and  subsection  203 
(a)  of  this  Act. 

“(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those 
portions  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  each 
unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  allo¬ 
cated  to  commercial  power  development  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury,  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  ini¬ 
tiating  construction  of  such  unit,  on  the 
basis  of  the  computed  average  interest  rate 
payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstand¬ 
ing  marketable  public  obligations  which  are 
neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for 
fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

“(i)  Business-type  budgets  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress'  annually  for  all  opera¬ 
tions  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

“Sec.  404.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the 
Secretary  shall  report  to  the  Congress,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969,  upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from 
and  the  cost  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the 
project  for  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The 
report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared  to 
reflect  accurately  the  Federal  investment  allo¬ 
cated  at  that  time  to  power,  to  irrigation, 
and  to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return 
and  repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated 
rate  of  progress,  year  by  year,  in  accomplish¬ 
ing  full  repayment. 

“TITLE  V — UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER 

BASIN:  AUTHORIZATIONS  AND  REIM¬ 
BURSEMENTS 

“Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel 
Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado;  and 
the  Central  Utah  project  (Uintah  unit), 
Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105;  43  U.S.C.  620),  and  to  provide  for  the 
completion  of  planning  reports  on  other  par¬ 
ticipating  projects,  clause  (2)  of  section  1 
of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i) 
inserting  the  words  ‘and  the  Uintah  unit’ 
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after  the  word  ‘phase’  within  the  parenthesis 
following  ‘Central  Utah’,  (ii)  deleting  the 
words  ‘Pine  River  Extension’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  words  ‘Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  San 
Miguel’,  (iii)  adding  after  the  words  ‘Smith 
Fork:’  the  proviso  ‘Provided,  That  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
project  shall  not  be  undertaken  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  until  he  has  completed  a  feasibility  re¬ 
port  on  such  unit  and  submitted  such  report 
to  the  Congress  along  with  his  certification 
that,  in  his  judgment,  the  benefits  of  such 
unit  or  segment  will  exceed  the  costs  and 
that  such  unit  is  physically  and  financially 
feasible,  and  the  Congress  has  authorized 
the  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  thereof:’.  Section  2  of  said  Act  is  hereby 
further  amended  by  (i)  deleting  the  words 
‘Parsliall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  San 
Miguel,  West  Divide,  Tomichi  Creek,  East 
River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores, 
Fruit  Growers  Extension,  Animas-La  Plata’, 
and  inserting  after  the  words  ‘Yellow  Jacket’ 
the  words  ‘Basalt,  Middle  Park  (including 
the  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure 
units),  Upper  Gunnison  (including  the  Bast 
River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units), 
Lower  Tampa  (including  the  Juniper  and 
Great  Northern  units),  Upper  Yampa  (in¬ 
cluding  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  To- 
ponas  units)’;  (ii)  by  inserting  after  the 
word  ‘Sublette’  the  words  ‘(including  a  di¬ 
version  of  water  from  the  Green  River  to  the 
North  Platte  River  Basin  in  Wyoming),  Ute 
Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project,  San 
Juan  County  (Utah),  Price  River,  Grand 
County  (Utah),  Gray  Canyon,  and  Juniper 
(Utah)’;  and  (iii)  changing  the  period  after 
‘projects’  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following 
proviso:  ‘Provided,  That  the  planning  report 
for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
participating  project  shall  be  completed  on 
or  before  December  31,  1974,  to  enable  the 
United  States  of  America  to  meet  the  com¬ 
mitments  heretofore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian 
Tribe  of  the  Uintah  and  Ouray  Indian  Reser¬ 
vation  under  the  agreement  dated  Septem¬ 
ber  20,  1965  (Contract  Numbered  14-06- W- 
194) The  amount  which  section  12  of  said 
Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby 
further  increased  by  the  sum  of  $392,000,000, 
plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may 
be  required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  con¬ 
struction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering 
cost  indices  applicable  to  the  type  of  con¬ 
struction  involved.  This  additional  sum  shall 
be  available  solely  for  the  construction  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  and  San  Miguel  projects  herein  au¬ 
thorized. 

‘‘(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed 
as  nearly  as  practicable  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  par¬ 
ticipating  Federal  reclamation  projects  con¬ 
currently  with  the  construction  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  to  the  end  that  such 
projects  shall  be  completed  not  later  than 
the  date  of  the  first  delivery  of  water  from 
said  Central  Arizona  Project:  Provided,  That 
an  appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each 
of  said  participating  projects  shall  have  been 
executed  as  provided  in  section  4  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
107)  before  construction  shall  start  on  that 
particular  project. 

"(c)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  recla¬ 
mation  project  shall  be  constructed  and  op¬ 
erated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the 
engineering  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on 
May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Document 
436,  Eighty-ninth  Congress:  Provided,  That 
construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  under¬ 
taken  until  and  unless  the  States  of  Colorado 
and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified  the  fol¬ 
lowing  compact  to  which  the  consent  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  hereby  given: 


“  ‘Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

“  ‘The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
New  Mexico,  in  order  to  implement  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Rec¬ 
lamation  Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a 
proposed  participating  project  under  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
105;  43  U.S.C.  620)  and  being  moved  by  con¬ 
siderations  of  interstate  comity,  have  re¬ 
solved  to  conclude  a  compact  for  these  pur¬ 
poses  and  have  agreed  upon  the  following 
articles : 

“  ‘ARTICLE  I 

--  ‘A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water 
in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  from  the  La 
Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including 
return  flow  to  the  La  Plata  River  from 
Animas  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New 
Mexico  under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal 
Reclamation  Project  shall  be  valid  and  of 
equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by 
decree  of  the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the 
uses  of  water  in  Colorado  for  that  project, 
providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  with¬ 
in  the  allocation  of  water  made  to  that  state 
by  articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31). 

“  ‘B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence 
of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be 
construed  to  vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this 
article. 

“  ‘article  ii 

“  ‘This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and 
obligatory  when  it  shall  have  been  ratified 
by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory 
States.’ 

“(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas- 
La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel, 
West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating 
projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  proj¬ 
ect,  establish  the  nonexcess  irrigable  acreage 
for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive 
project  water  at  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land 
classes. 

“(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water 
for  any  project  or  any  parts  thereof  con¬ 
structed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  with¬ 
in  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  only,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  comply 
with  the  constitution  and  statutes  of  the 
State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of 
appropriation;  with  State  and  Federal  court 
decrees  entered  pursuant  thereto;  and  with 
operating  principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the 
Secretary  and  approved  by  the  State  of 
Colorado. 

“(f)  The  words  ‘any  western  slope  appro¬ 
priations’  contained  in  paragraph  (i)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled 
‘Manner  of  Operation  of  Project  Facilities 
and  Auxiliary  Features’,  shall  mean  and  re¬ 
fer  to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for 
the  storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thomp¬ 
son  Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado; 
and  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  act  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  such  meaning  and  reference. 
It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  this  directive 
defines  and  observes  the  purpose  of  said  para¬ 
graph  (i),  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or 
alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising  under 
said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80  or 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

“Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Fund  established  under  section  5  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
107;  43  U.S.C.  620d)  shall  be  reimbursed 
from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund 
established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Can¬ 
yon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774;  43 
U.S.C.  618a)  for  the  money  expended  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in 
generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the  filling 


period  of  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River 
storage  project  pursuant  to  the  criteria  for 
the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27 
Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962) .  For  this  pur¬ 
pose,  $500,000  for  each  year  of  operation  of 
Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing 
with  fiscal  year  1970,  shall  be  transferred 
from  the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  in 
lieu  of  application  of  said  amounts  to  the 
purposes  stated  in  section  2(d)  of  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act, 
until  such  reimbursement  is  accomplished. 
To  the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such 
reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987, 
the  amount  of  the  remaining  deficiency  shall 
then  be  transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund,  as  provided 
in  subsection  (g)  of  section  403. 

“TITLE  VI — GENERAL  PROVISIONS: 

DEFINITIONS:  CONDITIONS 

“Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
be  construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify, 
or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63 
Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the 
United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994; 
59  Stat.  1219),  the  decree  entered  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  and  others  (376  U.S. 
340) ,  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein, 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat. 
1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  (54  Stat.  774;  43  U.S.C.  618a),  or 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70 
Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620) . 

“(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

“(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  con¬ 
sumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from  the 
Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive 
five-year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year 
period  starting  on  October  1,  1970.  Such  re¬ 
ports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of 
the  beneficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on 
a  State-by-State  basis.  Specific  figures  on 
quantities  consumptively  used  from  the  ma¬ 
jor  tributary  streams  flowing  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  shall  also  be  included  on  a  State- 
by-State  basis.  Such  reports  shall  be  prepared 
in  consultation  with  the  States  of  the  lower 
basin  individually  and  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission,  and  shall  be  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and 
to  the  Governors  of  each  State  signatory  to 
the  Colorado  River  Compact;  and 

“(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  deliv¬ 
ery  of  water  originating  in  the  drainage  basin 
of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River 
Compact. 

“(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are 
directed  to  comply  with  the  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty, 
compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and 
release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  facil¬ 
ities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the 
jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary, 
and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all 
works  which  may  be  authorized  hereafter 
for  the  augmentation  of  the  water  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the  event 
of  failure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency  to  so 
comply,  any  affected  State  may  maintain  an 
action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder 
of  the  United  States  as  a  party  in  such  suit 
or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or,  otherwise. 

“Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  comply  with  and 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose  criteria 
for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of 
the  reservoirs  constructed  and  operated  un¬ 
der  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor- 
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age  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Act,  and  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  ex¬ 
pressed  in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall 
make  provision  for  the  storage  of  water  in 
storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage 
project  and  releases  of  water  from  Lake 
Powell  in  the  following  listed  order  of 
priority: 

“(1)  releases  to  supply  one-half  the  de¬ 
ficiency  described  in  article  III(c)  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact,  if  any  such  defi¬ 
ciency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States 
of  the  Upper  Division,  but  in  any  event  such 
releases,  if  any,  shall  not  be  required  in  any 
year  that  the  Secretary  makes  the  determina¬ 
tion  and  issues  the  proclamation  specified 
in  section  202  of  this  Act; 

"(2)  releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  less  such 
quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of 
the  States  of  the  Upper  Division  from  other 
sources;  and 

“(3)  storage  of  water  not  required  for  the 
releases  specified  in  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of 
this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Commission  and  representatives 
of  the  three  Lower  Division  States  and  taking 
into  consideration  all  relevant  factors  (in¬ 
cluding,  but  not  limited  to,  historic  stream- 
flows,  the  most  critical  period  of  record,  and 
probabilities  of  water  supply),  shall  find  this 
to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  deliveries 
under  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  without  impair¬ 
ment  of  annual  consumptive  uses  in  the 
upper  basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact:  Provided,  That  water  not  so  re¬ 
quired  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from 
Lake  Powell:  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be 
reasonably  applied  in  the  States  of  the  Lower 
Division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e) 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such 
releases  shall  be  made  when  the  active  storage 
in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active  storage 
in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly 
as  practicable,  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead 
equal  to  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell, 
and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from 
Lake  Powell. 

“(b)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the 
criteria  proposed  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  to  such  other 
parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate  for  their  review  and  com¬ 
ment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  July  1, 
1970,  the  Secretary  shall  adopt  appropriate 
criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and 
publish  the  same  in  the  Federal  Register. 
Beginning  January  1,  1972,  and  yearly  there¬ 
after,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  to  the  Governors  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States  a  report  describing  the 
actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria 
for  the  preceding  compact  water  year  and 
the  projected  operation  for  the  current  year. 
As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experience  or 
unforeseen  circumstances,  the  Secretary  may 
thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better 
achieve  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  correspond¬ 
ence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  and  appropriate  con¬ 
sultation  with  such  State  representatives  as 
each  Governor  may  designate. 

“(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  shall  be  administered  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to 
the  consumptive  use  of  water  available  to 
that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system 
under  the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not 
be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such 
water  in  the  lower  basin. 

“(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
so  as  to  impair,  conflict  with,  or  otherwise 
change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Commission. 


“Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
this  Act,  in  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  the  units  of  the  projects  here¬ 
in  and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  governed  by  the  Federal  reclamation 
laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388,  and 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  a  supplement. 

“Sec.  605.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act 
(41  Stat.  1063;  16  U.S.C.  791a-823)  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  the  reaches  of  the  main 
stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover 
Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  I)am  until  and  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

“Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act,  (a)  all  terms 
which  are  defined  in  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  shall  have  the  meanings  therein 
defined; 

“(b)  ‘Main  stream’  means  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River  downstream  from  Lee 
Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including 
the  reservoirs  thereon; 

“(c)  ‘User’  or  ‘water  user’  in  relation  to 
main  stream  water  in  the  lower  basin  means 
the  United  States  or  any  person  or  legal  en¬ 
tity  entitled  under  the  decree  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona 
against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340), 
to  use  main  stream  water  when  available 
thereunder; 

“(d)  ‘Active  storage’  means  that  amount 
of  water  in  reservoir  storage,  exclusive  of 
bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through 
the  existing  reservoir  outlet  works; 

“(e)  ‘Colorado  River  Basin  States’  means 
the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming; 

“(f)  ‘Western  United  States’  means  those 
states  lying  wholly  or  in  part  west  of  the 
Continental  Divide;  and 

“(g)  ‘Augment’  or  ‘augmentation’,  when 
used  herein  with  reference  to  water,  means 
to  increase  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
or  its  tributaries  by  the  introduction  of  wa¬ 
ter  into  the  Colorado  River  system,  which  is 
in  addition  to  the  natural  supply  of  the  sys¬ 
tem.’’ 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  to 
the  title  of  the  bill  and  the  House  agree  to 
the  same. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 
Harold  T.  Johnson, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Morris  K.  Udall, 

Craig  Hosmer, 

Laurence  J.  Burton, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Henry  M.  Jackson, 
Clinton  P.  Anderson, 
Frank  Church, 

Ernest  Gruening, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Gordon  Allott, 

Len  B.  Jordan, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on 
the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill,  S. 
1004,  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation 
and  maintenance  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other 
purposes,  submit  this  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  language  recom¬ 
mended  and  adopted  in  the  accompanying 
conference  report. 

The  Committee  of  Conference  adopted  the 
form  of  the  House  amendment  and  for  the 
most  part  the  House  language.  The  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  language  of  the  House 
amendment  and  language  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference  are  explained  herein  along  with  other 
matters  involved  in  the  legislation  which 
warrant  comment  or  require  clarification. 

TITLE  I - COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT: 

OBJECTIVES 

A  short  title  for  this  legislation  is  cited  in 
the  Senate  version  of  S.  1004  as  the  “Central 
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Arizona  Project  Act”  and  in  the  House 
amendment  as  the  “Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act”.  The  House  language  was 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  Conference. 
The  Committee  of  Conference  also  adopted 
the  remainder  of  Title  I  of  the  House  amend¬ 
ment,  none  of  which  is  in  the  Senate  version 
of  S.  1004. 

The  statement  of  the  objective  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  and  the  establishment  of  Congres¬ 
sional  policy  with  respect  to  meeting  the 
long-range  water  needs  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin,  as  set  forth  in  this  title,  combined 
with  the  planning  directive  set  out  in  title  II 
clearly  give  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
the  authority  and  the  responsibility  for 
planning  the  best  possible  use  of  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  water  resources  west  of  the  Continental 
Divide  and  for  meeting  the  future  water 
needs  of  our  eleven  western  States. 

TITLE  n— INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

The  language  in  this  title  is  not  in  S.  1004 
as  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  the  major  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  Conference  Report  and 
the  House  amendment  occurs  in  this  title. 

Out  of  the  deliberations  of  the  Committee 
of  Conference  in  connection  with  this  title 
came  a  completely  new  Section  201  which, 
for  the  first  time,  provides  for  coordinated 
Federal  water  planning  on  a  west-wide  basis. 

Section  201  in  the  House  amendment 
called  for  a  series  of  investigations  and  stud¬ 
ies  to  be  conducted  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  in  connection  with  the  long-range 
water  needs  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
and  the  availability  of  water  to  meet  these 
needs.  The  Secretary  would  have  been  re¬ 
quired,  by  the  House  amendment,  to  prepare 
reconnaissance  reports  covering  all  of  the 
matters  listed  for  study  and  to  submit  such 
reports  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
not  later  than  June  30,  1973.  In  addition,  he 
would  have  been  required  to  prepare  a  fea¬ 
sibility  report  on  a  plan  which  shows  the 
most  economical  means  of  augmenting  the 
water  supply  in  the  Colorado  River  by  two 
and  one-half  million  acre  feet  annually  and 
to  submit  this  report  to  the  Congress  not 
later  than  January  1,  1975. 

The  language  developed  by  the  Committee 
of  Conference  as  a  substitute  for  Section  201 
of  the  House  amendment  directs  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct  full  and  com¬ 
plete  reconnaissance  investigations  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan  to  meet 
the  future  water  needs  of  the  Western 
United  States,  a  term  which  is  defined  in 
Title  VI  of  the  Conference  Report  as  those 
States  lying  wholly  or  in  part  west  of  the 
Continental  Divide.  The  investigations  and 
development  of  the  plan  are  to  be  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  reclamation  law,  and  the  studies, 
investigations  and  assessments  of  water 
availability  must  be  coordinated  with  other 
water  planning  activities  being  conducted 
under  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act. 
The  purpose  of  the  reference  to  the  Water 
Resources  Planning  Act  is  to  assure  cooper¬ 
ation  and  coordination  among  all  Federal 
agencies,  affected  States,  and  study  commis¬ 
sions  established  pursuant  to  the  Planning 
Act  and  to  eliminate  possible  duplication  in 
the  overall  water  resources  planning  effort. 
The  reference  to  the  Planning  Act  does  not, 
of  course,  subject  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  the  prohibition  in  that  Act  against 
the  study  of  transbasin  transfers  of  water. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Secretary  initiate 
this  west-wide  planning  effort  by  determin¬ 
ing  the  water  supplies  available  and  the 
long-range  water  requirements  in  each 
water  resource  region  of  the  Western  United 
States.  When  this  phase  of  the  study  is  com¬ 
pleted,  the  Secretary  can  then  proceed  with 
investigations  to  determine  the  most  eco¬ 
nomical  means  of  augmenting  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River  in  order  to  serve 
the  most  critical  water-short  area  of  our 
Nation.  When  the  water  needs  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  and  the  time  schedule 
therefor  have  been  established,  all  possible 
sources  of  water  must  be  considered,  includ- 
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lng  water  conservation  and  salvage,  weather 
modification,  desalination  and  importation 
from  areas  of  surplus.  However,  for  a  period 
of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  cannot  undertake  studies  of  any 
plan  for  importation  of  water  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  from  any  other  drainage 
hasin  lying  outside  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  and  those 
portions  of  Nevada,  Utah  and  Wyoming 
which  are  in  the  natural  drainage  basin  of 
the  Colorado  River.  As  the  studies  proceed, 
the  Secretary  is  required  to  submit  progress 
reports  every  two  years  and  to  submit,  not 
later  than  June  30,  1977,  a  completed  recon¬ 
naissance  report  on  water  supplies  and  water 
requirements  for  the  entire  eleven  western 
States  area  as  well  as  the  possibilities  of 
augmentation  from  within  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States.  Both  the  progress  reports 
and  the  final  reconnaissance  report  are  to  be 
submitted  to  the  President,  the  National 
Water  Commission  (while  it  is  in  existence), 
the  Water  Resources  Council,  and  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  investigations  and  studies  under  this 
title  do  not  end  with  submission  of  this 
initial  report  in  1977.  This  is  only  the  first 
phase.  It  is  intended  that,  following  the 
completion  of  this  phase  of  the  investiga¬ 
tions  and  studies,  the  Secretary  shall  con¬ 
tinue,  pursuant  to  existing  authority,  to 
pursue  vigorously  the  stated  objective  of 
Section  201  which  is  to  develop  a  general 
plan  to  meet  the  future  water  needs  of  the 
entire  Western  United  States.  He  is  expected 
to  make  such  recommendations  with  respect 
to  feasibility  studies  as  are  justified  and 
appropriate,  including  feasibility  studies  of 
augmentation  opportunities  within  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States.  Also,  it  is  intended 
that  the  Secretary,  when  the  10-year  mora¬ 
torium  on  studies  of  importation  from  out¬ 
side  the  Colorado  Basin  States  comes  to  an 
end,  will  conduct  such  additional  recon¬ 
naissance  investigations  as  are  justified  of 
importation  from  outside  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  and  make  such  recommenda¬ 
tions  Vith  respect  to  feasibility  studies  as  are 
warranted.  He  will  do  this  pursuant  to  exist¬ 
ing  authority  and  in  the  light  of  the  inves¬ 
tigations  and  studies  he  has  completed  up 
to  that  time. 

The  importance  to  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  and  to  the  entire  West  of  the  west¬ 
wide  water  planning  provided  for  in  this 
legislation  cannot  be  over- emphasized. 
While  there  is  disagreement  with  respect  to 
time,  the  cold  fact  remains  that  eventually 
the  water  supply  for  the  Central  Arizona 
Project  from  main  stream  Colorado  River 
water  will  be  reduced  to  less  than  300,000 
acre  feet  annually  unless  augmentation  be¬ 
comes  a  reality. 

The  remainder  of  the  language  in  Title  II 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  Conference  is 
the  language  of  the  House  amendment  with 
one  minor  clarifying  change.  Section  202 
warrants  special  mention.  This  section  is  a 
Congressional  declaration  that  satisfaction 
of  the  water  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  constitutes  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion  which  shall  be  the  first  charge  against 
any  augmentation  project.  It  relieves  both  the 
Upper  Basin  and  the  Lower  Basin  from  the 
Coloradcf  River  Compact  requirement  cover¬ 
ing  deliveries  of  water  to  Mexico  at  such 
time  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  de¬ 
termines  and  proclaims  that  means  are  avail¬ 
able  and  in  operation  for  delivering  annu¬ 
ally  into  the  Colorado  River  system  sufficient 
water  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty  water  re¬ 
quirements  together  with  associated  losses.  A 
further  provision  in  the  House  amendment 
made  such  relief  to  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  contingent  upon  the  authorization  of 
a  plan  to  augment  the  Colorado  River  water 
supply  by  two  and  one-half  million  acre 
feet  annually.  This  provision  is  retained 
in  the  Conference  version  of  S.  1004  which, 
however,  adds  clarifying  language  to  indi¬ 


cate  that  such  plan  has  not  only  to  be  au¬ 
thorized  but  also  to  be  in  operation  to  the 
extent  of  providing  the  additional  water  nec¬ 
essary  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
requirements. 

The  declaration  that  satisfaction  of  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  water  requirements  constitutes  a 
national  obligation  carries  with  it  a  nonre¬ 
imbursable  allocation  of  the  costs  of  pro¬ 
viding  the  necessary  water  or  replacement 
for  such  water.  The  authority  for  this  allo¬ 
cation  on  a  nonreimbursable  basis  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  title  IV  of  the  Conference  Report, 
and  clarifying  language  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  Conference  with  respect  to  it 
is  explained  in  this  statement  under  title 
IV. 

Section  203  of  the  Conference  Report  is 
language  from  the  House  amendment  which 
provides  the  fullest  possible  protection  to 
States  and  areas  of  origin  in  the  event  of 
transbasin  diversions  of  water. 

TITLE  m - AUTHORIZED  UNITS:  PROTECTION  OF 

EXISTING  USES 

The  second  most  important  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  language  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Conference  and  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  occurs  in  Section  301  in  connection 
with  the  capacity  of  the  Granite  Reef  aque¬ 
duct,  the  main  conduit  for  conveying  water 
from  the  Colorado  River  to  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project  service  area.  The  Senate  version 
of  S.  1004  provides  for  a  capacity  of  “not  less 
than  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second".  The  House 
amendment  provides  for  a  capacity  of  “not 
to  exceed  2500  cubic  feet  per  second”.  The 
language  adopted  by  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  authorizes  a  capacity  of  “3,000  cubic 
feet  per  second  or  whatever  lesser  capacity  is 
found  to  be  feasible”.  The  Conference  lan¬ 
guage  is  intended  to  fix  the  capacity  at  3,000 
cubic  feet  per  second  if  this  is  the  desire  and 
decision  of  the  State  of  Arizona  and  it  can  be 
shown  that  an  aqueduct  of  this  capacity  is 
economically  justified  and  financially  fea¬ 
sible. 

The  Committee  of  Conference  added  two 
qualifying  provisions  in  connection  with  the 
aqueduct  capacity.  The  first  provides  that 
any  capacity  in  the  aqueduct  in  excess  of 
2500  cubic  feet  per  second  shall  be  utilized 
for  the  conveyance  of  Colorado  River  water 
only  when  Lake  Powell  is  full  or  releases  of 
water  are  made  from  Lake  Powell  to  prevent 
the  reservoir  from  exceeding  elevation  3700 
feet  above  mean  sea  level,  or  when  releases 
from  Lake  Powell  are  made  under  Article  III 
(e)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  at  times 
when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  not 
less  than  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Mead. 
Releases  of  Article  111(e)  water  is  of  lower 
priority  than  storage  of  water  in  Lake  Powell 
to  fully  protect  and  assure  all  prospective 
annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  Upper  Basin 
under  the  Compact.  Thus,  the  Upper  Basin 
States  are  given  assurance  that  any  capacity 
in  the  aqueduct  in  excess  of  2500  cubic  feet 
per  second  will  not  be  used  so  as  to  impair  in 
any  way  Upper  Basin  rights  and  uses  under 
the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

The  second  qualifying  provision  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  aqueduct  capacity  re¬ 
quires  that  the  cost  of  any  capacity  in  excess 
of  2500  cubic  feet  per  second  must  be  repaid 
either  from  Central  Arizona  Project  reve¬ 
nues,  from  that  portion  of  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund 
which,  pursuant  to  subsection  403(f),  is 
available  to  assist  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect,  or  from  sources  other  than  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund.  This  provision  makes  it  clear 
that  the  cost  of  any  capacity  in  excess  of 
2500  cubic  feet  per  second  shall  not  be 
an  obligation  against  that  part  of  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  which  is  dedicated  to 
assisting  the  future  construction  of  aug¬ 
mentation  works. 

Except  for  the  difference  in  the  capacity 
of  the  aqueduct,  the  plan  of  development 
and  the  plan  of  operation  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  as  set  forth  in  the  Confer¬ 


ence  Report  is  unchanged  as  compared  with 
the  House  amendment.  The  conference  re¬ 
port  retains  the  provision  in  the  House 
amendment  which  gives  California  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  annually  with  a 
priority  over  Central  Arizona  Project  water 
when  there  is  less  than  7.5  million  acre 
feet  of  mainstream  Colorado  River  water 
released  annually  for  use  in  Arizona, 
California  and  Nevada.  The  Secretary  must 
recognize  this  priority  in  the  administration 
of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  decree 
in  Arizona  v.  California.  The  priority  given 
California  uses  in  the  Senate  version  of  S. 
1004  was  limited  to  27  years.  Arizona  and 
its  representatives  on  the  Committee  of 
Conference  agreed  to  accept  the  House  ver¬ 
sion  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  called  for 
assumption  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  water 
requirement  as  a  national  obligation. 

The  Committee  of  Conference  was  made 
aware  of  the  disagreement  of  the  Pima 
Indians  with  the  Globe  Equity  Decree  Num¬ 
bered  59  and  their  concern  over  the  mention 
of  this  decree  in  connection  with  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  Buttes  dam  and  reservoir.  The  men¬ 
tion  of  this  decree  in  this  legislation  is  not 
intended  to  constitute  Congressional  rati¬ 
fication  or  approval  of  the  stipulated  por¬ 
tions  thereof  or  to  enhance  or  impair  any 
Gila  River  water  rights. 

Section  302  of  the  Conference  Report 
relates  to  the  acquisition  of  the  Indian  lands 
that  are  needed  for  construction  of  the  Orme 
dam  and  reservoir.  This  section  was  not  in 
the  Senate  version  of  S.  1004.  The  Committee 
of  Conference  adopted  the  language  of  the 
House  amendment  with  two  changes.  The 
House  amendment  provided  that  if  lands 
purchased  from  the  Indian  communities 
cease  to  be  needed  for  the  Orme  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  or  alternative,  they  should  be  re¬ 
stored  to  the  community.  The  Committee  of 
Conference  added  a  requirement  making 
restoration  of  the  title  contingent  upon  re¬ 
payment  by  the  communities  of  the  amount 
paid  by  the  Government  for  the  purchase 
of  the  lands. 

The  other  change  relates  to  the  fair  mar¬ 
ket  value  of  the  Indian  lands  acquired  by  the 
Government.  The  language  of  the  House 
amendment  provided  that  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  Indian  lands  acquired  shall  re¬ 
flect  the  value  of  the  right  retained  by  the 
Indians  to  extract  minerals,  but  not  the  value 
of  any  other  uses  permitted  under  section 
302.  The  Committee  of  Conference  took  the 
position  that  the  value  of  those  other  uses 
should  also  be  considered  when  determining 
fair  market  value,  and  amended  the  House 
amendment  accordingly.  Those  other  uses  in¬ 
clude  the  right  of  the  Indians  to  use  or  lease 
the  lands  for  purposes  not  inconsistent  with 
the  project,  the  right  to  develop  and  operate 
recreational  facilities  on  the  lands,  and  the 
right  to  hunt  and  fish  without  charge. 

Section  303  of  the  Conference  Report  es¬ 
tablishes  the  procedure  for  meeting  the 
pumping  power  requirements  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  It  is  the  language  of  the 
House  amendment  with  minor  changes.  It  di¬ 
rects  the  Secretary  to  continue  studies  of 
ways  and  means  of  supplying  the  pumping 
power  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  of 
augmenting  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
Development  Fund,  and  it  authorizes  the 
“prepurchase”  plan  for  meeting  the  pump¬ 
ing  power  requirements  if  this  plan  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  feasible  and  in 
the  best  interest  of  the  Federal  Government. 
The  Committee  of  Conference  adopted  minor 
language  changes  to  permit  the  Secretary  to 
acquire  the  right  to  powerplant  capacity  in 
more  than  one  location  if  such  a  procedure 
should  prove  to  be  desirable. 

In  section  303(b)(1)  the  Committee  of 
Conference  substituted  "contractual  arrange¬ 
ments”  for  “contracts”  to  indicate  that  all  of 
the  required  contracts  in  final  form  do  not 
necessarily  have  to  be  completed  and  ex¬ 
ecuted  before  any  Federal  funds  are  made 
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available  to  start  paying  the  Government’s 
share  of  the  cost  of  generators  and  other  ma¬ 
jor  equipment  that  require  considerable  time 
for  delivery.  For  the  purpose  of  this  section 
the  placing  of  orders  for  such  equipment  can 
be  considered  preconstruction  activities.  It 
is  recognized  that  it  may  require  as  much  as 
two  years  to  complete  execution  of  all  the 
contracts,  and  it  is  not  intended  that  the 
other  participants  have  to  bear  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  share  of  progress  payments  during 
this  period  or  that  purchases  be  held  up.  Let¬ 
ters  of  intent  or  other  suitable  understand¬ 
ings  which  commit  all  parties  to  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  undertakings  are  deemed  ade¬ 
quate  to  permit  the  United  States  to  make 
such  payments  for  equipment  as  are  due 
under  the  provisions  of  this  legislation  and 
for  which  funds  have  been  appropriated. 

The  committee  of  conference  also  modified 
the  language  of  subsection  303(b)  (2),  which 
relates  to  operation  and  maintenance  costs  of 
the  power  plants,  to  make  it  clear  that  the 
United  States  will  share  depreciation  cost 
only  on  such  replacements  as  might  be  fi¬ 
nanced  entirely  by  the  non-Federal  interests. 

Subsection  303(b)  authorizes  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  dispose  of  power  and  energy  acquired 
under  the  “prepurchase”  plan  when  such 
power  and  energy  is  not  required  for  project 
purposes.  A  proviso  in  Section  14  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  of  S.  1004  relating  to  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  this  excess  power  and  energy  was 
eliminated  by  the  Committee  of  Conference 
as  surplusage  since  the  sale  or  disposition  of 
power  or  energy  acquired  pursuant  to  section 
303  and  surplus  to  the  requirements  of  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  will  be  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  Section  9  of  the  Act  of 
August  4,  1939  (53  Stat.  1193) ,  as  amended. 
We  believe  this  to  be  in  accord  not  only  with 
the  Secretary’s  testimony  before  the  House 
and  Senate  Committees  but  with  the  “Sum¬ 
mary  Report,  Central  Arizona  Project  with 
Federal  Prepayment  and  Power  Arrangements, 
dated  February  1967”,  and  will  not  limit  the 
Secretary  in  his  use  and  disposition  of  the 
prepurchase  capacity  for  project  purposes  or 
other  purposes  authorized  by  this  Act. 

The  limitation  in  Section  303(d)  on  the 
source  of  water  for  any  thermal  electric  plant 
located  in  Arizona  is  not  intended  to  pre¬ 
clude  the  Secretary  from  making,  under  ex¬ 
isting  laws,  short  term  sales  of  surplus  water, 
which  would  otherwise  be  wasted  below  Lee 
Ferry,  for  the  purpose  of  generating  electric 
energy  in  a  coal-fired  plant  in  Arizona.  Nei¬ 
ther  is  this  language  of  Section  303(d)  in¬ 
tended  to  impair  in  any  way  existing  rights 
to  water  from  the  50,000  acre  feet  appor¬ 
tioned  to  Arizona  by  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Compact. 

Section  304  of  the  Conference  Report  deals 
with  the  furnishing  of  water  from  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project.  The  Conference  Com¬ 
mittee  adopted  one  subsection  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  of  S.  1004  which  is  not  in  the 
House  amendment.  This  is  subsection  (g) 
which  relates  to  surplus  crops  and  prohibits, 
for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of 
enactment,  the  delivery  of  project  water  for 
the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands  of 
any  basic  agricultural  commodity  which  is 
in  surplus  supply  as  determined  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  un¬ 
less  increased  production  is  called  for  in  the 
interest  of  national  security. 

Sections  305,  306,  307  and  308  of  the  Con¬ 
ference  Report  are  identical  to  language  in 
the  House  amendment. 

Section  309  of  the  Conference  Report 
places  a  ceiling  of  $832,180,000  (subject  to 
adjustment  to  reflect  changes  in  price  in¬ 
dices)  on  the  amount  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  for  construction  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project.  The  increase  of  roughly  $53 
million  over  the  amount  included  in  the 
House  amendment  Is  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
structing  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  with  a . 
capacity  of  3000  cubic  feet  per  second  rather 


than  2500  cubic  feet  per  second.  It  is  the 
intention  of  the  Committee  of  Conference 
that,  if  this  additional  capacity  or  any  part 
thereof  is  not  constructed,  the  amount  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  is  to  be  reduced 
accordingly. 

TITLE  IV - LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVEL¬ 

OPMENT  FUND:  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT 

OP  COSTS!  CONTRACTS 

Section  401  of  the  Conference  Report  pro¬ 
vides  for  allocation  among  the  project  pur¬ 
poses  of  project  costs,  including  the  costs  of 
future  units  and  augmentation  works.  It  is 
the  language  of  the  House  amendment  with 
additional  clarifying  language  in  connection 
with  the  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the 
replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado 
River  flows  available  for  use  in  the  United 
States  occasioned  by  compliance  with  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty.  The  new  language 
adopted  by  the  Committee  of  Conference 
provides  that  this  nonreimbursable  alloca¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  on  a  pro  rata  basis  to 
be  determined  by  the  ratio  between  the 
amount  of  water  required  to  comply  with 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  the  total 
amount  of  water  by  which  the  Colorado 
River  is  augmented  pursuant  to  the  inves¬ 
tigations  authorized  by  title  II  of  the  Act 
and  any  future  Congressional  authorization. 
This  language  is  intended  to  prevent  a  dis¬ 
proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  any  aug¬ 
mentation  program  from  having  to  be  borne 
by  the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation.  Under  this 
new  language,  if  a  plan  is  authorized  for 
augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in 
the  Colorado  River  by  two  and  one-half 
million  acre  feet  (the  estimated  amount  nec¬ 
essary  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of 
7,500,000  acre  feet  of  main  stream  Colorado 
River  water  in  Arizona,  California,  and 
Nevada  and,  thus,  the  amount  most  urgently 
needed  and  the  amount  contemplated  for  the 
initial  augmentation  program  throughout 
the  consideration  of  this  legislation)  and  if 
it  is  assumed  that  1.8-  million  acre  feet  are 
required  to  comply  with  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  then  18/25  of  the  cost  of  such  a  plan 
would  be  nonreimbursable  and  7/25  of  the 
cost  would  have  to  be  repaid.  However, 
should  augmentation  works  be  authorized  to 
make  available  only  increments  of  water 
within  the  amount  required  to  comply  with 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  as  would  likely 
be  the  case  should  desalination  be  found  to 
be  the  most  economical  means  of  augmenta¬ 
tion,  the  total  cost  of  such  works  would  be 
nonreimbursable.  On  the  other  hand,  should 
the  investigations  authorized  by  title  II  lead 
to  authorization  of  a  plan  for  augmenting 
the  water  available  in  the  Colorado  River  by, 
say,  eight  million  acre  feet  through  impor¬ 
tation  from  an  area  of  surplus,  the  non¬ 
reimbursable  allocation  would  be  limited  to 
18/80  of  the  total  cost  of  the  plan. 

The  Committee  of  Conference  adopted  the 
remainder  of  the  language  of  Title  IV  in 
the  House  amendment.  The  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  is  established 
and  dedicated  to  assist  the  future  construc¬ 
tion  of  augmentation  works  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Central  Arizona  and  Dixie  proj¬ 
ects.  Financial  assistance  to  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  from  the  development  fund, 
other  than  project  revenues,  is  limited  to 
those  revenues  accruing  to  the  development 
fund  from  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific 
Southwest  intertie  and  those  revenues  from 
the  Hoover-Parker-Davis  power  operations 
derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy 
for  use  in  Arizona. 

TITLE  V - UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN:  AU¬ 

THORIZATIONS  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Title  V  of  the  Conference  Report  deals 
with  development  in  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin.  The  Committee  of  Conference 
adopted  the  language  of  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  with  minor  clarifying  changes. 

Section  501  authorizes  the  construction  of 
the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek, 
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West  Divide  and  San  Miguel  projects  in  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  as  participating 
projects  under  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act,  and  authorizes  the  appropriation 
of  $392  million  (subject  to  adjustment  to  re¬ 
flect  changes  in  prices)  for  the  construction 
of  these  five  projects.  The  Uintah  unit  of  the 
Central  Utah  Project  is  conditionally  au¬ 
thorized,  with  construction  contingent  up^n 
completion  and  submission  to  the  Congress 
of  a  feasibility  report  along  with  the  certi¬ 
fication  by  the  Secretary  that  the  unit  is 
economically  justified  and  is  physically  and 
financially  feasible.  The  Committee  of  Con¬ 
ference  added  language  to  make  it  clear  that 
the  Uintah  unit  cannot  be  undertaken  until 
Congress  has  authorized  the  appropriation  of 
funds  for  its  construction. 

The  Committee  of  Conference  adopted  the 
language  of  the  House  amendment  with  re¬ 
spect  to  subsection  501(b)  relating  to  con¬ 
current  construction  of  five  Upper  Basin 
reclamation  projects  with  construction  of  the 
Central  Arizona  project.  The  intention  of  the 
language  is  to  require  the  Secretary,  in  con¬ 
struction  of  the  five  Upper  Basin  projects, 
to  plan  and  accomplish  preconstruction  and 
construction  activities  in  such  a  manner  that 
each  of  the  five  projects  will  be  capable  of 
operation  not  later  than  the  date  of  first 
delivery  of  Colorado  River  water  to  water 
users  under  the  Central  Arizona  project, 
assuming  that  appropriate  repayment  con¬ 
tracts  have  been  executed  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  section  4  of  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107)  before 
construction  begins.  Not  all  of  the  projects 
will  require  the  same  length  of  time  for  con¬ 
struction.  Therefore,  in  order  to  carry  out  the 
intent  of  the  language  it  will  be  necessary  for 
the  Secretary  to  adjust  the  dates  of  initia¬ 
tion  of  construction  of  each  project,  within 
limitations  of  appropriation  Acts,  in  order 
that  the  five  Upper  Basin  projects  will  be¬ 
come  operational  within  the  period  required 
for  construction  and  initiation  of  operation 
of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  The  attain¬ 
ment  of  this  objective  can  resolve  one  of 
the  major  facets  of  the  ages-old  conflict  over 
use  of  Colorado  River  water.  Thus,  by  pro¬ 
viding  for  concurrent  construction  of  these 
projects,  the  Committee  is  also  expressing  its 
desire  that  they  be  adequately  funded 
through  support  of  the  Executive  Branch 
and  appropriations  of  monies  by  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

The  language  of  subsection  501(e)  of  the 
House  amendment  was  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Conference  after  consideration  at 
some  length.  The  Committee  of  Conference 
was  made  awarfe  of  the  fact  that  this  lan¬ 
guage  is  intended  to  resolve  sectional  dif¬ 
ferences  within  the  State  of  Colorado.  It  is 
in  the  legislation  at  the  specific  request  of 
Colorado  and  for  the  specific  purpose  of  as¬ 
suring  the  people  of  the  State  of  Colorado 
that  the  water  laws  of  that  State  with  re¬ 
spect  to  priority  of  appropriation  will  be 
complied  with.  The  language  provides  that 
in  the  administration  of  projects  authorized 
by  this  Act  or  by  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  that  are  within  and  for  the  sole 
benefit  of  Colorado,  the  Secretary  must  com¬ 
ply  with  the  laws  of  Colorado  with  respect 
to  priority  of  appropriation  and  with'  respect 
to  Federal  and  State  Court  decrees  entered 
pursuant  to  such  laws  in  the  diversion  and 
storage  of  water.  The  Committee  of  Con¬ 
ference  understands  this  requirement  to 
mean  that  diversion  and  storage  rights  for 
these  projects  will  be  junior  to  existing  rights 
recognized  under  Colorado  law.  This  is  merely 
a  reaffirmation  of  the  rule  of  law  that  would 
apply  in  any  event.  The  Secretary  is  also 
directed  to  comply  with  any  operating  prin-' 
ciples  approved  by  the  State  which  he  may 
adopt  for  these  projects.  The  Secretary  is  not 
required,  however,  to  adopt  any  operating 
principles.  This  language  is  not  intended  to 
interfere  with  the  executive  discretion  of  the 
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Secretary  in  contracting  for  the  sale  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  water. 

Section  502  deals  with  the  financial  prob¬ 
lems  created  by  the  filling  of  Lake  Powell 
and  the  resulting  impairment  of  firm  power 
production  at  Hoover  dam.  The  Committee  of 
Conference  adopted  the  language  of  the 
House  amendment  with  one  change  to  make 
it  clear  that  the  annual  transfer  of  $500,000 
to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  from 
the  Colorado  River  Development  Fund 
starts  with  fiscal  year  1970. 

TITLE  VI - GENERAL  PROVISIONS:  DEFINITIONS: 

CONDITIONS 

The  language  of  Title  VI  relates  primarily 
to  the  reservoir  operating  criteria  for  Hoover 
and  Glen  Canyon  dams.  The  Committee  of 
Conference  adopted  the  language  of  the 
House  amendment  with  two  minor  changes. 

Section  601(b)  requires  the  Secretary  to 
make  reports  at  five-year  intervals  showing 
consumptive  uses  and  losses  of  water  from 
the  Colorado  River  system.  The  Committee 
of  Conference  added  language  which  requires 
that  such  reports  include  a  detailed  break¬ 
down  of  the  beneficial  consumptive  use  of 
water  and  specific  figures  on  quantities  con¬ 
sumptively  used  from  the  major  tributary 
streams  flowing  into  the  Colorado  River  on  a 
State-by-State  basis. 

The  Committee  of  Conference  was  fully 
aware  of  the  long  and  arduous  negotiations 
among  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
with  respect  to  the  reservoir  operating  cri¬ 
teria  set  out  in  Section  602  and  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  these  operating  criteria  toward 
finally  settling  the  disputes  which  have  long 
existed  between  the  two  basins.  The  language 
expressed  in  this  title,  which  is  in  both  the 
House  amendment  and  S.  1004  as  passed  by 
the  Senate,  constitutes  a  fair  and  reasonable 
solution  of  the  problem  of  protecting  the 
future  water  resources  development  of  the 
four  Upper  Division  States  and  also  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  use  of  the  water  in  the  Lower 
Division  States  until  the  water  is  required 
upstream,  thus  resulting  in  the  greatest  ben¬ 
eficial  use  of  the  available  water. 

Sections  603,  604  and  605  of  the  Conference 
Report  are  identical  to  language  in  the  House 
amendment.  Section  605  prohibits  any  licens¬ 
ing  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  on  the 
Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and 
Glen  Canyon  Dam  until  and  unless  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Congress. 

In  Section  606,  which  defines  certain  terms 
used  in  the  Act,  the  Committee  of  Confer¬ 
ence  added  language  defining.  “Western 
United  States”  as  those  States  lying  wholly 
or  in  part  west  of  the  Continental  Divide. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Morris  K.  Udall, 

Craig  Hosmer, 

Laurence  J.  Burton, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


REVIEW  OF  WATER  RESOURCE 
PROBLEMS  AND  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  ASPINALL  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (S.  20)  to  prande  for  a  compre¬ 
hensive  review  of  national  water  resource 
problems  and  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes: 

Conference  Rb£ort  (H.  Rept.  No.  1862) 
The  commiRee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  voRs  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  Bill  (S. 
20)  to  provide  for  a  comprehensive  review 
of  national  water  resource  problems  and  pro- 
gramsVand  for  other  purposes,  having  met, 
afteiyTull  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  ifecommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree- 
'ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  num¬ 


bered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an 
amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  in¬ 
sert  the  following: 

“(b)  The  Commission  shall  be  composed  of 
seven  members  who  shall  be  appointed  by 
the  President  and  serve  at  his  pleasure.  No 
member  of  the  Commission  shall,  during  his 
period  of  service  on  the  Commission,  hold 
any  other  position  as  an  officer  or  employee 
of  the  United  States,  except  as  a  retired 
officer  or  retired  civilian  employee  of  the 
United  States.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  House  num¬ 
bered  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  and  10. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

James  A.  Haley, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Ed  Reinecke, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Alan  Bible, 

Frank  Church, 

Ernest  Gruening, 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Paul  J.  Fannin, 

Len  B.  Jordan, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

Th^nanagers  on  the.  part  of  the  Hoyfe  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  vows  be¬ 
tween  tKttwo  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  HousXto  the  bill,  S.  20,  to  mrovide  for 
a  comprehensive  review  of  national  water  re¬ 
source  problems  and  programs  atod  for  other 
purposes,  submit  this  statement  in  explana-. 
tion  of  the  effecucf  the  language  agreed  upon 
and  recommendec^n  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  language  agreVl  uf>on  is  the  language 
of  the  House  with  Ve  exception.  House 
amendment  No.  1  inglvtaes  a  provision  pro¬ 
hibiting  appointment  toVhe  Commission  of 
retired  officers  or /employees  of  the  United 
States.  The  conference  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  renufval  of  this  language. 

Although,  ymerefore,  the  conference  re¬ 
port  language  contains  no  restriction  on  the 
appointment  of  a  retired  officer  \r  retired 
.civilian  employee  of  the  United  States  as  a 
membe/ of  the  National  Water  Commission, 
it  is  aflear  that  the  appointment  of  retired 
Federal  officials  who  have  been  deeply\in- 
vol/ed  in  Federal  water  resources  develc 
ent  activities  would  not  be  consistent  wit> 
Che  administration’s  stated  position  on  the' 
composition  of  this  Commission.  In  his  tes¬ 
timony  before  the  House  Committee,  Sec¬ 
retary  Udall  stated: 

“It  [the  Commission]  is  an  outside-Gov- 
ernment  approach  to  the  problem  on  the  as¬ 
sumption.  I  think,  that  when  you  look  at 
the  big  water  problems  that  we  face  in  the 
next  25  or  50  years,  that  it  is  wise  from 
time  to  time  not  merely  to  have  government 
agencies  and  government  people  make  stud¬ 
ies  but  to  have  distinguished  outside  peo¬ 
ple  who,  perhaps  can  detach  themselves 
from  the  vested  interests  that  government 
agencies  have.” 

The  administration’s  intention  as  thus 
stated  was  the  basis  for  the  House  amend¬ 
ment.  Thus,  while  removing  this  language 
from  the  legislation,  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  was  in  general  agreement  that  only  in  un¬ 
usual  circumstances  should  consideration  be 
given  to  the  appointment  of  a  retired  Federal 
official  as  a  member  of  the  Commission,  par¬ 
ticularly  an  official  who  has  had  responsibili¬ 
ties  closely  related  to  Federal  water  pro¬ 
grams. 

As  agreed  upon  in  Conference,  this  legisla¬ 
tion  authorizes  the  establishment  of  a  seven- 
member  National  Water  Commission  to  con¬ 
duct  a  comprehensive  review  of  national 
water  resource  problems  and  programs  and 
report  thereon  to  the  President  and  to  the 


Congress  within  5  years  from  the  date  of  the 
act.  This  is  to  be  a  Presidential  CommR- 
sion  which,  in  the  President’s  words,  “wilt 
composed  of  the  very  best  minds  in  the  osun- 
try”  and  “will  examine  our  major  /water 
problems  and  develop  recommendations 
guidelines,  and  long-range  plans  fojAhe  most 
effective  use  of  available  water  resources”. 

The  House  conferees  want  to  ^iterate  the 
position  of  the  House  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  as  set  oaf  in  its  report: 

“The  job  of  the  NationaVwater  Commis¬ 
sion  will  be  a  difficult  one./f  the  Commission 
is  to  be  successful  in  accomplishing  its  mis¬ 
sion,  its  recommendations  must  be  suscepti¬ 
ble  of  fulfillment.  Srhis  means  that  the 
Commission  cannot/  approach  the  difficult 
problems  involved/ in  its  mission  without 
considering  the  j/ews  of  all  parties  and  in¬ 
terests  involve^  It  must  therefore  work  very 
closely  not  oj/y  with  Federal  Departments 
and  agencieg  having  responsibilities  in  the 
water  field  J9ut  also  the  States  and  public  and 
private  groups  which  will  be  affected  by  its 
studies  ind  recommendations.  The  Commis¬ 
sion  must  foster  full  discussion  of  the  com¬ 
plicated  and  controversial  water  issues  of  this 
Natron  and  attempt,  through  negotiations 
a^u  understanding,  to  forge  a  consensus. 

“While  the  objective  of  this  review  of  na¬ 
tional  water  resource  problems  and  pro¬ 
grams  is  to  improve  water  management  and 
provide  for  maximum  and  best  use  of  our 
water  resources  in  the  future  and  to  assist 
in  the  formulation  of  consistent  and  effective 
national  policies,  it  is  not  intended  that  the 
planning  of  urgently  needed  water  resources 
development  projects,  or  recommendations 
of  the  executive  agencies  concerning  such 
projects,  be  delayed  while  the  work  of  the 
Commission  is  underway.  Neither  is  it  in¬ 
tended  that  the  Commission  take  a  position 
on  specific  project  proposals.” 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 
Harold  T.  Johnson, 

James  A.  Haley, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Ed  Reinecke, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


TELEVISION  NEWS  BROADCASTS 

DID  NOT  PORTRAY  PROVOCA¬ 
TIONS  TO  POLICE  IN  CHICAGO 

(Mr.  PUCINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  never 
lave  so  many  millions  of  people  been  so 
idly  misinformed  by  so  few  as  they  were 
b\  network  television  news  last  week 
during  the  Chicago  Democratic  Conven¬ 
tion. 

I  ha^e  taken  a  1-hour  special  order  at 
the  concision  of  all  legislative  business 
today  in  Norder  to  discuss  this  whole 
situation.  IMnvite  my  colleagues  to  re¬ 
main  on  the  floor  if  they  wish  to  find  out 
what  really  happened  and  what  televi¬ 
sion  network  nerog  did  not  tell  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people. 

It  is  tragic  that\the  local  reporters 
working  for  television  stations  have  to 
be  caught  in  this  wenv  but  there  is  no 
question  in  my  mind  that  the  American 
people  and  the  world  nevfrr  got  the  full 
story  of  the  provocations  mat  occurred 
which  led  up  to  the  incidents'^  Chicago. 
I  do  hope  my  colleagues  will  remain  on 
the  floor  so  we  can  discuss  this\,t  great 
length. 

STATUS  OF  APPROPRIATION  BI 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  giv£ 
permission  to  address  the  House  for 
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minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the 
reconvening  of  the  Congress  today  for 
the  purpose  of  undertaking  to  wind  up 
its  legislative  business,  I  thought  it  use¬ 
ful  to  summarize  the  unfinished  appro¬ 
priations  business. 

PENDING  APPROPRIATION  BILLS 

Five  bills  remain  to  be  cleared : 

First.  The  defense  bill  is  reported  and 
pending  House  floor  action.  The  agree¬ 
ment  is  that  we  will  not  proceed  with 
further  consideration  until  a  conference 
report  on  the  defense  authorization  bill 
is  cleared. 

Second.  The  foreign  assistance  bill  is 
yet  to  be  reported.  Hearings  are  com¬ 
pleted,  and  we  are  ready  to  report 
promptly,  but  we  are  also  awaiting  clear¬ 
ance  of  a  conference  report  on  the  re¬ 
lated  authorization  bill. 

I  might  say  that  action  on  those  two 
bills  would  conclude  House  action  on  the 
regular  fiscal  1969  appropriation  bills. 
Only  the  customary  closing  supplemental 
would  remain,  and  that  can  be  expedi¬ 
tiously  handled  at  the  proper  time. 

Third.  The  Labor-HEW  bill  is  re¬ 
ported  in  the  Senate,  and  has  been  made 
the  unfinished  business  on  its  calendar. 
So  it  should  be  in  conference  very 
shortly. 

Fourth.  The  independent  offices-HUD 
bill  is  in  conference. 

Fifth.  The  military  construction  bill  is 
also  in  conference. 

We  plan  to  move  as  expeditiously  as  we 
can  on  the  several  conferences.  With 
reasonable  cooperation  by  all  concerned, 
we  should  be  able  to  dispose  of  the  bills 
without  undue  delay. 

COMPLETED  APPROPRIATION  BILLS 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  leave  to  revise  and 
extend,  and  by  way  of  summary,  in  the 
eight  bills  for  fiscal  1969  which  have  been 
signed  into  law,  Congress  considered 
budget  requests  for  new  budget  au¬ 
thority  of  $19.9  billion.  We  made  reduc¬ 
tions  of  $2.6  billion,  which  would  count 
toward  the  $10  billion  goal  in  the  tax- 
expenditure  reduction  bill.  That  cut  in 
new  requests  would  translate  into  reduc¬ 
tions  from  the  1969  budget  estimates  of 
expenditures  in  1969  of  about  $1.1  billion. 
This  would  count  toward  the  $6  billirn 
expenditure  reduction  goal  as  providecj/m 
the  tax  expenditure  reduction  bill. 

HOUSE  ACTIONS  ON  1969  APPROPRIATIONS  BILLS 

Taking  House  actions  alone  yon  new 
budget  authority  requests  ffir  fiscal 
1969,  the  House  has  cut  $llj/billion  on 
12  bills,  including  the  reported  version  of 
the  defense  bill — considerably  above  the 
$10  billion  reduction  goaJr 

The  foreign  assistance  and  the  closing 
supplemental  bills,  when  reported,  will 
bring  the  total  Hou^e  reduction  in  new 
budget  authority  requests  probably  close 
to  $13  billion — perhaps  a  bit  less.  That 
would  be,  rougHly ,  $3  billion  above  the 
tax  bill  requirement  of  $10  billion  in  re¬ 
spect  to  new'  budget  authority  requests 
for  fiscal  L069. 

As  to  Expenditures,  rather  than  new 
budget  /authority,  our  best  estimate  at 
this  time  is  that  in  the  12  bills,  the  House 
will  have  reduced  budgeted  expenditures 
fort!969  by  about  $3.7  billion.  That  figure 


should  approach  $4  billion  when  the 
other  two  bills,  foreign  assistance  and  the 
closing  supplemental,  are  reported. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  more  detailed  state¬ 
ment  on  the  appropriations  business  of 
the  year  appears  in  the  Record  for  the 
last  day  prior  to  the  recess,  August  2,  at 
pages  H8185  and  following. 
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CONGRESS  SHOULD  ADJOURN 
PROMPTLY 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  Congress 
now  is  facing  the  possibility  of  weeks  of 
time-consuming  sessions  which  will  have 
little  or  no  purpose  other  than  keeping 
Members  in  Washington,  D.C.,  rather 
than  allowing  them  to  be  at  home  where 
they  would  be  reporting  to  their  constit¬ 
uents  during  these  critical  days  facing 
America. 

The  work  actually  facing  the  Congress 
is  small  and  could  be  handled  expedi¬ 
tiously,  and,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  you  and 
the  leadership  of  this  House  to  schedule 
our  business  so  we  can  have  an  eart 
adjournment  of  this  “lameduck”  session. 

The  chances  of  the  Senate  confinning 
President  Johnson’s  choices  for  tjare  Su¬ 
preme  Court  appear  small  /indeed. 
Furthermore,  in  January  we  will  .have  a 
new  President  and  a  new  Congress.  This 
“rump”  session  would  not/roe  speaking 
for  anyone  but  itself,  and/in  this  light, 
Mr.  Speaker,  Congress  /Should  lose  no 
time  in  adjourning  so/that  we  may  be 
where  we  belong  at  this  time — at  home 
with  our  people  dismissing  vital  issues  of 
so  much  importance  to  them. 

CALL  JOF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  CEDHIBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

mV.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
cal/  of  the  House. 

/A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names : 

[Roll  No.  307] 


call,  324 
names, 


Scherle 
Schweiker 
Selden 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Smith,  N.Y. 

Snyder 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this 
Members  have  answered  to 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  eonsent/further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call /vere  dispensed 
with. 

PROVIDING  FOR/  CONSIDERATION 

OF  H.R.  14314VTRUST  FUNDS  FOR 

EDUCATIONAL  SCHOLARSHIPS 

AND  CHILD/CARE  CENTERS 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  thf/Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House/Resolution  1251  and  ask  for 
its  imm/aiate  consideration. 

Thq/Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
low^ 

H.  Res.  1251 

lesolved.  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
Resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
’the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (HR. 
14314)  to  amend  section  302(c)  of  the  Labor- 
Management  Relations  Act  of  1947  to  per¬ 
mit  employer  contributions  to  trust  funds 
to  provide  employees,  their  families,  and 
dependents  with  scholarships  for  study  at 
educational  institutions  or  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  child  care  centers  for  preschool  and 
school-age  dependents  of  employees.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment 
under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  there¬ 
to  to  final  passage  without  intervening  mo¬ 
tion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Indiana  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Smith],  pending  which  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  1251 
provides  an  open  rule  with  1  hour  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate  for  consideration  of  H.R. 
14314  to  permit  employer  contributions  to 
trust  funds  to  provide  employees,  their 
families,  and  dependents  with  scholar¬ 
ships  for  study  at  educational  institutions 
and  the  establishment  of  child-care 
centers  for  preschool  and  school-age  de¬ 
pendents  of  employees. 

Many  working  parents  believe  a  college 
education  essential  to  insure  meaning¬ 
ful  lives  for  their  children.  But  the  costs 
of  attending  college  are  relentlessly  in¬ 
creasing.  Available  figures  indicate  that 
each  school  year  brings  a  rise  in  the  aver¬ 
age  annual  cost  of  attending  college  of 
roughly  5  percent.  In  1967  the  average 
annual  cost  to  a  resident  student  at  a 
public  university  was  $1,640,  and  will 
likely  grow  to  $2,160  in  1977.  To  a  resident 
student  at  a  private  institution  of  learn¬ 
ing,  the  average  annual  cost  was  $2,570 
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donation  to  certain  organizations  serving  American  servicemen. 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS .  Continued  consideration  of  H.  R.  18037,  Labor,  HEW, 
agencies  appropriation  bill.  pp.  S10331-3,  S10339-44 


id  related 


TRANSPORTATION.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  message  transmi tting\an 
iterim  report  by  the  Atlantic-Pacific  Interoceanic  Canal  Study  Commission 
■H.  Doc.  380).  pp.  S10281,  H8310 
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3.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Scott  commended  corporations  who  will  sponsor  a  nationwide 

program  on  our  national  parks  scheduled  for  Oct.  23.  p.  S10288 

\ 

4.  HOUSING.  Received  a  Los  Angeles  County,  Calif.,  Board  of  Supervisors  resolution 

calling  for  legislation  to  give  a  chance  for  homeownership  to  those  why  now 
cannotNachieve  it.  p.  S10289 


5.  GRAPES.  Received  a  Porterville,  Calif.,  chamber  of  commerce  resoli 
the  seconda\y  boycott  of  Calif,  table  grapes  uy  AFL-CIO  unions, 
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:ion  protesting 
S10289 


6.  FARM  LABOR.  Received  a  petition  signed  by  Iowa  citizens  calling  for  legislation 
relating  to  extension  of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Act  to/ cover  farmworkers, 
p.  S10289  X  7 


7.  LIVESTOCK.  Sen.  Hansdn  commended  a  Wyo.  cattleman's  wifa^for  her  explanation  of 
the  reasons  for  low  in\orae  to  cattlemen  and  the  ties  tjfmt  bind  the  consumer 
and  the  producer.  pp.  S^0322-3 


FIREFIGHTING.  Sen.  HatfieldV inserted  a  National  Governors'  Conference  resolutior( 
calling  for  legislation  which,  would  make  available  to  the  States  the  services 
and  resources  of  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  and  oVher  Federal  agencies  when  fires 
become  beyond  the  abilities  andNresources  of  die  States  to  handle  adequately, 
pp.  S10324-5 


,r 


4-H  CLUBS.  Sen.  Harris  inserted  the  Xoxt  /5f  a  speech  by  Melinda  Von  Thrasher, 
Rosston,  Okla.,  on  how  a  4-H  member  is\pfromoting  good  community  living, 


S10325-6 


pp, 


10.  TAXA1I0N .  Sen.  Miller  submitted  an /Cmendmedst  to  H.  R.  2767,  (to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  allow  a  farmer  an  amortized  deduction  from  gross  income 
for  assessments  for  depreciable  /Property  levied  by  soil  and  water  conservation 
or  drainage  districts)  with  respect  to  the  tax  treatment  of  insurance  proceeds 
received  by  farmers  resulting/from  the  destructible!  and  damage  of  crops  by  hail, 
p.  S 10 341  7  x 


HOUSE 


L 


WATER  RESOURCES.  Agreofi  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2(\  to  provide  for  a 
comprehensive  review/of  national  water  resource  problems  <md  programs  by  a 
National  Water  Comrjiassion.  Ihe  conferees  agreed  to  the  Houste  language  except  for 
omission  of  the  prohibition  against  appointment  to  the  Commission  of  retired  U.  S. 
officers  or  employees.  However,  the  House  conferees  stated  "it\is  clear  that 
the  appointment  to  the  Commission  of  retired  Federal  officers  wh\  have  been 
deeply  involyed  in  Federal  water  resources  development  activi ties \puld  not  be 
consistent  s^ith  the  administration's  stated  position  on  the  composition  of  this 
Commissioi/."  pp.  H8318-19 


Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  100U,  to  authorize  the  central  Arizona 
roc lama tdon  project,  pp.  H3310-18 


12.  MAN  PC 
Drc 


It.  Jassed,  315-0,  with  amendments  u.  k.  l^Oli.^,  to  extend  certain  expiring 
sions  under  the  Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act  of  1962.  pp.  H63ZV-2Q 
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their  lack  of  agreement  that  there  should  be, 
functionally,  within  the  Office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  persons  and  authority  truly 
responsive  to  the  health  requirements  of  the 
military  services.  The  conferees  did  indeed 
agree  that  the  best  health  interests  of  the 
servicesWere  served  when  there  was  in  the 
Defense  secretariat  a  position  which  em¬ 
braced  this  specific  responsibility  and 
function.  \ 

The  House  recedes. 

The  conferees,  are  also  concerned  by  a  pro¬ 
posal  under  consideration  in.  the  executive 
branch  to  establish  an  Interdepartmental 
Committee  on  Federal  Medical  Affairs.  The 
concern  is  that  such N  Committee  might  at¬ 
tempt  to  dictate  theVhealth  and  medical 
activities  to  be  conducted  within  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  andSthat  it  might  at¬ 
tempt  to  control  the  procurement  or  assign¬ 
ment  of  members  of  the  ./Nped  Forces  re¬ 
sponsible  for  providing  healthNcase.  The  con¬ 
ferees  have  no  objection  to  a  noil  exchange 
of  information  and  the  coordination  of 
health  policies  between  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  other  Federal  agencies, put  they 
are  resolutely  opposed  td  any  administrative 
arrangement  that  would  override  the  stetu- 
tory  responsibility  and  authority  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  decide  questions  affect¬ 
ing  the  health  and  medical  care  to  be  pro\ 
vided  members  of  the  Armed  Forces.  Specifi¬ 
cally  the  conferees  emphasize  their  intent 
that  the  procurement  and  assignment  of  mil¬ 
itary  medical  -personnel  not  be  subject  to 
direction  by  officials  of  the  executive  branch 
who  are  outside  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  House  conferees  had  previously  com¬ 
municated  their  concern  over  this  general 
problem  to  the  President  and  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  through  letters  written  by  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  Armed 
Services.  The  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  was  subsequently 
given  assurances  in  writing  that  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  did  not  contemplate  any  admin¬ 
istrative  or  legislative  action  which  would 
diminish  or  dilute  either  the  responsibility 
or  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  act  on  policy  matters  affecting  the  health 
and  medical  care  of  our  uniformed  services 
personnel  and  their  families.  In  view  of  the 
pertinency  of  these  communications  they 
are  set  out  below  and  hereby  made  a  part 
of  the  statement  of  managers: 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  11, 1968. 
Hon.  L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington, 
D.C.  . 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  President  ha/ 
asked  that  I  respond  to  your  letter  of  July/, 
1968,  regarding  the  report  submitted  by/the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
proposing  reorganization  of  health  programs 
within  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  and  proposing  the  establishment 
of  a  new  Federal  interdepartmental  health 
policy  council.  / 

I  have  carefully  checked  iiafto  all  aspects 
of  the  report  rendered  June/14,  1968,  to  the 
President  and  have  consulted  with  appro¬ 
priate  departmental  officious  about  it. 

Although  I  am  satisfied  there  was  no  such 
intent,  some  of  the  words  and  phrases  could 
lead  to  the  concerns/ expressed  in  your  let¬ 
ter  of  July  2  to  the  President. 

The  creation  or  a  Federal  health  policy 
council  as  proposed  by  Secretary  Cohen 
would  not  renfove  any  responsibilities  from 
the  Department  of  Defense,  would  not  di¬ 
minish  ther  Defense  Department’s  present 
policy  ro\7  and  would  not  endanger  in  any 
way  tha'  status  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  yfith  respect  to  the  medical  care  pro- 
vid e<y  our  military  service  personnel  and 
they  families  or  the  other  health  and  medi¬ 
cal activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

/ The  President  believes  that  the  growth  of 
'the  Federal  health  programs  in  recent  years 


makes  it  imperative  that  we  achieve  the  most 
efficient  and  economical  operation  possible. 
To  this  end,  he  requested  in  his  March  4, 
1968,  message  to  Congress  on  health  in 
America  the  broad  study  which  culminated 
in  Secretary  Cohen’s  report  of  June  14. 

The  data  contained  in  the  Secretary’s  re¬ 
port  does  point  up  the  necessity  for  effective 
coordination  of  health  activities  within  the 
government  if  we  are  to  make  the  most  ef¬ 
fective  use  of  scarce  medical  manpower,  real¬ 
ize  the  full  potential  of  national  research 
capabilities,  and  move  toward  achievement 
of  our  health  goals. 

The  function  of  the  interdepartmental 
health  policy  council  would  be  to  coordinate 
and  advise,  to  collect  and  analyze  pertinent 
data,  and  to  provide  a  central  point  for  the 
full  exchange  of  information.  It  is  not  con¬ 
templated  that  this  council  or  its  presiding 
officer  would  exercise  any  oversight  in  the 
sense  that  any  agency  would  be  subject  to 
the  authority  of  any  other  agency  or  depart¬ 
ment.  No  agency  function  would  be  restricted 
in  any  manner  by  this  council  or  its  chair¬ 
man. 

So  that  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding, 
let  me  assure  you  that  the  establishment  of 
a  Federal  interdepartmental  health  policy 
council  will  in  no  way  impinge  on  the  pres¬ 
ent  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to. 
report  directly  to  the  President,  or  to  dear 
"'first-hand  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  tne 
Nads  of  other  agencies  and  departments, 
ami  the  concerned  Committees  of  Congyfess. 

Sewetary  Cohen’s  report  to  the  P Evident 
did  nS±  propose  any  administrative/r  legis¬ 
lative  action  which  will  diminish/or  dilute 
either  tN  responsibility  or  the  authority  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  act  on  policy 
matters  affecting  the  health  aiw  medical  care 
of  our  uniformed,  services'  personnel  and 
their  families.  \  / 

Sincerely, \  / 

\  Douglass  Cater, 

Special  AsS^smnt  to  the  President. 

The  SegiuiNry  of  Defense, 
Washington,  IRC.,  August  24, 1968. 
Hon.  L.  Mendel  Rivers,  \ 

Chairman,  Co/nmittee  orv\Armed  Services, 
House  oV Representatives,  Washington, 
D.C.  /  \* 

Dear  m/  Chairman:  I  hav\  your  letter 
noting  toe  concern  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  ^Services  over  the  possibility  that  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  anoS^Velfare 
will/ce  placed  in  charge  of  the  medical  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  of  Defense.  \ 
/^either  Secretary  Cohen  nor  I  believe  Nere 
As  any  cause  for  committee  concern  on  tMs 
score.  He  assures  me  there  is  no  HEW  plan, 
or  proposal  to  such  effect,  and  there  cer¬ 
tainly  is  none  in  this  Department. 

The  draft  Executive  order  to  which  you 
referred  in  your  letter  would,  if  promulgated, 
establish  an  Interagency  Health  Council  hav¬ 
ing  an  advisory  role  only.  The  draft  contains 
the  following  language : 

“Sec.  4.  Construction.  Nothing  in  this 
order  shall  be  construed  as  subjecting  any 
Federal  agency  or  the  head  thereof,  or  any 
function  vested  by  law  in  or  assigned  pur¬ 
suant  to  law  to  any  such  agency  or  head,  to 
the  authority  of  any  other  Federal  agency 
or  head  or  as  abrogating  or  restricting  any 
such  function  in  any  manner.” 

If  the  proposed  Executive  order  were  ulti¬ 
mately  promulgated,  the  quoted  section 
would  provide  clear,  unmistakable  Presi¬ 
dential  guidance  that  the  medical  responsi¬ 
bilities  and  programs  of  this  Department 
were  not  being  placed  under  the  direction  of 
any  other  Department. 

In  this  connection,  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
proposed  Executive  order  is  consistent  with 
the  July  11,  1968,  statement  to  you  by 
Douglass  Cater,  Special  Assistant  to  the 
President,  that : 

“The  creation  of  a  Federal  health  policy 
council  as  proposed  by  Secretary  Cohen 
would  not  remove  any  responsibilities  from 


the  Department  of  Defense,  would  not. 
diminish  the  Defense  Department's  present 
policy  role,  and  would  not  endanger  in  afiy 
way  the  status  of  the  Department  of>Oe- 
fense  with  respect  to  the  medical  cars' pro¬ 
vided  our  military  service  personn/  and 
their  families  or  the  other  health  andunedical 
activities  of  the  Department  of  Defense.” 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  whoch  has  co¬ 
ordinating  responsibility  in  such  matters, 
informs  me  that  agency  comments  are  still 
being  analyzed  and  that  final  action  on  the 
proposal  is  not  being  considered  at  this 
time.  / 

I  trust  that  the  forgoing  will  allay  the 
concern  expressed  in  w&ur  letter. 

Sincerely,  7 

/  Clark  M.  Clifford. 

LIMITATION  ON  APPROPRIATION 

The  Senate  hill  contained  a  provision  (sec. 
403)  which /stated  that  “the  aggregate 
amount  to  7e  appropriated  by  this  Act  shall 
not  excee^  $21,341,738,000.”  The  House  bill 
had  no  corresponding  section. 

In  yjfew  of  the  conferees  agreement  with 
respa/  to  specific  dollar  amounts  throughout 
the/ill,  this  provision  no  longer  had  perti¬ 
nence  and  it  was  agreed  that  it  should  not 
Ire  included  in  the  bill. 

'  The  Senate  recedes. 

RESTRICTIVE  LANGUAGE 

All  restrictive  language  appearing  in  either 
House  or  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  was 
agreed  upon  for  retention  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  that  (appearing  only  in  the  House 
version  of  the  bill)  relating  to  Army  research 
and  development. 

The  deletion  of  this  restrictive  language 
was  agreed  upon  because  of  the  reference 
in  the  House  report  indicating  that  reduc¬ 
tions  in  management  and  support  should  be 
taken  in  all  budget  activities  that  include 
management  and  support  activities. 

-  SPECIAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

EA-6B  Aircraft 

The  EA-6B  is  an  electronic  countermeas¬ 
ures  aircraft  that  will  provide  valuable  pro¬ 
tection  to  pilots  of  our  Armed  Forces  flying 
aircraft  against  targets  in  hostile  environ¬ 
ments.  Both  the  House  and  Senate  versions 
of  the  bill  had  added  authority  for  appro¬ 
priations  for  this  aircraft.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  wish  to  stress  the  importance  of  this 
program  and  urge  that  every  effort  be  made 
by  those  responsible  for  this  procurement 
to  proceed  with  it  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

Electric-drive  submarine 

The  House  conferees  view  with  ever  in¬ 
creasing  alarm  the  rapidly  growing  Soviet 
submarine  threat.  The  increase  in  numbers 
Sand  quality  of  the  Soviet  submarines  can 
best  be  met  by  continued  production  of 
American  nuclear  attack  submarines.  How¬ 
ever),  in  earlier  years  the  Department  of  De- 
fense 'announced  the  end  of  the  construction 
prograna  with  the  last  of  the  submarines  to 
be  authorized  next  year.  Last  year  the  Con¬ 
gress  fulrV  funded  an  electric  drive  sub¬ 
marine.  Thte  year  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  have  Noted  to  add  funds  for  a  new 
fast  submarine.  Both  submarines  should  be 
built,  promptly\There  is  no  need  to  defer 
the  construction Nof  the  electric  drive  sub¬ 
marine  for  more  stteiy  or  to  make  a  further 
study  of  the  fast  submarine  to  be  built  next 
year.  The  House  conterees  cannot  express 
their  position  too  strongly  that  they  want 
all  of  the  submarines  funded  thus  far  to  be 
built  and  that  the  United 'States  must  con¬ 
tinue  to  build  more  submarines  of  new 
classes  if  we  are  not  to  encounr^r,  sooner  than 
we  realize,  a  major  and  perhaps  fatal  sub¬ 
marine  gap.  \ 

F-106/F-12  \ 

The  conferees  agreed  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  request  for  $28  million  to  initiate 
modifications  of  the  F-106  would  ndt  be 
included  in  this  bill.  The  House  conferees, 
however,  wish  to  point  out  that  they  would 
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\look  with  favor  upon  a  reprogramming  ac- 
\,ion  contemplating  the  initiation  of  an  im¬ 
proved  Air  Defense  System  utilizing  both 
thXp-lOeX  and  the  F-12. 

N  SUMMARY 

TheNjill  as  presented  to  the  Congress  by 
the  President  totaled  $22,385,052,000.  The 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House  totaled  $21,626,- 
964,000.  Th\  bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate  to¬ 
taled  $21, 341^38, 000. 

The  bill  as  agreed  to  in  conference  totals 
$21,625,750,000. 

The  figure  arrived  at  by  the  conferees  is 
$1,214,000  less  thanSJhe  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House,  $284,012,000  more  than  the  bill  as  it 
passed  the  Senate,  and  is  $759,302,000  less 
than  the  bill  as  it  was  presented  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  President. 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Philip  J. 'Philbin, 

F.  Edw.  Hebert, 

Melvin  Priced 
William  H.  B«tes, 

Leslie  C.  Abends 
William  G.  Bray,' 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Hotyse. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection\io 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Soutl 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 


VOICE  FROM  THE  GRAVE— VIETNAM 

(Mr.  DEVINE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DEVINE.  Mr.  Speaker,  rarely  do 
we  hear  from  those  who  have  gone  to 
eternity.  A  young  man,  in  full  bloom  with 
a  bright  future,  Paul  McGrath,  was  a  24- 
year-old  U.S.  Marine  lieutenant  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  He  was  killed  on  June  7,  1968.  Prior 
to  his  death,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  his 
parents  in  Rye,  N.Y.,  but  addressed  it 
“To  Whom  It  May  Concern’’  in  order 
that  the  contents  would  be  made  public. 

Paul  McGrath,  a  graduate  of  Villanova 
College,  has  a  message  for  all  Americans: 

March  24,  1968. 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

While  my  young  Marines  give  their  lives 
for  what  they  know  is  right,  too  many  Amer¬ 
icans  sit  back  and  argue  over  trivial 
details.  This  letter  is  a  plea  from  a  Marine 
pjatoon  commander  in  Viet-Nam,  that  Amer¬ 
icans  get  together  and  support  us  in  a  cruel, 
miserable,  but  necessary  war.  Let  us  not  lose 
sight  of  the  basic  truths  under  a  pile  of/ 
trite  arguments. 

As  far  as  being  a  “popular  war  of  libe*c- 
tion”  or  anything  resembling  such,  this  i^n’t. 
We  here  in  Khe-Sanh  are  surroundeu  by 
numerous  enemy  troops.  They  are/North 
Vietnamese  regulars,  not  the  “pop/lar  lib¬ 
eration  forces”  some  people  woufijr  have  us 
believe  are  behind  the  war.  The  jwar  is  sim¬ 
ply  a  case  of  North  Viet-Nam jfaith  agents 
and  pawns  in  South  Viet-Nam/and  Red  Chi¬ 
nese  and  Russian  backing )/trying  to  take 
over  South  Viet-Nam  by  fierce.  There  is  no 
doubt  in  my  mind  what  they  have  in  theirs. 
The  conquest  of  Asia.  T/ey  have  already  be¬ 
gun  the  same  thing  ii^Tiaos.  “Popular  liber¬ 
ation  forces”  don’t/'  demolish  cities  and 
slaughter  their  own/people  in  the  streets. 

The  real  question  is  not  what  is  going  on 
here,  though.  Aj^body  who  does  not  know 
is  either  stupids  or  fooling  himself.  The  real 
question  is  whether  we  as  Americans  con¬ 
sider  it  our/job  to  stop  them.  It  is  a  long 
way  from  /ome  and  seems  not  to  bother  our 
own  secu/ity.  It  is  costly  in  money,  but  more 
importantly,  in  American  lives. 

To  jne  tjie  answer  is  simple.  Yes!  We  must 
stop/them. Ttead  again  the  inscription  under 
the^Statue  of  Liberty: 


“Give  me  your  tired,  your  poor. 

Your  huddled  masses  yearning  to  breathe 
free. 

The  wretched  refuse  of  your  teeming  shore, 
Send  these,  the  homeless,  the  tempest- 
tossed,  to  me: 

I  lift  my  lamp  beside  the  golden  door.” 

The  spirit  that  inspired  that  was  one 
that  said  we  must  seek  and  accept  respon¬ 
sibility  in  a  positive  manner,  not  just  wallow 
in  our  own  good  fortune.  The  thing  I  love 
most  about  the  United  States  is  that  spirit. 
“Give  me  your  tired,  your  poor.”  We  want 
them  because  we  will  do  something  with 
them! 

Are  we,  today,  willing  to  stand  up  for  what 
we  know  is  right  or  are  we  willing  to  make 
phony  excuses  for  ourselves? 

Please  remember  us  in  your  prayers. 
Semper  Fidelis, 

2d  Lt.  Paul  McGrath. 

August  5,  1944-June  7,  1968. 


PERMISSION  FOR  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  INDIAN  AFFAIRS,  COMMIT¬ 
TEE  ON  INTERIOR  AND  INSULAR 
AFFAIRS,  TO  SIT  TODAY  DUR¬ 
ING  GENERAL  DEBATE 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
ihaous  consent  that  the  Subcommittee  or 
Indian  Affairs  of  the  Committee  on  Ir 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  be  permitte^ro 
sit  today  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fro/n  Flor¬ 
ida? 

There  wa&\no  objection. 

FOURTH  ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE 
ATLANTIC-PAOTFIC/lNTEROCEAN- 
IC  CANAL  STUDY/COMMISSION — 
MESSAGE  FROMVTHE  PRESIDENT 
OF  THE  UNITEJ?  STATES  (H.  DOC. 
NO.  380) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  befcJte  the  House 
the  following  nfessage  from  the  President 
of  the  Unitea  States;  whichNwas  read 
and,  together  with  the  accompanying 
papers,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Mercham  Marine  and  Fisheries  and  or¬ 
dered  46  be  printed  with  illustrations^. 

To  Jnie  Congress  of  the  United  States: 
am  transmitting  the  fourth  annual' 
sport  of  the  Atlantic-Pacific  Inter- 
mceanic  Canal  Study  Commission.  The 
report  covers  the  period  July  1,  1967  to 
June  30,  1968. 

During  the  past  twelve  months  the 
Commission  has  made  significant  prog¬ 
ress  toward  accomplishing  the  objectives 
of  its  investigation.  The  collection  of 
data  was  substantially  completed  on 
Route  17  in  Panama,  one  of  the  routes 
being  considered  for  nuclear  excavation. 
In  the  Canal  Zone,  subsurface  drilling 
for  geological  data  was.  completed  and 
an  evaluation  made  of  the  suitability 
and  cost  of  conventional  canal  excava¬ 
tion  along  Route  14.  In  Colombia  the  first 
full  year  of  data  collection  on  Route  25 
was  accomplished. 

The  Commission  has  decided  on  a  more 
extensive  study  of  Route  10,  a  route  for 
conventional  excavation  in  the  Republic 
of  Panama  close  to  the  westerly  limits 
of  the  Canal  Zone.  Extensive  engineering 
measures  would  be  required  to  insure  the 
continued  operation  of  the  existing  lock 
canal  during  the  years  of  construction  of 
a  sea-level  canal  adjacent  to  and  inter¬ 
secting  it.  Also,  the  change-over  to  a 


sea-level  canal  on  Route  14  would  per¬ 
manently  close  the  existing  canal.  Rout§ 
10  would  not  have  these  disadvantage 
and  could  be  competitive  in  cost.  For 
these  reasons,  the  Commission  has/now 
augmented  its  subsurface  data  coUection 
program  to  produce  a  valid  estimate  of 
excavation  costs  on  this  route  .y 

The  Atomic  Energy  Comnfission  has 
recently  conducted  the  firs/  two  of  the 
planned  series  of  nuclear  excavation  ex¬ 
periments  designed  to /determine  the 
feasibility  of  nuclear  /excavation  of  a 
sea-level  canal.  The  favorable  results  of 
these  experiments/  are  encouraging. 
Funds  in  the  FY  1069  budget  will  permit 
continuation  of  this  test  program.  I  hope 
that  the  experiments  will  demonstrate 
the  practicaL/possibility  of  using  this 
technique  ir/building  a  new  canal. 

On  Juny22,  1968,  I  signed  Public  Law 
90-359  iywhich  the  Congress  granted  an 
extension  of  the  Commission’s  reporting 
date  December  1,  1970  and  the  addi- 
tion/i  appropriation  authority  needed  by 
then Commission  to  complete  its  investi- 
ition.  With  this  amending  legislation, 
Che  Commission  is  now  able  to  carry  out 
its  field  surveys  in  both  Panama  and 
Colombia  as  originally  planned  to  accom¬ 
plish  the  mission  given  it  by  the  Congress 
in  Public  Law  88-609. 

The  investigation  has  provided  no  final 
conclusions  to  date.  However,  no  insur¬ 
mountable  technical  problems  are  fore¬ 
seen  in  the  construction  of  a  sea-level 
isthmian  canal  by  conventional  means. 
The  best  location  for  a  new  canal  and 
the  technical  and  political  feasibility  of 
construction  by  nuclear  excavation  are 
yet  to  be  determined. 

This  anniversary  sees  the  canal  inves¬ 
tigation  well  beyond  the  midpoint  of  its 
planned  studies,  and  I  take  great  pleas¬ 
ure  in  forwarding  the  Commission’s 
fourth  annual  report  to  the  Congress. 

Lyndon  B.  Johnson. 

The  White  House,  September  5,  1968. 

CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  1004, 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
1004)  to  authorize  the  construction,  op¬ 
eration,  and  maintenance  of  the  central 
Arizona  project,  Arizona-New  Mexico, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  4,  1968.) 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  6  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  be  able 
to  advise  my  colleagues  that  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  project  legislation 
which  we  bring  back  from  conference 
today  is  in  much  the  same  form  that 
passed  this  body  on  May  16.  As  the 
statement  of  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  indicates,  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  to  S.  1004  was  adopted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  as  to  form,  and 
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relatively  few  changes  were  made  in  the 
language. 

There  are  only  two  changes  in  the 
House  language  which  I  consider  of 
major  significance.  The  first  relates  to 
the  study  provisions  included  irt  title  II 
which  are  directed  toward  meeting  the 
long-range  water  needs  of  not  only  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  but  the  entire  west¬ 
ern  part  of  our  Nation.  You  will  recall 
that  when  this  legislation  was  before  the 
House,  our  colleagues  from  the  Pacific 
Northwest  opposed  it  because  of  their 
concern  that  the  study  provisions  in  title 
II  might,  in  some  way,  adversely  affect 
future  development  in  the  Northwest. 
They  felt  that  their  area  was  a  target  of 
the  studies  for  new  sources  of  water. 
This,  of  course,  was  not  the  case,  and  I 
was  very  disappointed  that  our  attempts 
to  develop  language  acceptable  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest  were  not  successful. 
Therefore,  it  is  particularly  gratifying  to 
be  able  to  report  that  in  conference  we 
have  resolved  this  matter  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  both  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and  that 
we  have  done  so  without  sacrificing  the 
west-wide  water  planning  concept  which 
I  consider  so  important  to  future  water 
development  in  the  West. 

The  new  study  provisions  developed  by 
the  committee  of  conference  appear  in 
section  201  of  the  conference  report.  This 
study  directive  along  with  the  state¬ 
ment  of  congressional  policy  and  objec¬ 
tive  in  title  I  clearly  give  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  the  authority  and  respon¬ 
sibility  for  planning  the  best  possible  use 
of  this  Nation’s  water  resources  west  of 
the  Continental  Divide  and  for  meeting 
the  future  water  needs  of  our  11  Western 
States. 

The  new  language  agreed  to  in  confer¬ 
ence  as  a  substitute  to  section  201  of  the 
House  amendment  directs  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  conduct  full  and  com¬ 
plete  reconnaissance  investigations  for 
the  purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan 
to  meet  the  future  water  needs  of  the 
Western  United  States,  a  term  which  is 
defined  as  those  States  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  west  of  the  Continental  Divide.  The* 
Secretary  is  required  to  report  periodic¬ 
ally  on  the  investigations  and  to  make 
such  recommendations  as  are  warranted 
as  the  study  proceeds.  Top  priority  is  to 
be  given  to  determining  the  most  eco¬ 
nomical  means  of  augmenting  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River  since  the 
Colorado  Basin  is  the  most  critical  water- 
short  area  of  our  Nation.  All  possible 
sources  of  water  must  be  considered,  in¬ 
cluding  water  conservation  and  salvage, 
weather  modification,  desalination  and 
importation  from  areas  of  surplus.  How¬ 
ever,  studies  of  any  plan  for  importation 
of  water  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
from  other  drainage  basins  lying  outside 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  are  pro¬ 
hibited  for  a  period  of  10  years.  During 
this  moratorium  all  other  phases  of  the 
westwide  water  study  will  go  forward 
and  after  the  moratorium  ends  the  over¬ 
all  westwide  study  can  continue  without 
restriction. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  importance  of  the 
provisions  for  westwide  water  planning 
as  a  part  of  this  legislation  cannot  be 
overemphasized,  for  without  augmenta¬ 


tion  of  the  water  supplies  available  from 
the  Colorado  River,  there  can  be  no  suc¬ 
cessful  central  Arizona  project. 

The  agreement  we  reached  in  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  study  provisions  opened  the 
way  to  a  quick  settlement  of  all  the  other 
differences  in  the  legislation.  The  only 
other  major  change  in  the  language  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  is  in  connection  with 
the  capacity  of  the  Granite  Reef  aque¬ 
duct,  the  main  conduit  for  conveying  wa¬ 
ter  from  the  Colorado  River  to  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  service  area.  The 
language  agreed  to  in  conference  per¬ 
mits  an  increase  in  the  capacity  of  this 
aqueduct  from  2,500  cubic  feet  per  sec¬ 
ond  to  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  if  such 
an  increase  is  determined  to  be  feasible. 
If  this  additional  capacity  is  constructed 
it  will  add  about  $53  million  to  the  cost 
of  the  central  Arizona  project,  but  all  of 
this  additional  cost  will  be  repaid. 

Having  explained  the  two  major 
changes  by  the  committee  of  conference 
in  the  language  approved  by  the  House, 
let  me  briefly  refresh  your  memory  on 
what  this  legislation  does. 

In  addition  to  the  planning  provisions 
which  I  have  already  covered,  the  leg¬ 
islation  declares  that  satisfaction  of  the 
water  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Wa¬ 
ter  Treaty  constitutes  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion  which  shall  be  the  first  charge 
against  any  augmentation  program.  This 
means  that  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  will  be  relieved  of  the  require¬ 
ments  of  delivering  water  to  Mexico  un¬ 
der  the  treaty  at  such  time  as  sufficient 
new  water  is  made  available  through  fed¬ 
erally  financed  augmentation  works  to 
satisfy  the  treaty  requirements. 

As  to  physical  works,  additional  water 
resources  developments  are  authorized 
in  both  the  Lower  and  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basins.  In  the  lower  basin,  the 
central  Arizona  project  is  authorized 
at  a  cost  of  about  $932  million  while  in 
the  upper  basin  the  Animas  La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and 
San  Miguel  projects  are  authorized  at  a 
cost  of  about  $392  million.  The  Dixie 
project  in  Utah  is  reauthorized  as  a  lower 
basin  project  and  the  Uintah  unit  of  the 
central  Utah  project  is  conditionally 
authorized  as  an  upper  basin  project. 

In  connection  with  the  administration 
of  the  Supreme  Court  decree  in  Arizona 
against  California,  California  is  given 
4.4  million  acre-feet  of  main-stream  Col¬ 
orado  River  water  annually  with  a  pri- 
ority  over  central  Arizona  project  water. 

A  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  develop¬ 
ment  fund  is  established  which  will  assist 
the  central  Arizona  project  and  the  pre¬ 
viously  authorized  Dixie  project,  but 
which  is  dedicated  primarily  to  assist  the  . 
future  construction  of  augmentation 
works  which  may  be  authorized  by  the 
Congress. 

The  legislation  also  includes  guidelines 
for  water  management  throughout  the 
Colorado  River  Basin,  and  reservoir  op¬ 
erating  criteria  for  Hoover  and  Glen 
Canyon  Dams  which  assure  equitable 
treatment  of  all  seven  States  of  the  basin 
now  and  in  the  future. 

Lastly,  the  legislation  removes  that 
stretch  of  the  Colorado  River  between 
Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  from 
the  licensing  authority  of  the  Federal 


Power  Commission,  thus  reserving  de¬ 
cision  with  respect  to  any  development  on 
this  stretch  of  the  river  for  action  by 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  more  important  than  the 
projects  which  this  legislation  authorizes 
is  the  fact  that  it  represents  the  first 
real  approach  to  unity  in  the  West  on 
water  development  since  the  1920’s — 
unity  and  cooperation  not  only  among 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  but 
between  the  Pacific  Southwest  and  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  I  believe  that  this 
legislation  opens  a  way  to  a  new  era  of 
water  development  and  economic  prog¬ 
ress  in  the  West,  and  I  urge  the  approval 
of  the  conference  report  on  S.  1004. 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  this  time  I  yield  to 
my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Wyatt], 

Mr.  WYATT.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  should  like  for  the  purpose  specifical¬ 
ly  of  making  legislative  history  to  ask  our 
distinguished  chairman  this  question: 
Does  section  201  of  this  bill  change  the 
responsibilities  of  the  Water  Resources 
Council  and  the  river  basins  commissions 
organized  in  the  Western  States  with 
regard  to  the  preparation  of  coordinated 
budgets  for  water  planning  in  the  West¬ 
ern  States  in  which  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  directed  to  make  reconnais¬ 
sance  studies? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  May  I  advise  my  col¬ 
league  that  it  does  not.  It  is  coordinated 
with  those  acts. 

Mr.  WYATT.  I  would  also  ask  my  col¬ 
league:  Is  there  any  intent  to  change 
the  direction  of  the  comprehensive  stud¬ 
ies  already  underway  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  under  the  sponsorship  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest  River  Basins  Commis¬ 
sion? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  There  is  not.  That 
Commission  will  continue  to  act. 

Mr.  WYATT.  Finally,  my  assumption 
is  that  it  is  pot  intended  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  be  placed  in  any 
different  relationship  to  the  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Council  and  the  river  basins  com¬ 
missions  insofar  as  those  agencies  are 
now  authorized,  than  presently  is  the 
case.  I  do  assume  that  the  Secretary  may 
be  authorized  to  summarize  and  report 
from  such  studies  and  to  conduct  inde¬ 
pendent  study  of  any  factors  not  under¬ 
taken  by  the  studies  fostered  by  the  Wa¬ 
ter  Resources  Council  on  river  basins 
commissions.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  As  I  understand  the 
situation,  that  assumption  is  correct. 

Mr.  WYATT.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Saylor], 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.)  \ 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  matter 
now  before  the  House,  the  conference 
report  on  S.  1004,  regarding  the  central 
Arizona  project,  is  a  most  important 
piece  of  legislation.  It  is  important  be¬ 
cause  this  legislation  introduces  a  new 
concept  in  water  resource  development. 
We  now  abandon  the  traditional  concept 
of  river  basin  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  and  embark  upon  the  new  concept 
of  regional  or  “westwide”  water  resource 
development  and  planning. 


H8312 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  new  concept  is  a  most  con¬ 
venient  instrument  for  the  benefit  of  cer¬ 
tain  vested  interests  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin,  and  most  subtly  devised  as 
the  price  the  State  of  Arizona  must  pay 
for  its  long-sought  central  Arizona 
project  and  the  right  to  put  to  consump¬ 
tive  use  its  share  of  the  Colorado  River 
waters  as  decreed  by  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  in  Arizona  v.  California  (376  U.S. 
340). 

Over  the  years  that  I  have  served  in  the 
Congress  I  have  consistently  supported 
the  authorization  of  the  central  Arizona 
project.  However,  in  the  past,  attempts 
to  obtain  Federal  authorization  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  have  been 
thwarted  by  every  possible  means  until 
the  decree  in  Arizona  v.  California  (376 
U.S.  340)  could  be  legislatively  reversed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  my  colleagues  to 
know  that,  in  approving  the  conference 
report  on  S.  1004,  they  are  legislatively 
reversing  that  Supreme  Court  decree. 

As  the  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  who  offered 
the  motion  sending  the  States  of  Arizona 
and  California  into  the  Supreme  Court,  I 
do  not  wish  to  support  a  legislative  re¬ 
versal  of  that  decision. 

While  the  conference  report  on  S.  1004 
authorizes  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  central  Arizona 
project,  this  authorization  has  not  been 
without  serious  and  bitter  controversy. 

During  the  89th  Congress,  similar  leg¬ 
islation  authorizing  the  central  Arizona 
project  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  project  sought  to  place  two  dams 
in  the  Grand  Canyon  area  as  the  “cash 
registers”  for  financing  the  project. 

All  of  you  in  this  body  know  that  the 
attempt  to  place  these  dams  in  the  Grand 
Canyon  touched  off  one  of  the  major 
conservation  issues  of  our  time.  As  an 
ardent  conservationist,  I  was  privileged 
to  lead  the  fight  in  the  Halls  of  Con¬ 
gress  against  placing  the  proposed  dams 
in  the  Grand  Canyon.  And,  I  am  happy 
to  state  that  we  conservationists  won 
that  fight.  But  more  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  proud  that  we  were  able  to  fight  off 
the  threat  which  would  have  destroyed 
a  most  treasured  segment  of  our  Ameri¬ 
can  heritage. 

The  conference  report  on  S.  1004  now 
before  us  still  contains  some  most'  con¬ 
troversial  provisions.  While  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  did  make  some  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  legislation  as  reported,  the 
conference  committee  failed  to  remove 
from  the  legislation  the  provision  making 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  burden  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation,  and  the  provisions  of 
the  legislation  which  grant  to  the  State 
of  California  a  guarantee  of  4.4  million 
acre-feet  of  water  per  year  in  perpetuity. 

These  two  objectionable  features  which 
remain  part  of  this  legislation  make  it 
impossible  for  me  as  a  conferee  to  sign 
the  conference  report. 

The  major  premise  espoused  by  the 
proponents  of  this  legislation  as  the 
justification  for  its  controversial  provi¬ 
sions  is  the  shortage  of  water  in  the 
Colorado  River  and  “the  fact  that  the 
river  has  never  produced  the  water  ex¬ 
pected  of  it.”  If  this  is  in  fact  true,  then, 
it  would  follow  that  the  legislation  should 


not  contain  provisions  which  guarantee 
the  availability  of  4.4  million  acre-feet 
of  water  in  perpetuity  to  the  State  of 
California.  Is  there  now  some  guarantee 
from  the  Almighty  that  we  shall  have 
available  in  perpetuity  at  least  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  in  the  river?  I 
think  not. 

The  most  objectionable  provisions  of 
this  legislation  remain  the  shifting  of 
the  burden  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
from  the  Colorado  River  where  it  belongs 
to  all  the  United  States  and  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  all  the  people  of  this  Nation. 

The  import  of  these  provisions  is  in  the 
fact  that  if  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  requirements  is 
made  a  national  obligation,  the  States  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  receive  a  wind¬ 
fall  of  approximately  $2.5  billion  in  the 
costs  of  the  proposed  Colorado  River 
Basin  project. 

It  is  also  stated  that  the  apportionment 
of  water  to  Mexico  under  the  treaty  was 
done  on  the  basis  of  a  mistake  of  fact  as 
to  the  amount  of  water  available  in  the 
river.  An  examination  of  the  record 
clearly  shows  that  all  the  basin  States 
participated  in  the  treaty  negotiations 
as  early  as  1922,  and  since  1944,  all  the 
basin  States  have  known  the  amount  of 
water  Mexico  is  entitled  to  from  the 
Colorado  River. 

There  is  no  reason  at  this  time  to  uni¬ 
laterally  legislate  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  burden  nor  to 
shift  costs  of  satisfying  this  burden  upon 
all  the  American  taxpayers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  because  these  controver¬ 
sial  provisions  remain  in  the  legislation, 
I  have  refused  to  sign  the  report  of  the 
conference  committee  as  a  member 
thereof. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Udall], 

(Mr.  UDALL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
gratitude  and  humility  that  I  speak  to¬ 
day  to  my  colleagues  of  the  House  in 
support  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project  bill.  After  all,  it  was  the  great 
majority  of  you  who  so  resoundingly 
voted  for  the  bill  on  last  May  16  who 
have  made  it  possible  for  me  to  stand 
here  before  you  today  to  ask  for  the  final 
approval  of  this  great  natural  resource 
act  as  it  is  proposed  by  the  joint  con¬ 
ference  committee. 

Yes,  certainly,  this  bill  benefits  my  own 
State  of  Arizona,  and  as  a  native  son 
of  Arizona  I  hold  it  very  close  to  my 
heart.  The  central  Arizona  project  is  an 
essential  ingredient  of  my  State’s  fu¬ 
ture.  But  in  the  years  during  which  so 
many  dedicated  Arizonans,  both  here  in 
the  Congress  and  at  home,  have  labored 
to  achieve  their  goal  we  have  learned  the 
special  statesmanship  of  water  which 
now  reaches  far  beyond  the  boundaries 
of  any  one  State. 

This  bill  now  before  you  was  in  a  very 
real  sense  mastercrafted  by  the  very  wise 
chairman  of  the  Interior  Committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspin- 
all],  I  am  sure  he  would  insist  that  he 
had  the  assistance  of  the  many  able 
members  of  his  committee  on  both  sides 
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of  the  House.  That,  too,  would  be  true, 
and  I  pay  tribute  to  all  of  my  colleagues 
who  helped  shape  a  bill  which  no  doubt 
will  become  a  milestone  in  a  new  era 
of  water  resource  development  in  this 
Nation. 

As  you  well  know,  this  bill  is  the  result 
of  very  difficult  and  agonizing  compro¬ 
mise  which  required  several  years  and 
involved  a  great  many  people  and  many 
areas  of  widely  divergent  interests.  There 
has  been  no  doubt  of  Arizona’s  need  for 
the  central  Arizona  project;  and  since 
the  Supreme  Court  decree  of  March  9, 
1964,  there  has  been  no  question  of  Ari¬ 
zona’s  right  to  use  its  2.8  million  acre- 
feet  of  mainstream  Colorado  River  water. 

The  basic  issue  has  been  the  possible 
effect  of  the  central  Arizona  project  upon 
the  equal  rights  of  other  States.  Thus,  re¬ 
gional  considerations  became  primary, 
and  the  challenge  became  a  national  in¬ 
terest,  testing  old  and  new  ideas  and 
principles  of  vital  natural  resource  de¬ 
velopment. 

Believe  me,  this  bill  has  been  through 
the  legislative  mill  again  and  again,  and 
it  comes  before  us  now — ground,  faceted, 
and  polished  to  a  state  as  near  perfec¬ 
tion  as  any  such  complex  matter  can  be. 
Its  enactment  is  supported  by  the  admin¬ 
istrative  branch.  It  is  essentially  the  same 
bill  previously  passed  by  the  House  on 
last  May  16.  It  has  gone  through  a  joint 
conference  committee  with  the  other 
body,  and  we  of  this  body  can  be  justi¬ 
fiably  proud  that  our  work  was  so  well 
done  that  no  great  difficulty  was  en¬ 
countered  in  composing  the  differences 
between  the  bill  which  you,  my  col¬ 
leagues,  passed  and  the  bill  previously 
passed  by  the  other  House. 

As  is  the  case  with  most  major  legis¬ 
lation,  the  passage  of  this  bill  is  the  re¬ 
sult  of  many  difficult  but  important  com¬ 
promises.  Perhaps  the  greatest  of  these 
was  the  ultimate  resolution  of  the  long 
and  bitter  controversy  between  Arizona 
and  California  concerning  priorities  in 
times  of  shortage.  California  contended 
that  it  should  have  a  priority  to  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  water  annually  over  the 
central  Arizona  project  when  there  is  less 
than  71/2  million  acre-feet  of  main¬ 
stream  Colorado  River  water  available 
for  consumptive  use  in  Arizona,  Califor¬ 
nia,  and  Nevada. 

On  the  other  hand,  Arizona  contended 
that,  by  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  its  rights  were  equal  to  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  rights  and  that  the  Congress 
should  not  “reverse  the  lawsuit.”  Arizona 
did,  however,  in  the  Senate  version,  agree 
to  give  California  a  priority  for  a  period 
of  27  years,  which  period  coincides  with 
bond  payments  for  the  metropolitan 
aqueduct. 

The  House  version  which  is  now  agreed 
to  by  Arizona  and  approved  by  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  does  give  California 
its  desired  priority — but  with  one  impor¬ 
tant  feature  added.  This  feature  is  the 
assumption  of  the  treaty  obligation  to 
Mexico  as  a  national  obligation.  Without 
this,  Arizona  could  never  have  agreed  to 
California’s  demand.  But  with  the  agree¬ 
ment  by  the  United  States  to  provide 
Mexico’s  entitlement  under  the  treaty, 
the  so-called  priority  to  California  be¬ 
comes  of  little  or  no  consequence.  When 
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shortages  do  begin  to  occur — some  time 
near  the  turn  of  the  century — then  the 
United  States  is  obligated,  under  this 
compromise,  to  provide  water  needed  for 
delivery  to  Mexico. 

Furthermore,  should  a  shortage  ever 
in  reality  develop  to  the  extent  of  bring¬ 
ing  into  force  the  priorities  against  some 
part  of  the  central  Arizona  project  diver¬ 
sions  in  some  years,  the  available  supply 
from  that  source  can  be  supplemented  in 
those  years  by  the  use  of  our  precious 
but  available  groundwater. 

Other  provisions  of  the  bill  are  not 
only  intended  to  prevent  the  occurrence 
of  shortages  in  water  allocated  to  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  but  are  fur¬ 
ther  intended  to  provide  supplemental 
waters  to  meet  the  increasing  water  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  entire  basin. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  di¬ 
rected  to  conduct  reconnaissance  investi¬ 
gations  for  the  purpose  of  “developing  a 
general  plan  to  meet  the  future  water 
needs  of  the  Western  United  States,”  and 
to  make  a  final  reconnaissance  report  by 
June  30  of  1977.  Quite  naturally,  Ari¬ 
zona  and  the  other  Colorado  Basin  States 
wish  that  this  bill  did  not  impose  a  10- 
year  moratorium  on  investigation  of  the 
practicability  of  augmenting  the  supply 
of  Colorado  River  water  by  importation 
from  sources  outside  the  Colorado  drain¬ 
age  basin. 

We  sincerely  believe  that  surpluses  do 
exist  and  will  continue  to  exist  for  the 
foreseeable  future  in  some  other  basins, 
and  that  they  could  be  utilized  to  the 
economic  advantage  of  both  the  import 
and  the  export  regions  with  adequate 
protection  of  the  potential  areas  of  ori¬ 
gin.  However,  we  accept  the  restriction  in 
a  spirit  of  interregional  good  will  and 
understanding,  and  with  the  conviction 
that  the  delay  will  result  in  sound  and 
mutually  acceptable  conclusions  and  ac¬ 
tion.  In  the  meantime,  other  means  for 
achieving  some  supply  of  augmentation 
can  and  will  be  investigated. 

While  on  this  subject,  we  ought  to  un¬ 
derstand  as  precisely  as  possible  what  is 
meant  by  augmentation.  Section  603(g) 
of  the  bill  defines  the  words  “augment” 
or  “augmentation”  of  Colorado  River 
water  supply  as  any  increase  of  the 
available  supply  in  the  river  which  is  the 
result  of  an  introduction  of  water  into 
the  main  stream  of  the  river  or  its  tribu¬ 
taries,  which  introduction  is  in  addition 
to  the  natural  supply  of  the  system. 

Since  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  “to  pro¬ 
vide  a  program  for  further  comprehen¬ 
sive  development  of  the  water  resources 
of  the  Colorado  River  and  for  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  additional  and  adequate  water 
supplies  for  use  in  the  Upper  as  well  as 
in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basins,” 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  new  water 
added  to  the  system,  whether  by  importa¬ 
tion,  desalting  of  sea  or  brackish  waters, 
weather  modification,  watershed  treat¬ 
ment,  salvage,  or  other  means,  is  in  fact 
an  augmentation  of  the  “natural  supply 
of  the  system.”  Certainly  the  conference 
committee  intended  that  meaning. 

We  are  indeed  gratified  that  the  bill 
does  recognize  and  implement  the  con¬ 
tention  of  the  Colorado  Basin  States  that 
the  water  burden  imposed  upon  the 
river  by  the  Federal  treaty  with  Mexico  is 


a  national  obligation.  Satisfaction  of  that 
delivery  requirement  is  made  the  first 
obligation  of  any  augmentation  project 
for  which  plans  are  made.  Augmentation 
of  the  Colorado  River  supply  by  an 
amount  sufficient  to  meet  the  full  bur¬ 
den  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  will  in  fact 
make  whole  the  presently  allocated  uses 
in  the  seven  States  of  the  Colorado  Basin; 
and  the  priorities  for  present  users  in 
the  lower  basin,  as  against  the  central 
Arizona  project  in  the  event  of  flow 
shortages,  will  not  become  applicable. 

A  compromise  feature  of  the  bill  which 
makes  good  economic  and  financial  sense 
is  that  which  provides  for  a  central 
Arizona  project  Granite  Reef  aqueduct 
having  a  capacity  of  up  to  3,000  cubic  feet 
per  second  if  such  capacity  is  found  to 
be  feasible. 

This  provision  relates  to  both  the  an¬ 
nually  fluctuating  supply  of  water  avail¬ 
able  from  the  river  under  present  con¬ 
ditions,  and  to  planning  for  eventual 
augmentation  of  that  supply.  The  origi¬ 
nal  Granite  Reef  Aqueduct  designed  ca¬ 
pacity  was  only  1,800  cubic  feet  per  sec¬ 
ond.  With  this  built-in  physical  limita¬ 
tion,  no  more  than  1.2  million  acre-feet 
of  water  annually  could  ever  be  diverted 
into  central  Arizona.  We  all  know  that 
there  will  be  some  years  in  which  more 
than  that  will  be  available — available, 
but  not  usable  unless  there  is  adequate 
aqueduct  capacity  to  deliver  it.  Any  such 
available  surplus  can  be  used  to  propor¬ 
tionately  reduce  ground-water  pumpage 
and  thus  store  the  extra  water  against 
years  of  reduced  Colorado  River  water 
availability. 

In  addition  to  that  advantage  of 
greater  aqueduct  capacity,  there  is  the 
obvious  one  that,  with  greater  capacity, 
Arizona  will  be  physically  able  to  utilize 
some  part  of  the  increased  water  supply 
which  will  eventually  become  available 
from  the  Colorado  River  through  aug¬ 
mentation  by  whatever  means  is  found 
to  be  most  feasible.  Building  to  a  greater 
capacity  now  will  save  many  millions  of 
dollars  at  a  later  date  when  costs  will 
have  very  substantially  increased. 

Flexibility  of  designed  capacity  is  thus 
in  the  national  interest  as  well  as  being 
advantageous  to  Arizona.  We  understand 
that  the  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  is  in¬ 
tended  to  set  the  capacity  unless  studies 
indicate  a  reduction  thereof  is  essential 
under  the  construction  feasible.  Arizona 
is  satisfied  with  this  provision  and  ap¬ 
preciates  the  agreement  and  support  of 
her  sister  States. 

In  examining  the  bill  in  more  or  less 
orderly  fashion,  tl  must  at  this  point 
make  a  brief  reference  to  a  matter  that 
is  of  great  significance  to  users  of  water 
along  the  Gila  River.  In  1935  the  U.S. 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona 
decreed — Globe  Equity  No.  59 — certain 
water  rights  which  have  been  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  legal  disputes  and  negotiation 
among  water  users.  It  very  definitely  is 
not  the  intent  of  the  Congress  in  any  way 
to  increase,  diminish,  alter,  affect,  or  dis¬ 
turb  the  validity,  if  any,  of  Globe  Equity 
No.  59  by  the  reference  to  it  in  section 
301(a)  (3)  and  section  304(f)  (3)  of  this 
bill. 

This  Congress  can  take  justifiable 
pride  in  the  manner  in  which  it  has  re¬ 


solved  the  sticky  problem  of  power  gen¬ 
eration  required  for  the  central  Arizona 
project.  The  misguided  but  effective 
campaign  of  the  preservationists  who 
opposed  the  construction  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  dams  on  the  mainstream  of 
the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam 
and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  brought  this 
problem  to  us  in  a  forceful  manner.  This 
bill  provides  a  moratorium  on  construc¬ 
tion  of  dams  in  this  reach  of  the  river 
unless  such  dams  are  authorized  by  some 
future  Congress. 

Many  water  leaders  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  States  are  firmly  convinced 
that  the  proposed  dams  would  have  ac¬ 
tually  enhanced  the  value  of  the  river 
and  that  the  dams  should  have* been 
built.  Despite  this  feeling,  it  was  the  de¬ 
cision  of  the  Congress  to  eliminate  the 
dams  even  though  the  powerplants  at 
these  dams  could  have  contributed  so 
much  to  the  central  Arizona  project,  and 
to  the  economic  and  social  welfare  of  two 
needy  Indian  tribes  in  Arizona. 

Substituted  for  the  hydroelectric  dams, 
as  a  source  of  energy  for  pumping  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  water  is  a  prepur¬ 
chase  plan  calling  for  a  cooperative  ap¬ 
proach  with  the  utility  industry.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  will  be  author¬ 
ized  to  make  arrangements  with  non- 
Federal  interests  to  acquire  the  right  to 
a  portion  of  the  capacity  and  associated 
energy  from  large  thermal  powerplants 
to  serve  project  purposes. 

It  is  recognized  that  such  a  plan  may 
result  in  the  Bureau  having  excess 
energy  for  pumping  from  time  to  time. 
The  disposition  of  excess  power  and 
energy  acquired  under  the  prepurchase 
plan  will  include  negotiating  power 
banking  arrangements  with  the  utilities 
in  the  area.  This  accords  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  testimony  before  the  House  and 
Senate  committees. 

Cooling  water  required  for  such  a 
thermal  electric  generating  plant  located 
in  Arizona  will  be  acquired  by  contract 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
shall  be  from  the  available  portion  of  the 
50,000  acre-feet  allocated  to  Arizona  an¬ 
nually  by  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  compact.  We  in  Arizona,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Navajo  Indian  Tribe  whose  lands 
comprise  virtually  all  of  Arizona’s  upper 
basin  areas,  agree  that  this  use  for  that 
water  is  the  best  economic  purpose  to 
which  it  can  be  dedicated^ 

Although  this  bill  makes  no  reference 
to  the  fact,  it  is  nonetheless  true  that  if 
the  presently  unused  portion  of  the  50,- 
000  acre-feet  allocated  to  Arizona  by  the 
upper  basin  compact  proves  to  be  inade¬ 
quate  for  the  thermal  plant  operation, 
the  Secretary  is  not  precluded  from 
making,  under  existing  laws,  short-term 
sales  of  presently  surplus  Colorado  River 
water  to  operators  of  the  proposed 
thermal  plant  in  Arizona. 

One  other  provision  of  this  bill  bear¬ 
ing  on  acquisition  of  power  for  central 
Arizona  project  pumping  and  augmenta¬ 
tion  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
fund  requires  clarifying  comment. 

The  language  of  section  303(b)(1) 
might  be  misinterpreted  to  require  com¬ 
pletely  finalized  formal  contracts  for  the 
purchase  of  power  generated  at  thermal 
plants  to  be  built  by  non-Federal  inter- 
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ests  before  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
could  advance  any  Federal  funds  for 
purchase  of  generating  capacity.  Because 
of  the  complexity  of  such  contractual 
negotiations,  and  the  need  to  place  orders 
for  large  generators  and  other  major 
equipment  by  no  later  than  January  1, 
1989,  letters  of  intent  or  other  suitable 
understandings  between  the  Secretary 
and  plant  participants  will  be  deemed  an 
adequate  basis  upon  which  the  Federal 
Government  can  make  its  share  of  con¬ 
struction  progress  payments  as  such 
payments  become  due. 

Those  provisions  of  the  bill  which  pro¬ 
vide  benefits  for  the  upper  basin  have 
Arizona’s  support.  I  refer  to  benefits 
other  than  the  primary  one,  which,  of 
course,  is  the  provision  for  investigations 
of  river  augmentation  and  the  all- 
important  assumption  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  burden  as  a  Federal  obligation. 

For  the  State  of  Utah,  the  Dixie  proj¬ 
ect  is  reauthorized  to  make  it  eligible  for 
repayment  participation  in  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  development 
fund.  Again,  this  represents  a  compro¬ 
mise  in  the  interest  of  basinwide  unity. 

The  bill  authorizes  six  projects  in  the 
upper  basin,  one  of  which  benefits  both 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico;  four  of  which 
benefit  Colorado  only;  and  one  in  Utah. 
Collectively,  these  projects  when  com¬ 
pleted  will  go  a  long  way  toward  achiev¬ 
ing  utilization  of  the  upper  basin’s  share 
of  Colorado  River  water.  And  in  this 
case,  too,  Arizona  agrees  in  the  interest 
of  regional  unity. 

Early  in  the  period  of  negotiated  and 
agreed-upon  compromise,  Arizona  ac¬ 
cepted  the  concept  of  a  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  development  fund  as  a 
means  of  financing  repayment  of  lower 
basin  States  projects,  including  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project,  and  of  financing 
whatever  means  is  developed  for  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  water  supply  in  the 
Colorado  River  beyond  the  Federal  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  Mexican  Treaty 
obligation. 

Arizona  did  not  anticipate  being  given 
separate  treatment  under  the  terms  of 
the  fund  provision,  and  although  we 
now  accept  those  terms,  we  do  so  again 
only  as  a  concession  to  the  overriding 
need  for  regional  unity. 

The  central  Arizona  project  partici¬ 
pates  in  the  disbursement  of  moneys 
from  the  fund  only  to  the  extent  of  the 
surplus  available  from  her  usage  of 
power  from  Hoover  and  Parker-Davis 
generating  plants  and  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west-Southwest  intertie. 

In  summary,  gentlemen,  I  ask  for  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  conference  report.  Ari¬ 
zona’s  life  depends  upon  it.  Her  hope  of 
continuing  and  expanding  her  role  in 
the  future  of  this  great  Nation  of  ours 
is  wrapped  in  this  legislative  package. 
Beyond  that  we  share  with  our  sister 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  the 
belief  that  in  this  bill  we  have  honestly 
faced  and  resolved  problems  of  water  re¬ 
source  development  in  a  manner  that 
opens  a  new  era  of  regional  accommoda¬ 
tion  and  cooperation.  We  believe  we  have 
established  a  pattern  that  will  serve  the 
essential  goals  of  all  other  States  and 
regions  as  they,  too,  come  to  grips  with 
the  increasingly  complex  nature  of  wa¬ 
ter  supply  development. 


Bringing  peace  to  the  Colorado  River 
States — and  that  is  what  we  believe  this 
bill  accomplishes — may  be  a  small  thing 
in  a  world  that  is  torn  by  suspicion  and 
ugly  conflict,  but  where  can  a  better  be¬ 
ginning  be  made  in  peacemaking  than 
here  in  our  own  land  among  our  own 
people? 

The  Bible  suggests  that  if  we  cast  our 
bread  upon  the  waters  it  will  be  returned 
to  us  again. 

Arizona  faithfully  casts  its  bread  upon 
the  waters  of  regional  cooperation.  We 
trust  that  our  act  of  faith  will  be  re¬ 
warded  by  this  act  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  STEIGER  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

(Mr.  STEIGER  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  STEIGER  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wish  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Udall]  . 

[Mr.  STEIGER  of  Arizona  addressed 
the  House.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Extensions  of  Remarks.] 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Rhodes]. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  thank  my  colleague  for  yielding  to  me. 
Although  I  am  not  completely  in  accord 
with  all  of  its  provisions,  I  support  the 
conference  report.  This  is  a  great  day  for 
the  West  and  for  the  State  of  Arizona. 
I  wish  to  congratulate  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  for  the  job  that  they  have  done. 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UDALL.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho. 

(Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HANSEN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
urge  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  is  infinitely  bet¬ 
ter  legislation  than  the  bill  which  passed 
the  House  authorizing  the  Colorado  River 
project  in  that  it  does  not  transfer  to  the 
entire  United  States,  en  toto,  the  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States 
under  the  United  States-Mexican  Water 
Treaty  of  1944,  but  rather  stipulates  that 
they  pay  their  pro  rata  share  of  any 
project  built. 

Another  feature  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  that  is  superior  to  the  House-passed 
bill  is  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  [Mr.  Aspinall], 
and  Senator  Len  B.  Jordan  of  my  State 
of  Idaho,  which  instructs  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  not  to  undertake  any 
study  leading  to  the  importation  of  wa¬ 
ter  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  during 
the  next  10  years  from  any  other  river 
basin. 

This  moratorium,  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
give  States  in  other  river  basins  suffi¬ 
cient  time  in  which  to  justify  their  own 
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long-range  water  needs.  It  is  absolutely 
essential  for  their  continued  growth  and 
progress  that  this  be  done. 

It  has  been  a  long  time,  Mr.  Speaker, 
since  the  great  State  of  Arizona  first  pro¬ 
posed  their  own  central  Arizona  project, 
and  I  am  pleased  that  the  language  of 
this  bill  will  make  their  dream  at  last 
come  true. 

I  would  like  to  commend  both  House 
and  Senate  conferees  for  the  statesman¬ 
like  approach  they  took  in  ironing  out 
the  differences  in  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  this  bill,  and  particularly  I 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Aspinall]  and  Idaho’s  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  Len  B.  Jordan  for  the 
solution  they  reached  in  allowing  the 
State  of  Idaho  and  the  other  States  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest  the  time  needed  to 
study  their  water  resources  and  future 
needs.  It  has  been  a  great  pleasure  work¬ 
ing  with  House  conferees  on  this  matter 
and  I  am  deeply  gratified  that  they  were 
able  to  see  and  support  our  position  on 
this  all-important  aspect  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  again  I  urge  adoption  of 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Wyatt]. 

Mr.  WYATT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  for  yielding 
this  time  to  me. 

This  is  indeed  a  great  day  for  us  in 
the  West.  In  the  4  years  that  I  have 
been  on  the  House  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  this  has  been  the 
major  project  and  the  big  item  that  we 
have  been  considering.  I  could  not  sit 
through  these  hearings  without  compas¬ 
sion  and  real  sympathy  for  the  people 
of  the  Southwest  and  for  our  colleagues 
here  in  the  House  and  on  the  Senate  side 
with  regard  to  the  problems  that  they 
have  had.  Particularly  I  would  like  to 
note  that  we  in  the  Northwest  attempted 
to  take  an  affirmative  approach  to  this.  I 
was  a  cosponsor  of  the  bill  authorizing 
Federal  participation  in  the  Bolsa  Island 
plant,  which  is  unfortunately  running 
into  great  difficulty.  Many  of  us  have 
had  a  great  interest  in  desalting  and 
new  techniques  which  have  been  devel¬ 
oped  with  regard  to  that  throughout  the 
world.  I  personally  visited  14  installa¬ 
tions.  We  have  not  been  negative  in  our 
attitude  on  the  matter.  I  would  particu¬ 
larly  like  to  commend  the  conferees  for 
the  agreement  they  have  achieved  as 
represented  by  this  report  and  would 
like  to  express  my  particular  apprecia¬ 
tion  and  gratitude  to  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  to  the  ranking  Re¬ 
publican  member  of  the  committee  for 
the  strong  efforts  that  they  have  made 
during  the  last  4  years  to  accommodate 
the  interests  of  the  Northwest. 

This  has  been  done  in  this  conference 
report.  I  had  to  vote  “no”  in  committee 
and  voted  “no”  on  this  bill  when  it  came 
up  for  consideration  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  However,  today  I  am  going  to  vote 
“yes”  and  I  am  proud  of  this  vote  and  I 
congratulate  the  conferees  for  the  job 
which  they  have  done. 

Mr.  DELLENBACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WYATT.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oregon. 
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Mr.  DELLENBACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  of  my  colleague,  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Wyatt],  There  is  no  single  more  impor¬ 
tant  item  in  the  Far  West,  embracing  the 
Southwest  as  well  as  the  Northwest,  than 
water.  We  in  the  Northwest  are  deeply 
concerned  that  the  water  needs  of  our 
friends  in  the  Southwest  be  adequately 
taken  care  of,  without  damage  to  the 
water  requirements  of  the  Northwest.  I 
believe  that  the  compromise  of  conflict¬ 
ing  desires  achieved  in  this  conference 
report  is  fair  to  all  sides. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  joined  my  col¬ 
league  from  Oregon  in  following  very 
closely  the  progress  of  S.  1004.  In  its 
earlier  form  I  strongly  opposed  it  when 
it  was  before  the  House  for  action.  But  in 
its  amended  form  as  it  appears  before  us 
today  in  this  conference  report,  I  shall 
support  it. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Rogers]. 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr, 
Speaker,  I  am  happy  to  urge  the  adoption 
of  the  conference  committee  report  on  S. 
1004.  This  bill  is  of  vital  concern  to  the 
rapidly  growing  States  of  the  Western 
United  States.  It  represents  the  best  of 
the  work  of  many  individuals  from  those 
States  who  have  worked  diligently  and 
long  these  past  years.  Enactment  of  the 
bill  into  law  will  be  a  great  step  forward 
in  helping  the  people  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  resolve  numerous  problems 
and  controversies  which  have  been  cre¬ 
ated  by  the  rapid  population  growth  and 
dwindling  water  supplies. 

I  am  especially  pleased  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  saw  fit  to  include  as  a  part  of 
this  bill  two  sections  which  affect  only 
the  State  of  Colorado.  These  sections  are 
section  501(e)  and  section  501(f).  The 
city  and  county  of  Denver  being  the  First 
Congressional  District  of  Colorado,  which 
I  have  the  privilege  of  representing,  de¬ 
rives  a  significant  portion  of  its  water 
supply  from  the  major  tributaries  of  the 
Colorado  River.  Because  of  its  depend¬ 
ence  upon  that  source  of  water,  it  is 
vitally  concerned  with  any  Federal  leg¬ 
islation  affecting  the  Colorado  River.  En¬ 
actment  of  these  two  sections  into  law 
will  help  to  eliminate  the  concern  which 
has  arisen  because  of  this  legislation. 

My  interest  in  these  provisions  stems 
from  the  fact  that  Green  Mountain  Res¬ 
ervoir  is  located  on  the  Blue  River,  one 
of  the  major  tributaries  of  the  Colorado 
River,  from  which  the  Denver  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  now  derives  a  part  of  its  water 
supply.  That  area  must  necessarily  look 
to  this  river  for  increasingly  large 
amounts  of  its  supply  to  support  its  fu¬ 
ture  growth.  Denver’s  rights  to  the  use 
of  this  water,  created  by  the  people  of 
Denver  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $70  mil¬ 
lion,  are  closely  tied  in  with  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  under 
Senate  Document  No.  80,  75th  Congress, 
first  session,  by  reason  of  the  incorpora¬ 
tion  of  certain  provisions  of  that  docu¬ 
ment  in  that  decree  of  the  U.S.  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Colorado  which 
defines  the  rights  of  both  the  United 
States  and  Denver  in  the  Blue  River. 


Under  the  law,  the  definition  of  those 
rights  by  the  court  is  simply  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  what  Denver  and  the  United 
States,  as  appropriators,  did  to  create 
their  respective  rights.  In  describing  the 
rights  of  the  United  States  therefore,  the 
court,  rather  than  presuming  to  intrude 
upon  the  functions  of  Congress,  merely 
copied  the  language  of  Senate  Document 
No.  80  without  interpreting  it.  Since 
question  exists,  not  as  to  any  court  inter¬ 
pretation,  but  as  to  the  Congress  pur¬ 
pose  in  creating  Green  Mountain  Reser¬ 
voir,  it  is  appropriate  that  only  Congress 
resolve  any  problem  relating  to  this  Fed¬ 
eral  property  which  may  have  arisen  out 
of  this  congressional  document. 

In  reporting  on  sections  501(e)  and 
501(f),  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  of  this  House,  stated  in 
its  report  on  H.R.  3300 — Report  No.  1312, 
90th  Congress,  second  session,  at  pages 
81  and  82: 

In  the  administration  of  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  this  Act  or  by  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  that  are  within  or  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  Colorado,  the  Secretary  is  re¬ 
quired  to  comply  with  the  laws  of  Colorado 
with  respect  to  priority  of  appropriation  and 
with  respect  to  Federal  and  State  Court  de¬ 
crees  entered  pursuant  to  such  laws,  in  the 
diversion  and  storage  of  water.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  understands  this  requirement  to 
mean  that  diversion  and  storage  rights  for 
these  projects  will  be  junior  to  existing  rights 
recognized  under  Colorado  law.  This  is 
merely  a  reaffirmation  of  the  rule  of  law  that 
would  apply  in  any  event.  The  Secretary  is 
also  directed  to  obtain  the  approval  of  the 
State  of  Colorado  to  any  operating  principles 
he  may  decide  to  adopt  for  these  projects. 
The  Secretary  is  not  required,  however,  to 
adopt  any  operating  principles.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  does  not  intend  this  language  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  executive  discretion  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  in  contracting  for  the  sale  and  dis¬ 
tribution  of  water. 

Subsection  (f)  has  been  included  in  the 
legislation  in  order  to  give  congressional  in¬ 
terpretation  to  the  meaning  of  the  words 
“any  western  slope  appropriations”  that  ap¬ 
pear  in  paragraph  (i)  of  the  section  of  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  No.  80,  75th  Congress,  1st  ses¬ 
sion,  entitled  “Manner  of  Operation  of  Proj¬ 
ect  Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features.’  The 
meaning  of  these  words  which  this  subsec¬ 
tion  approves  is  the  same  as  that  approved 
by  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board. 
The  section  of  Senate  Document  No.  80 
referred  to  provides  for  three  principal  water 
components  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Federal  reclamation  project;  namely,  for 
diversion  of  water  to  the  eastern  slope  of 
Colorado,  for  storage  of  replacement  water, 
and  for  storage  of  water  for  use  in  western 
Colorado.  The  replacement  water  (52,000 
acre-feet)  and  water  for  use  in  western  Colo¬ 
rado  (100,000  acre-feet)  are  stored  in  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir  in  western  Colorado. 

The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (g)  of  the 
particular  section  of  Senate  Document  No. 
80  in  question  says: 

“The  100,000  acre-feet  of  storage  in  said 
reservoir  shall  be  considered  to  have  the  same 
date  of  priority  of  appropriation  as  that  for 
water  diverted  or  stored  for  transmountain 
diversion.” 

This  quoted  sentence  is  subsequently  qual¬ 
ified  by  paragraph  (1)  of  the  same  section 
which,  with  reference  to  the  Colorado  River 
Compact,  states,  in  part,  as  follows: 

“Notwithstanding  the  relative  priorities 
specified  in  paragraph  (g)  herein,  if  an  ob¬ 
ligation  is  created  under  said  compact  to 
augment  the  supply  of  water  from  the  State 
of  Colorado  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  said 
compact,  the  diversion  for  the  benefit  of  the 
eastern  slope  shall  be  discontinued  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  any  western  slope  appropriations.” 

The  Committee  was  informed  that  there 
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has  been  considerable  misunderstanding 
within  the  State  of  Colorado  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  additional  projects  herein  authorized 
when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  above  quoted 
provisions  of  Senate  Document  No.  80.  Al¬ 
though  the  misunderstandings  may  be  less 
real  than  they  appear,  the  Committee  agrees 
to  resolving  the  matter  by  approving  the  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  words  ‘any  western  slope 
appropriations’  to  mean  and  refer  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation  heretofore  made  for  storage  in 
Green  Mountain  Reservoir  on  the  western 
slope  of  Colorado.  It  is  the  view  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  any  other  interpretation  would 
interfere  with  water  rights  vested  by  law  in 
prior  appropriators,  and  that  the  approved 
interpretation  defines  and  observes  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  said  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  80,  and  does  not,  in  any  way,  affect 
or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations  arising 
under  Senate  Document  No.  80  or  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

This  matter  concerning  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  80  affects  no  other  State  than 
Colorado.  If  it  did,  as  a  Member  of  the 
national  Congress,  I  would  have  to  exer¬ 
cise  my  judgment,  not  only  from  the  local 
viewpoint  but  from  the  viewpoint  of  na¬ 
tional  interest  as  well.  Here  I  have  no 
such  problem;  the  State  of  Colorado  has 
spoken  officially  through  its  water  con¬ 
servation  board,  its  legislature,  and  its 
Governor  who  testified  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclama¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  of  this  House  on  May  9, 
1966 — pages  1044  and  1045  of  serial  No. 
89-17,  part  H,  hearings  on  HR.  4671  and 
similar  bills,  89th  Congress,  second  ses¬ 
sion. 

Governor  Love,  in  the  following  quoted 
testimony,  refers  to  sections  501(d)  and 
501(e)  of  H.R.  4671,  then  pending  before 
the  committee.  Sections  501(e)  and  501 
(f)  of  the  conference  committee  report 
on  S.  1004  are  now  identical  with  sections 
501(d)  and  501(e)  of  H.R.  4671,  respec¬ 
tively.  Governor  Love  said  at  that  time: 

Because  it  is  of  interest  to  the  State  of 
Colorado  only,  I  would  like  to  call  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  attention  to  sections  501(d)  and 
501(e)  in  title  V  of  the  committee  print. 
We  always  have  an  educational  problem  in 
Colorado  concerning  reclamation  projects, 
and  I  presume  the  same  is  true  in  other 
States.  In  planning  any  project  there  are  al¬ 
ways  rumors  circulated  to  the  effect  that 
the  Federal  Government  is  attempting  to 
destroy  vested  water  rights.  While  this  has 
never  been  the  case  in  our  State,  we  feel  that 
the  matter  is  of  sufficient  importance  to  jus¬ 
tify  the  insertion  of  a  section  directing  the 
Secretary  to  comply  with  the  priority  of 
water  rights  established  under  our  State 
Constitution.  Actually,  each  project  has  al¬ 
ways  been  planned  by  the  Secretary  on  this 
basis.  Nevertheless,  from  our  viewpoint,  it 
is  highly  desirable  to  have  the  Congress  ap¬ 
prove  the  language  of  section  501(d).  We 
are  not  attempting  in  any  way  to  interfere 
with  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  in  enter¬ 
ing  into  appropriate  contracts  for  th6  sale 
and  distribution  of  water  from  the  projects 
under  his  jurisdiction. 

The  current  controversy  concerns  the 
meaning  of  the  words  "any  western  slope 
appropriations.”  It  appears  clear  enough 
from  the  document  that  such  words  apply 
only  to  the  priority  of  water  in  Green  Moun¬ 
tain  Reservoir  for  use  in  western  Colorado, 
as  set  forth  in  paragraph  (g) .  Any  other  in¬ 
terpretation  would  do  violence  to  rights 
vested  by  law  in  prior  appropriations. 

Since  it  is  a  congressional  document  which 
creates  the  problem,  we  feel  that  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  have  the  matter  clarified  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  not  our  intention  that  any  rights 
in  western  Colorado  to  the  use  of  water  from 
Green  Mountain  Reservoir  be  diminished  or 
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impaired.  We  ask  only  that  the  intent  of 
Senate  Document  No.  80  he  observed  by  all 
parties. 

The  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board,  the  official  water  policy  group  of 
the  State  of  Colorado,  when  considering 
this  problem  at  its  meeting  of  February 
8,  1966,  in  official  action,  adopted  the 
following  position : 

While  the  misunderstanding  may  be  more 
vexatious  than  real,  it  now  appears  neces¬ 
sary  that  this  Board  adopt,  as  a  matter  of 
state  policy,  an  interpretation  of  paragraph 
(i)  of  the  section  of  Senate  Document  No. 
80  entitled  “Manner  of  Operation  of  Project 
Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features.”  This  in¬ 
terpretation  is  that  the  words  “any  western 
slope  appropriations”  in  said  paragraph  (i) 
mean  and  refer  to  the  appropriations  here¬ 
tofore  made  for  storage  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir.  This  interpretation  defines  and 
observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i) , 
and  does  not,  in  any  way,  affect  or  alter  any 
rights  or  obligations  arising  under  Senate 
Document  No.  80  or  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Colorado. 

The  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
was  not  a  party  to  nor  heretofore  has  taken 
any  position  on  Senate  Document  No.  80.  It 
is  now  the  position  of  the  Board  that  it  rati¬ 
fies,  confirms,  and  accepts  all  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  Senate  Document  No.  80,  75th  Con¬ 
gress,  1st  Section,  as  though  it  were  originally 
a  party  signatory  to  said  document,  subject 
to  the  interpretation  of  paragraph  (i)  as 
above  set  forth. 

The  congressional  interpretation  of 
the  meaning  of  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate 
Document  No.  80  as  stated  in  section 
501(f)  and  the  official  adoption  by  the 
State  of  Colorado  of  the  provisions  of 
Senate  Document  No.  80,  including  the 
interpretation  of  paragraph  (i)  thereof 
as  contained  in  section  501  (f ) ,  along  with 
section  501(e),  wherein  the  Secretary  is 
directed  to  comply  with  operating  prin¬ 
ciples,  if  any,  adopted  by  the  Secretary 
and  approved  by  the  State  of  Colorado, 
give  further  assurance  that  the  intent 
of  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate  Document  No. 
.80  will  be  observed  by  all  parties.  That 
intent  as  clarified  by  section  501(f)  was 
expressed  in  my  question  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  of  this  House  on  May  15, 
1968,  during  the  debate  on  H.R.  3300 — 
Congressional  Record,  volume  114,  No. 
83,  page  H3838.  My  question  was: 

Do  you  understand  that  the  effect  of  sec¬ 
tion  501(f)  is  to  cast  the  burden  of  providing 
water  for  a  Lee  Ferry  deficiency  upon  all  the 
water  rights  on  the  Colorado  River  within 
Colorado  in  the  order  of  their  priority  under 
state  law? 

To  which  the  chairman  replied:  “Yes, 
I  do.” 

With  sections  501(f)  and  501(e)  in  the 
bill,  I  give  my  wholehearted  support  to 
its  passage. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Foley], 

(Mr.  FOLEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  FOLEY  addressed  the  House.  His 
remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Ex¬ 
tensions  of  Remarks.] 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Washington  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  1  additional  minute. 


Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOLEY.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  too  wish 
to  join  with  the  gentleman  from  Wash¬ 
ington  in  commending  the  members  of 
the  conference  committee  for  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  they  have  worked  out  this 
problem,  especially  with  respect  to  our 
water  problem  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
All  of  us  who  represent  the  State  of 
Washington  feel  that  they  did  a  very 
good  job  and  we  are  very  grateful  to 
them  for  considering  this  matter  in  the 
way  and  in  the  efficient  manner  in  which 
agreement  on  the  controversy  was 
reached. 

Mr.  Speaker,'  I  too  voted  “no”  when 
this  legislation  was  under  consideration 
in  the  House  originally.  However,  I  am 
going  to  support  the  conference  report 
today. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Burton]. 

(Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 

Vi  ic  rpniorVc 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  conference  report. 
Water  and  its  use  is  the  life  and  death 
of  this  country.  More  specifically,  and 
more  important  to  my  part  of  the  coun¬ 
try:  water  from  the  Colorado  River. 

The  Colorado  River  bill,  is  the  cul¬ 
mination  of  46  years  of  give  and  take, 
problems  of  water  rights,  debate,  and 
finally  a  House-Senate  conference  to  iron 
out  the  problems. 

It  is  understandable  that  the  seven 
basin  States  should  have  problems,  but 
other  States  have  been  concerned,  too. 
After  all,  the  water  from  the  Colorado 
has  been  a  life  source  for  millions  of 
people,  an  untold  number  of  farmlands, 
and  has  been  a  source  of  water  for  our 
friends  to  the  south,  in  Mexico. 

It  was  fitting  that  the  House  version 
of  the  legislation  included  many  projects 
of  importance  to  the  people  of  Utah. 

If  I  might,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  mention  a  few  of  these  important  Utah 
projeccts  which  have  been  given  the 
green  light  by  this  conference  report. 

First  there  is  the  important  Dixie  proj¬ 
ect.  The  House  saw  the  problem  of  the 
Senate’s  acceptance  of  only  $42  million, 
certainly  not  enough  money  for  the  proj¬ 
ect.  The  House  reauthorized  the  proj¬ 
ect,  and  the  conferees  accepted  $58  mil¬ 
lion,  a  more  reasonable  figure. 

The  report  today  also  authorizes  the 
$43  million  Uintah  unit,  the  first  segment 
of  the  comprehensive  Ute  Indian  unit, 
and  a  planning  acceleration  of  the  Ute 
Indian  unit  by  a  6-year  stepup,  from  1980 
to  1974. 

And  of  interest  to  the  entire  basin 
States  was  the  lessening  of  the  burden 
of  delivery  water,  under  the  Mexican 
treaty,  to  Mexico.  The  bill  now  stipulates 
the  burden  be  a  national  obligation 
rather  than  just  one  for  the  basin  States. 

These  are  just  a  few  of  the  major 
point  of  interest  to  my  constituents 
which  are  a  part  of  this  legislation. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  legislation 
finalized  by  the  House-Senate  conferees 
is  excellent.  It  was  an  honor  to  serve 
on  the  conference  and  to  have  worked 
harmoniously  with  its  distinguished 
members.  I,  for  one,  am  proud  of  the 
job  we  did. 

Mr.  LLOYD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BURTON  of  Utah.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Utah. 

(Mr.  LLOYD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LLOYD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Utah  for 
yielding  to  me  at  this  time  and  I  wish  to 
associate  myself  with  his  remarks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I,  too,  would  like  to  pay 
my  compliments  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  as  well  as 
to  the  ranking  minority  Member  for 
engineering  a  realistic  compromise  ac¬ 
commodating  many  of  the  objectives  of 
all  the  various  interests  of  the  States 
involved.  Also  I  would  like  to  compli¬ 
ment  my  colleague  from  Utah,  the 
Honorable  Laurence  J.  Burton,  who  as 
a  member  of  the  conference  committee 
joined  in  support  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port.  He  has  rendered  great  service  to 
his  State. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  been  suggested  by 
some  that  in  the  course  of  the  conferee’s 
meetings  on  this  important  legislation 
that  the  conferees  had  retreated  from 
the  matter  of  reconnaisance  studies  on 
augmenting  the  Colorado  River,  and 
that  the  State  of  Utah  and  other  States 
of  the  upper  basin  had  lost  something  in 
the  shuffle.  I  submit  that  this  is  not  the 
case.  There  is  much  in  the  final  package 
drawn  up  by  the  conferees  of  vital  im¬ 
portance  to  the  water  development  of 
Utah  and  the  entire  Colorado  River 
Basin.  Among  the  provisions  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  are: 

First.  Language  to  make  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  burden  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion,  rather  than  an  obligation  to  be 
borne  by  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
States. 

Second.  Provisional  authorization  for 
the  $43,782,000  Uintah  unit  of  the  cen¬ 
tral  Utah  project. 

Third.  Reauthorization  of  an  enlarged 
$58  million  Dixie  project  for  southwest¬ 
ern  Utah. 

Fourth.  A  provision  setting  a  deadline 
of  1974  for  planning  reports  on  the  Ute 
Indian  unit,  largest  and  final  unit  of  the 
central  Utah  project. 

Although  there  is  a  proviso  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  delaying  for  10  years  re¬ 
connaisance  studies  for  augmenting  the 
Colorado  River,  it  has  been  noted  by  the 
Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  Dis¬ 
trict  that: 

Within  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  by  this  legislation 
and  from  testimony  presented  at  hearings 
on  this  legislation,  water  will  be  available 
for  all  the  units  of  the  central  Utah  project. 

I  believe  the  conference  report  repre¬ 
sents  a  workable  compromise  among  the 
Western  States,  and  I  wholeheartedly 
urge  its  immediate  adoption. 

I  note  for  the  record  the  resolutions 
from  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conserv- 
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ancy  District  and  the  Utah  State  Board 
of  Water  Resources  supporting  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  They  are  incorporated 
herein.  I  join  with  the  many  other 
Utahans  to  compliment  my  colleague, 
Laurence  J.  Burton,  on  the  work  he  has 
done  as  a  member  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  resolutions  follow: 

Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District 
Resolution 

Whereas,  the  text  of  language  has  been 
agreed  upon  by  the  Senate  and  House  Con¬ 
ferees  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
Aot,  and 

Whereas,  the  agreed  to  language  includes: 

(1)  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
to  conduct  a  comprehensive  investigation  for 
the  purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan  to 
meet  future  water  needs  of  the  Western 
United  States; 

(2)  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  is  a  national  obligation; 

(3)  the  conditional  authorization  of  the 
Uintah  Unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project; 

(4)  a  priority  of  planning  status  for  the 
Ute  Indian  Unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project; 

(5)  the  reauthorization,  at  a  higher  cost, 
of  the  Dixie  Project  and  its  participation  in 
a  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund; 

(6)  the  reaffirming  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  and  provisions  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  operating  criteria  for  the  Colorado 
River; 

(7)  directives  that  the  consumptive  use  of 
water  in  the  upper  basin  available  from  the 
Colorado  River  System  under  the  Colorado 
River  Compact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  pre¬ 
judiced  by  any  use  of  such  water  in  the  lower 
basin;  and 

Whereas,  the  language  includes  an  unfa¬ 
vorable  proviso  which  directs  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Interior  shall  not,  for  a  ten  year 
period,  undertake  a  reconnaissance  study  of 
any  plan  for  the  importation  of  water  into 
the  Colorado  River  from  any  other  drainage 
basin  lying  outside  the  States  or  portion  of 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  drainage  basin; 
and 

Whereas,  within  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  by  this  legis¬ 
lation  and  from  testimony  presented  at  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  legislation,  water  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  all  the  units  of  the  Central  Utah 
Project;  now,  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Directors  of  the  Central 
Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  recognize 
the  difficulty  in  development  of  this  impor¬ 
tant  legislation — however  believe  the  bene¬ 
fits  that  will  accrue  to  the  District  and  to 
the  State  of  Utah  from  this  legislation  merits 
its  support  and  encourage  Utah’s  Congres¬ 
sional  Delegation  to  support  its  passage;  and 
be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
provided  to  the  Governor  of  the  State  of 
Utah,  Utah’s  Congresisonal  Delegation,  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Utah  Division  of  Water  Re¬ 
sources,  Utah’s  Upper  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
missioner,  and  other  interested  parties. 


Resolution  or  the  Board  of  Water 
Resources 

Whereas,  the  Senate  and  House  Conferees 
have  agreed  on  language  on  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  Project  Act,  and 

Whereas,  the  report  of  the  Conferees  will 
be  considered  by  both  houses  of  Congress 
in  early  September,  and 

Whereas,  the  time  for  compromise  and 
further  amending  the  legislation  is  past  since 
the  report  must  be  either  accepted  or  re¬ 
jected,  and  » 

Whereas,  the  legislation  contains  items  of 
great  interest  and  benefit  to  the  State  of 
Utah,  and 


Whereas,  the  legislation  represents  the  best 
overall  compromise  that  can  be  achieved  at 
this  time:  Now,  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Board  of  Water  Re¬ 
sources,  in  view  of  its  statutory  responsi¬ 
bilities  in  interstate  stream  matters,  recom¬ 
mends  to  the  Governor  and  to  Utah’s  Con¬ 
gressional  Delegation  that  they  individually 
and  collectively  use  their  influence,  give  ac¬ 
tive  support,  and  work  to  secure  the  final 
passage  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
Act  as  reported  by  the  House  and  Senate 
Conferees. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Hosmer]  . 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report. 

(Mr.  HOSMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
there  are  still  certain  matters  that 
should  be  made  clear.  Although  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  views  the 
terms  of  the  bill  to  be  what  he  considers 
a  unilateral  change  in  the  treaty  with 
Mexico,  I  believe  the  conferees  by  and 
large  regarded  it  not  as  any  such  change 
in  our  obligations  to  Mexico,  which  of 
course  could  not  be  made  by  Congress 
in  any  event,  but  rather  as  a  domestic 
change  in  positioning  the  burden  of  the 
Mexican  Treaty.  I  would  like  to  make 
that  attitude  clear  for  the  record. 

Also  with  respect  to  the  complaint  of 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  about 
what  he  chooses  to  call  an  alleged  “guar¬ 
antee”  to  California.  The  fact  is  that 
this  bill  does  not  guarantee  California 
4.4  million  acre-feet  of  water  annually. 
Rather,  its  provisions  are  an  extension 
of  the  gradually  developing  water 
shortage  formula  for  the  Colorado  River 
which  has  been  taking  shape  by  agree¬ 
ment  among  the  States  for  several  dec¬ 
ades.  And  the  fact  that  it  is  a  fair  and 
equitable  extension  of  the  shortage  for¬ 
mula  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  gen¬ 
tlemen  from  Arizona  today  arose,  as  did 
the  other  Representatives  from  other 
affected  States,  to  express  approval  of 
these  provisions  and  to  urge  favorable 
action  on  the  conference  report.  Once 
such  a  group  of  States  and  their  Repre¬ 
sentatives  in  Congress  can  agree  on  a  bill 
in  relation  to  such  a  vital  matter  as  water 
in  their  arid  States  and  a  whole  region 
of  the  Nation,  then  it  must  be  a  fair  com¬ 
promise  and  I  believe  the  Congress 
should  approve  it. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Johnson]  . 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  yield¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  and  Members  of  the 
House,  I  am  very  happy  to  be  able  to  come 
here  today  and  support  the  conference 
committee  report.  I  want  to  say  that  as 
far  as  California  is  concerned,  we  are 
very  well  satisfied  with  the  agreement 
that  has  been  reached  on  the  river. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee  that  he  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  the  fine  way  in  which  he  has 
handled  this  matter  this  year,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  his  participation  in  the  conference 


brought  about  the  compromise  that  was 
necessary  for  all  of  the  people  to  agree 
on  this  report  for  the  most  part. 

I  am  very  sorry  that  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  did  not  see  fit  to  sign 
the  conference  report,  but  I  am  sure 
nothing  in  here  will  be  of  any  detriment 
to  any  areas  of  the  United  States. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  for  me  to  have 
worked  with  all  of  the  people  from  the 
basin  States  that  are  affected,  in  per¬ 
fecting  this  piece  of  legislation.  It  will 
resolve  our  problems  for  now.  We  can  go 
ahead  with  planning  and  development. 

I  certainly  hope  we  adopt  the  report 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  30  seconds  to  advise  my  colleagues 
that  as  soon  as  the  previous  question  is 
ordered  I  shall  ask  for  a  quorum  call. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
conference  report. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  re¬ 
quests  a  straight  quorum  call? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  That  is  correct,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Colorado  makes  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present,  and  evidently 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names : 

[Roll  No.  308] 


Adair 

Eckhardt 

Martin 

Anderson,  HI. 

Evans,  Colo. 

Matsunaga 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

May 

Andrews, 

Fallon 

Miller/ Calif. 

N.  Dak. 

Flynt 

Mink 

Arends 

Fraser 

Monagan 

Ashley 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Moore 

Ashmore 

Gallagher 

Moorhead 

Baring 

Gardner 

Morris,  N.  Mex. 

Barrett 

Gray 

Pirnie 

Berry 

Gubser 

Poage 

Betts 

Gurney 

Rarick 

Blatnik 

Halleck 

Resnick 

BoUlng 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Ronan 

Bolton 

Hays 

'  Roudebush 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hebert 

Ruppe 

Brown,  Ohio 

Herlong 

Satterfield 

Cabell 

Holifield 

Scherle 

Carey 

Ichord 

Schweiker 

Casey 

Jacobs 

Sikes 

Clancy 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Sisk 

Clawson,  Del 

Jones,  Mo. 

Skubitz 

Colmer 

Karsten 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Conyers, 

Kee 

Snyder 

Corman 

King,  Calif. 

Stafford 

Cowger 

Kleppe 

Stephens 

Cunningham 

Kyi 

Stubblefield 

Davis,  Ga. 

Landrum 

Sullivan 

Dawson 

Long,  La. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Delaney 

McClory 

Teague,  Tex. 

Denney 

McCloskey 

Walker 

Derwinski 

McDade 

Wiggins 

Dickinson 

Diggs 

Dow 

McMillan 

Machen 

Mailliard 

Yates 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  326 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 


H8318 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  1004, 
CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S.  20, 
COMPREHENSIVEsREVIEW  OF  NA¬ 
TIONAL  WATER  RESOURCE  PROB¬ 
LEMS  AND  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  theNpill  (S.  20) 
to  provide  for  a  comprehensiveSreview  of 
national  water  resource  problems  and 
programs,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieuyof 
the  report.  \ 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill.  ' 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  if  it 
is  his  intent  to  take  a  little  time  during 
which  to  explain  the  results  of  the  con¬ 
ference  between  the  two  bodies,  and  to 
explain  as  to  whether  or  not  any  amend¬ 
ments  which  were  added  are  germane,  or 
other  points  of  interest  to  the  members, 
to  the  bill  as  changed  in  conference  from 
its  structure  as  passed  in  the  House. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  Missouri  will 
yield  I  shall  advise  him  that  at  the  right 
time  I  shall  take  some  time  to  do  what 
he  desires. 

May  I  say  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Missouri  that  as  soon  as  we 
dispense  with  the  reading  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  I  shall  take  2  or  3  minutes  during 
which  to  explain  just  what  is  contained 
in  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate 
the  response  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  and,  therefore,  I  withdraw  my 
reservation  of  objection.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectioryxo 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  /5f  Sept.  4, 
1968.)  '  / 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  review 
briefly  what  is  involved  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  it  authorizes  the  establishment  of  a 
seven-member  National  Water  Com¬ 
mission  to  conduct  ar  comprehensive  re¬ 
view  of  national  wafer  resource  problems 
and  programs  and  to  report  thereon  to 
the  President  ana  to  the  Congress  within 
5  years  from /he  date  of  the  act.  The 
Commission /must  work  closely  with  the 
Water  Resources  Council  and  the  river 
basin  cop*unissions  established  pursuant 
to  the /Water  Resources  Planning  Act, 
and  with  Federal  agencies  and  States. 


The  conference  version  of  S.  20,  which 
we  bring  back  to  the  House  today,  is 
identical  to  the  House  version  with  one 
exception.  The  committee  of  conference 
rejected  a  provision  in  the  House  lan¬ 
guage  which  would  have  prohibited  the 
appointment  to  the  Commission  of  re¬ 
tired  Federal  officers  or  employees.  There 
was  agreement  in  conference  that  such 
a  restriction  on  membership  would  be 
inappropriate  and  unnecessary.  Never¬ 
theless,  because  of  the  intended  non- 
’  Federal  nature  of  the  Commission,  the 
conference  committee  was  in  general 
agreement  that  only  in  unusual  circum¬ 
stances  would  it  be  appropriate  for  the 
President  to  appoint  a  retired  official  who 
has  been  closely  involved  in  Federal 
water  activities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  President  has  stated 
that  this  Commission  will  be  composed 
of  the  very  best  minds  in  the  country 
and  that  it  will  examine  our  major  water 
problems  and  develop  recommendations 
for  the  most  effective  use  of  available 
water  resources.  I  hope  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  appointments  not  only  are  recog¬ 
nized  authorities  in  the  water  field  but 
that  they  are  men  who  recognize  that 
the\complicated  and  controversial  water* 
issued  of  this  Nation  can  only  be  settlsa 
through  negotiations  and  understanding 
among  all  levels  of  government  and  all 
parties  and  interests  involved.  Recom- 
mendation\are  of  no  value  unless  they 
are  susceptible  of  fulfillmentVrhe  Na¬ 
tional  Water  Commission  ha^r  a  difficult 
job  to  do.  I  hoph  it  will  be  imccessful  in 
accomplishing  its  mission, ,/ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ur^ethomdoption  of  the 
conference  report  on  SL20. 

(Mr.  SAYLOR  askAl  and  was  given 
permission  to  extencr  hisyremarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Recorje)  \ 

Mr.  SAYLORVMr.  Speaser,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  ymference  report  on  S.  20, 
a  bill  to  provide  for  a  comprehensive  re¬ 
view  of  national  water  resource  problems 
and  programs.  \ 

This  legislation  passed  the  House  on 
July  12/4967,  and  proposes  the  establish¬ 
ment di  a  seven-member  National  Wafer 
Commission  to  conduct  a  comprehensive1 
review  of  the  problems,  programs,  and 
management  of  our  national  water  re¬ 
sources.  The  Commission’s  activities  will 
involve  a  Federal  expenditure  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $5  million  and  will  report  its  find¬ 
ings  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
within  5  years  from  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment. 

The  members  of  the  Commission  are 
to  be  appointed  by  the  President  and 
utilize  an  outside-Government  approach 
to  evaluate  our  national  water  resource 
problems  and  programs.  The  Commission 
is  also  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
developing  recommendations  and  long- 
range  plans  for  the  more  effective  use  of 
our  water  resources. 

The  major  difference  resolved  by  the 
committee  on  conference  between  the  two 
Houses  concerned  the  language  in  the 
House  bill  which  prohibited  appointment 
to  the  Commission  of  retired  officers  and 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government. 
This  provision  was  placed  in  the  bill  as  an 
amendment  which  I  had  the  privilege  to 
sponsor  because  one  of  the  major  prem- 
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ises  upon  which  the  administration  jus¬ 
tifies  the  need  for  this  legislation  is  the 
need  for  “an  outside-Government  an/ 
proach  to  the  problem,”  and  the  need  ‘fio 
have  distinguished  outside  people  jvho 
can  detach  themselves  from  the  vested 
interests  that  Government  agencies 
have.”  / 

The  conference  committee  atfopted  the 
position  that  the  language  /prohibiting 
retired  officers  and  employees  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  from  serving  on  the 
Commission  was  too  restrictive.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  conference  committee 
has  expressly  stated/its  general  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  statement  of  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  H/emse,  that  only  in  un¬ 
usual  circumstances  should  a  retired 
Federal  officiaLor  employee  be  appointed 
to  serve  as  a  inember  of  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  task  envisioned  by 
this  legislation  for  a  Nation  Water  Com¬ 
mission  fit  an  enormous  job  to  be  accom- 
plished/lt  is  with  some  degree  of  opti- 
mism/tliat  I  anticipate  this  Commission's 
woiV will  bring  order  out  of  chaos  in  the 
more  than  50  Federal  agencies  now  in¬ 
volved  in  water  resource  activities  and 
^management.  If  the  Commission  is  to 
carry  out  its  mandate  the  number  of 
Federal  agencies  involved  in  water  re¬ 
source  activities  should  be  curtailed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  REINECKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  S.  20  is  now  before  this 
body.  Its  adoption  together  with  similar 
action  by  the  Senate  presents  a  great 
opportunity  to  advance  the  welfare  of 
the  entire  Nation  by  establishing  a  Na¬ 
tional  Water  Commission. 

This  Commission  is  directed,  within  a 
5-year  period,  to  conduct  a  study  of  the 
entire  water  resources  problem  of  our 
country;  to  consider  the  economic  and 
social  aspects  of  water  development  pro¬ 
grams,  including  alternative  means;  and 
the  impact  of  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment  on  regional  economic  growth,  insti¬ 
tutional  arrangements,  and  esthetic 
values  affecting  the  quality  of  life  of  the 
American  people. 

The  Commission  is  to  consist  of  seven 
■"members  appointed  by  the  President, 
none  of  whom  shall  be  an  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Federal  Government  while 
serving  at  the  pleasure  of  the  President. 

Thrx  will  assure  a  fresh  approach  for 
institutional  prejudices  and  commit¬ 
ments  wiU  be  eliminated. 

There  ain  now  38  Federal  agencies 
involved  in  stone  aspect  of  water  resource 
activities.  It  Njilmost  certain  that  there 
is  duplication,  overlapping,  and  a  work¬ 
ing  to  cross-purposes,  and  that  many 
crucial  problems  Vxist.  The  National 
Water  Commission \tudy  would  reveal 
these,  and  after  consideration,  in  depth, 
of  alternative  means  o\  development  of 
our  precious  water  resources,  provide  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress  the  basis 
for  a  considered  judgment  and  decision 
as  to  the  most  efficacious  anX  desirable 
means  of  development.  'c 

The  Senate  Select  Committee  «n  Na¬ 
tional  Water  Resources  in  1959  'com¬ 
pleted  a  broad-based  study  of  >the 
Nation’s  water  resources  and  needs 
which  served  admirably  as  an  informeck 
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WATER  RESOURCES.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  1004,  to  authorize 
the  central  Arizona  reclamation  project.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  th 
President c  pp.  S10648-73 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S,  20,  to  provide  for" a  comprehensive 
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^assed  without  amendment  H.  R.  9362,  to  authorize  the  Mountain  Park 

reclamation  project,  Okla.  (p.  S10633) .  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
President. 


:he 


2.  LANDSo  I'He  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  stmendment 

H.  R.  1346«-  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  accept  donations 
of  lands  foV  and  to  construct,  administer,  and  maintain  an  extension  of  the 
Blue  Ridge  P^kway,  N.C.  and  Ga.  (S.  Rept.  1537).  p.  S10643 

The  Intenor\and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  3406, 
to  amend  the  act\providing  for  admission  of  Alaska  into  the  JOnion  in  order 
to  extend  the  tim\  for  filing  applications  for  selection  of'' certain  lands  by 
such  State  (S.  Rept\  1567).  p.  S10643 

3.  WILDERNESS.  Passed  as\eported  S.  2751,  to  designate  ttfe  Mount  Jefferson 

Wilderness,  Wi 1 lamette,  'Deschutes ,  and  Mount  Hood  National  Forests,  Oree 
pp.  S10632-3  X  r  6 

4.  NATIVES.  Agreed  to  without  ah^endment  S.  Con.  Re /.  11,  to  encourage  development’ 

of  programs  to  bring  AmericanNlndians  and  Alaskh  natives  to  a  social  and 
economic  level  of  fully  participating  citizeiy/.  pp.  S10634-5 


5.  BANKRUPTCY  LAWS.  Passed  without  amendment 
to  study  the  bankruptcy  laws  of  the\J.  S 


J.  Res.  100,  to  create  a  commission 
p.  S10630 


.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Sen.  Goodell,  M\,  was  assigned  to  the  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee;  and  Sms,  Pev/y,  Ml.,  and  Brooke,  Mass.,  to  the 
Government  Operations  Committee.  S4n.  Hatfield,  Oreg. ,  was  transferred  from 
the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Comm/ttee;  andNSens.  Hansen,  Wyo.,  and  Baker, 

enn.,  rom  the  Government  Operations  Committee.  Other  assignments  were  also 
made.  p.  S10647  7  x 

7.  NOMINATION.  Received  the  no/ination  of  Ted  J.  DavV  Okla.,  to  be  an  Assistant 

Secretary  of  Agriculture. /p.  S10714 

8.  HORSES.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  a  statement  from  the  B\reau  of  Land  Management 

which  states  Interior/Department  has  set  aside  a  31,000\cre  wild  horse  and 
wildlife  range  in  tljd  Pryor  Mountains  along  the  Mont. -Wyo\  border.  pp.  S10635-6 

9.  TAXATION.  Sen.  person  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  b<Xproposed  by  him 

°  o  27  7,  to  strike  section  5  of  the  soil  conservation  bill\:o  exempt  certain 
organizations^rom  taxes  on  any  profits  made  in  the  competitiveSadvertising 
business.  p/S10646  v  B 

10.  ANTIDUMPING/ CODE.  Sen.  Tydings  criticized  including  the  antidumping\ode  amend- 
ment  in  /he  renegotiation  bill.  pp.  S10673-4 


HOUSE 

ofet«Us  (H6  Rept6^!)”^11  ^  827’  t0  eStaMlsh  a  nationwide' 

provisions :  2  It  “?“*  COn?.erence  rePort  contains  these 


/ 


/ 


p  r  r  .  .  - own  uaJ-no 

eat firms  the  importance  attributed  to  the  development  of  these 


September  12,  1968  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  S 10647 


V  The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
certificate  will  be  read. 

Ahe  certificate  of  appointment  was 
reaosand  ordered  to  be  placed  on  file,  as 
follow^: 

\  State  of  New  York, 

\  Executive  Chamber. 

To  the  President  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  states  : 

This  is  to  \ertify  that,  pursuant  to  the 
power  vested  Ame  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  StateXand  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  New  York,  I,  Nelson  A.  Rockefeller,  the 
Governor  of  said  SWte,  do  hereby  appoint 
Charles  E.  Goodell,  a  Senator  from  said  State 
to  represent  said  StateNjn  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  until  tnfe  vacancy  therein, 
caused  by  the  death  of  Robert  F.  Kennedy,  is 
filled  by  election  as  provided  by  law. 

Witness :  His  excellency  Viur  Governor 
Rockefeller,  and  our  seal  hereto  affixed  at 
Albany,  New  York,  this  tenth  daVof  Septem¬ 
ber,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1968. \ 

By  the  Governor :  \ 

Nelson  A.  RockefelleV 

Governor. 

John  P.  Lomenzo,  \ 

Secretary  of  StatX 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  If  th^s 
Senator-designate  will  present  himself  at 
the  desk,  the  oath  of  office  will  be  admin¬ 
istered  to  him. 

Mr.  GOODELL,  escorted  by  Mr.  Javits, 
advanced  to  the  Vice  President’s  desk; 
the  oath  of  office  prescribed  by  law  was 
administered  to  him  by  the  President  pro 
tempore;  and  he  subscribed  to  the  oath 
in  the  official  oath  book.  [Applause, 
Senators  rising.] 

recess 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  for  5  minutes  for  the 
purpose  of  greeting  our  new  distin¬ 
guished  colleague. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

At  12  o’clock  and  34  minutes  p.m.  the 
Senate  took  a  recess  until  12  o’clock  and 
39  minutes  pm. 

On  the  expiration  of  the  recess,  the 
Senate  reassembled,  and  was  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  [Mr. 
Harris  in  the  ehair] .  / 


COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS/ 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mi-.  President,  l/ubmit 
a  resolution  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICEE/  The  reso¬ 
lution  will  be  stated.  / 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  391)  as  follows: 

s.  Res.yMl 

Resolved,  That  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Brooke]  /uid  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Percy  t/are  hereby  excused  from 
further  service  ory the  Committee  on  Aero¬ 
nautical  and  Space  Sciences;  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oreejln  [Mr.  Hatfield]  is  hereby 
excused  irony  further  service  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry;  and  that 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hansen] 
and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker] 
are  exc/ised  from  further  service  on  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations;  and 
be  it/further 

Rcesolved,  That  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
Gar.  Percy  ]  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Brooke]  be  and  they  are  hereby 
assigned  to  service  on  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations;  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Hatfield]  be  and  he  is 


hereby  assigned  to  service  on  the  Committee 
on  Aeronautical  and  Space  Sciences;  that  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hansen]  be  and 
he  is  hereby  assigned  to  the  Committee  on 
Commerce;  that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Baker]  be  and  he  is  hereby  assigned  to 
service  on  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary; 
and  that  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Goodell]  be  and  he  is  hereby  assigned  to 
service  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  and  to  the  Committee  on  Aero¬ 
nautical  and  Space  Sciences;  and  be  it  fur¬ 
ther 

Resolved,  That  the  assignment  of  Minority 
members  to  service  on  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  be  as  follows:  Messrs. 
Hickenlooper,  Aiken,  Carlson,  Mundt,  Case, 
Cooper,  and  Williams  of  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  consideration 
of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  391)  was  considered  and 
agreed  to. 


THE  NUCLEAR  NONPROLIFERATION/ 
TREATY  / 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  political 
^tensions,  political  strains,  and  political 
motivations  characterize  an  electym  year 
inihe  United  States.  To  state  thuCobvious 
factSis  not  to  condemn  it.  lyis  rather 
to  recognize  and  acknowledge  the  situa¬ 
tion  in\vhich  the  Senate  must  now  act. 

Nevertheless,  the  worlcLaoes  not  stand 
still  whilX  the  United /States  elects  a 
President.  \  / 

There  are  sertain /natters  so  vital  to 
America’s  integral  Vitality  and  to  exter¬ 
nal  security  thatyfction  on  them  simply 
must  not  be  postfphned  while  a  few  men 
vie  for  the  IL6.  Presidency.  I  refer  in 
particular  to/the  NuHlear  Nonprolifera- . 
tion  Treats/that  is  noV  pending  in  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relation\committee. 

It  haVmeen  suggested, 'Mr.  President, 
that  reification  of  this  treaty  be  post¬ 
pone/  until  next  year  or  until  such  time 
as  /he  attitude  of  the  Soviets  toward 
ot/er  nations  in  Eastern  EuropeVbe  clar¬ 
ified.  I  urge  that  those  who  haNre  ad¬ 
vanced  these  suggestions  reconsider  and 
withdraw  them.  \ 

I  hope  it  is  possible  for  me  to  suggest 
that  consideration  of  this  treaty  shoulX 
be  devoid  of  partisanship  while  freeing' 
myself  of  such  motivations.  I  am  surely 
free  of  such  an  intent,  and  this  is  by  no 
njeans  a  new  attitude  on  my  part. 

Indeed,  Mr.  President,  it  has  been  my 
pleasure  and  honor  while  representing 
the  Senate  as  delegate-adviser  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  years  to  the  nuclear  weapons  test 
conference  and  to  the  18-Nation  Dis¬ 
armament  Conference  to  work  in  a  non¬ 
partisan  manner  with  a  series  of  distin¬ 
guished  Republican  statesmen  through 
three  Presidential  administrations. 

I  first  went  to  Geneva  as  a  delegate  to 
the  nuclear  weapons  test  conference  in 
1958.  At  that  time,  President  Eisen¬ 
hower’s  ambassador  and  chairman  of  the 
U.S.  delegation  in  Geneva  was  the  Hon¬ 
orable  James  Wadsworth.  Another  dis¬ 
tinguished  member  of  the  minority  party 
with  whom  it  was  a  pleasure  to  work 
in  a  thoroughly  nonpartisan  way,  was 
the  Honorable  John  McCloy. 

President  Kennedy  named  the  Honor¬ 
able  Arthur  Dean,  an  able  New  York 
diplomat  and  lawyer,  as  his  ambassador 


to  the  nuclear  weapons  test  conference. 
Our  working  relations  were  easy  and 
pleasant  with  never  a  partisan  th<ge. 

During  President  Johnson’s  /Idminis- 
tration  I  have  worked  with  Ambassador 
William  Foster,  himself  a  distinguished 
member  of  the  minority  payty. 

With  all  of  these  menyas  well  as  with 
my  distinguished  counterpart  on  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  the 
very  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Iowa,  the  Honorable  Bourke  Hicken¬ 
looper,  the  workmas  been  pleasant  and 
entirely  free  of  partisanship. 

It  is  in  this^/pirit  and  from  10  years  of 
bipartisan  experience  in  this  delicate  but 
importanfi/ield  that  I  urge  my  colleagues 
and  that/I  urge  candidates  for  President 
and  Vice  President  to  keep  this  matter  of 
nuclear  weapons  free  of  partisan  politics. 
The/national  interest  requires  it. 

yhe  search  for  some  formula  to  con¬ 
trol  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons  has 
/neen  an  important  and  urgent  task  for 
three  administrations.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  stressed  that  one  of  the  purposes 
of  a  test  ban  agreement  was  to  control 
the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons.  The  late 
Secretary  of  State,  John  Foster  Dulles, 
emphasized  the  pressing  problem  of  nu¬ 
clear  proliferation  before  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  General  Assembly  in  October  of 
1957.  Mr.  Dulles  said: 

We  want  to  end  the  risk  that  nuclear  wea¬ 
pons  will  be  spread  promiscuously  through¬ 
out  the  world,  giving  irresponsible  persons  a 
power  for  evil  that  is  appalling  to  contem¬ 
plate. 

Mr.  President,  the  late  President  Ken¬ 
nedy  stated  in  March  of  1963  that  in  the 
1970’s  the  President  of  the  United  States 
might  be  forced  to  face  a  world  “in 
which  15  or  20  or  25  nations”  would  have 
nuclear  weapons.  President  Kennedy  re¬ 
garded  such  a  situation  as  “the  greatest 
possible  danger  and  hazard”  to  the 
United  States. 

During  the  discussion  and  debate  on 
the  limited  test  ban  treaty  President 
Kennedy  stressed  that  the  partial  test 
ban  would  inhibit  the  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons  and  cited  this  fact  as  a  major 
justification  for  Senate  approval  of  the 
treaty.  That  approval  was  given  when 
the  Senate  gave  its  advice  and  consent  to 
Xhe  partial  test  ban  in  1963.  President 
Kennedy  and  the  overwhelming  majority 
ofNsenators  who  voted  for  the  test  ban 
treaty  were  of  the  hope  that  this  treaty 
woula\ppen  the  way  to  an  agreement  to 
prevenMhe  spread  of  nuclear  weapons. 

I  remind  my  colleagues  that  in  1966,  99 
Senators  chrolared  themselves  in  favor  of 
Senator  Pasture’s  resolution  commend¬ 
ing  the  President  for  his  serious  and  ur¬ 
gent  efforts  to  negotiate  an  international 
agreement  limiting  the  spread  of  nu¬ 
clear  weapons.  Arfcwe  now  to  turn  our 
backs  on  all  that  we  have  professed  to 
believe  and  many  of  ns  have  fought  for? 

Now  after  4  years  of  aareful  and  ardu¬ 
ous  negotiations,  the  efforts  of  three  ad¬ 
ministrations  are  threatened  by  an  in¬ 
jection  of  partisanship.  I  earnestly  urge 
the  inadvisability  of  this  and  urge  its 
withdrawal.  \ 

Eighty-one  nations  have  'already 
signed  this  multilateral  treaty,  including 
the  Soviet  Union  and  Great  BritainVThe 
prospects  for  even  wider  adherence \re 
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bright  indeed.  Despite  this  great  prom¬ 
ise,  Che  nonproliferation  treaty  is  now 
threatened  even  in  this  country  if  it  is 
thrust  nato  the  passions  of  a  political 
campaigns^  » 

Even  if  the  suggestion  is  not  with¬ 
drawn,  the  IKS.  Senate  cannot  afford  to 
yield,  must  notVield  to  it. 

If  ex  cathedN  statements  of  foreign 
policy  by  presidential  candidates  are  to 
become  substitutes  %or  the  judgment  of 
Members  of  the  Senate  we  will  have 
moved  a  long  way  toward  alteration  of 
our  system  of  government. 

If  candidates  for  President  wish  to 
present  views  on  the  nonproliferation 
treaty  and  persuade  the  Senate  that  it 
should  defer  action  on  the  treaty  there 
is  a  proper  forum.  \ 

That  forum  is  the  Committee  oh  For¬ 
eign  Relations.  \ 

I  am  sure  there  would  be  no  difficulty 
in  arranging  for  any  presidential  candi¬ 
date  to  express  his  views  in  public  to  the* 
committee  where  his  views  can  be  tested 
by  elected  representatives  of  the  people. 

This  treaty  did  not,  before  Czecho¬ 
slovakia — and  does  not  now  after  Czech¬ 
oslovakia — signify  that  the  Soviet  Un¬ 
ion  had  abandoned  the  basic  objectives 
of  Soviet  foreign  policy.  We  did  not  con¬ 
clude  the  treaty  on  the  basis  of  any  such 
assumption.  I  do  not  base  my  support  of 
this  treaty  on  any  mistaken  belief  that 
Soviet  adherence  to  the  treaty  indicates 
Soviet  communism  has  abandoned  its 
ambitious  designs  any  more  than  I  think 
our  ratification  of  it  would  constitute  an 
endorsement  of  Communist  moves  or 
motives. 

The  Soviet  Union,  for  her  part,  joined 
in  negotiating  this  treaty,  I  take  it,  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  did — her  se¬ 
curity  interests. 

We  and  they  have  a  common  interest 
in  the  avoidance  of  nuclear  war.  And  the 
reason  is  a  simple  one ;  we  and  they  have 
the  most  to  lose  and  suffer  from  a  nuclear 
war.  We  also  have  a  mutual  interest  in 
avoiding  the  further  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons. 

Among  other  things,  the  Czecho¬ 
slovakian  invasion  serves  to  remind  any 
who  may  need  reminding  of  the  nature  of 
those  who  lead  the  Soviet  Union,  and  of 
the  steps  which  they  are  prepared  to  take 
to  achieve  their  objectives. 

But  Soviet  repression  in  Czecho^ 
Slovakia  does  not  change  the  basic  rea¬ 
sons  for  support  of  this  treaty.  The /Rea¬ 
sons  justifying  our  adherence  to  the 
treaty  today  are  unchanged  from  what 
they  were  when  it  was  negotiated.  It  is  in 
our  own  national  interest  to /discourage 
the  proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons. 

Although  we  condemn,  and  rightly  so, 
the  action  taken  by  the  Soviet  Union  in 
Czechoslovakia,  this  Soviet  aggression 
does  not  lessen  the  necessity  to  take  such 
action  as  may  be  available  to  us  to  pre¬ 
vent  an  increase  hi  the  number  of  na¬ 
tions  possessing  ttie  power  to  plunge  the 
world  into  a  nuclear  holocaust. 

The  world  /is  looking  to  the  United 
States  for  further  leadership  in  this  dan¬ 
gerous  matter.  We  have  the  obligation  to 
provide  tjfe  leadership. 

Next  Tuesday,  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Foreign  Relations  'Committee  has 
scheduled  a  vote  on  this  pending  treaty. 


I  shall  then  move  that  the  nonprolifera¬ 
tion  treaty  be  favorably  reported  to  the 
Senate.  More  is  here  at  stake  than  a  na¬ 
tional  political  campaign.  I  trust  my  col¬ 
leagues  will  bear  in  mind  that  our  re¬ 
sponsibilities  here  go  far  beyond  the 
inauguration  in  January;  our  respon¬ 
sibilities  go  to  the  very  future  of  our  chil¬ 
dren  and  to  the  future  of  mankind. 


CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  to  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  1004)  to  authorize 
the  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  central  Arizona  project, 
Arizona-New  Mexico,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
present  consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  September  4,  1968,  pp. 

H8231-H8236,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  on  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

PRIVILEGE  OP  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  members  of  the 
staff  who  are  involved  in  the  pending 
conference  report  be  permitted  the  privi¬ 
lege  of  the  floor  during  consideration  of 
the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
House  of  Representatives  amended  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  by  striking 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  sub¬ 
stituting  the  text  of  a  new  bill.  The 
House  version  retained  most  of  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Senate 
bill.  However,  in  a  number  of  cases  the 
House  included  modifications  reflecting 
different  points  of  view  and  recent  de¬ 
velopments  in  negotiations  among  the 
States  involved.  In  addition,  the  House 
version  included  provisions  which  ex¬ 
tended  the  scope  of  the  bill  to  matters 
which  were  not  included  in  the  Senate 
version  at  all. 

The  conference  report  represents  a 
sound  compromise  worked  out  during 
seven  meetings  of  the  conferees.  The  two 
versions  of  this  very  complex  bill  were 
examined  in  detail  by  the  conference 
committee  and  the  report  which  I  pre¬ 
sent  today  should,  in  my  judgment,  be 
acceptable  to  all  of  the  many  States  and 
interests  which  are  involved.  It  is,  I 
believe  a  sound  and  constructive  cul¬ 
mination  of  a  very  difficult  problem 
which  has  been  before  the  Congress  for 
more  than  two  decades. 

The  bill  recommended  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  will  authorize  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  central  Arizona  project  with¬ 
out  any  hydroelectric  dams  on  the  lower 
Colorado  River.  It  will  establish  a  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  development  fund 


September  12,  1968 

to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  the  costs 
of  water  resource  development  in  the 
basin.  It  will  authorize  construction  of 
five  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  proj¬ 
ects,  conditionally  authorize  one  more, 
and  provide  for  a  study  program  leading 
to  future  development  in  the  upper  basin. 
It  will  provide  needed  financial  assist¬ 
ance  and  authorize  additional  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Dixie  project  in  Utah.  It 
will  establish  guidelines  for  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  existing  storage  reservoirs  on  the 
Colorado  River.  It  will  provide  for  water 
supply  studies  of  the  long-range  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  Southwest  and  simultane¬ 
ously  establish  a  moratorium  on  impor¬ 
tation  studies  which  threaten  the  water 
resource  potential  of  other  regions.  Fin¬ 
ally,  it  will  make  the  satisfaction  of  the 
requirements  imposed  upon  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty 
with  Mexico  a  national  obligation,  but 
it  will  provide  important  safeguards  con¬ 
cerning  the  timing  and  extent  of  that 
obligation. 

The  conference  committee  recom¬ 
mends  that  the  Senate  adopt  the  com¬ 
promise  version  of  the  bill.  The  signifi¬ 
cant  points  on  which  the  conference 
committee’s  version  differs  from  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  Senate  are  as  follows: 

TITLE  I 

Section  101:  The  title  of  the  measure 
is  the  “Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act” 
and  reflects  the  expanded  scope  of  the 
measure  which  now  goes  beyond  authori¬ 
zation  of  the  central  Arizona  project. 

Section  102:  This  section,  which  was 
not  included  in  the  Senate  version,  ex¬ 
presses  the  intent  of  the  Congress  re¬ 
garding  this  legislation. 

TITLE  II 

This  title  involves  investigation  and  • 
planning  work  which  was  not  included 
in  the  provisions  of  the  Senate  version. 
The  language  recommended  by  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  is  a  compromise,  and 
is  significantly  different  from  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  House  version. 

Section  201:  This  section  directs  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct, 
under  his  existing  general  authority  as 
set  forth  in  reclamation  law,  full  and 
complete  reconnaissance  investigations 
to  develop  a  general  plan  to  meet  the 
future  water  needs  of  the  States  lying 
wholly  or  partly  west  of  the  Continental 
Divide.  These  investigations  are  to  be 
coordinated  with  the  studies  presently 
underway  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act  of  1965. 

This  directive  to  the  Secretary  is  not 
intended  to  change  the  existing  relation¬ 
ships  among  the  Federal  agencies  with 
regard  to  the  river  basin  commissions  or 
other  entities  performing  the  function  of 
a  river  basin  commission  which  are  pres¬ 
ently  involved  in  conducting  comprehen¬ 
sive  water  resource  planning  in  the  West¬ 
ern  States.  The  directive  is  not  intended 
to  add  to  or  detract  from  the  scope  of 
the  planning  work  being  conducted  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act,  nor  is  it  intended  to 
change  in  any  way  the  means  of  financ¬ 
ing  that  planning  work.  The  only  im¬ 
pact  which  this  legislation  might  have 
upon  the  studies  being  conducted  under 
the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act 
would  be  that,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
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the  methods  and  procedures  used  in 
those  studies  would  be  adjusted  to  facil¬ 
itate  the  use  of  data  and  results  in  the 
investigation  directed  herein. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under 
the  direction  provided  in  this  measure 
would  perform  whatever  additional  re¬ 
connaissance  level  investigations  are  nec¬ 
essary  to  complete  the  comprehensive  re¬ 
connaissance  report  required  by  this 
measure.  These  additional  studies  would 
be  funded  by  appropriations  authorized 
by  title  204  of  this  act.  The  final  report 
is  to  be  completed  by  June  30,  1977. 

Under  existing  provisions  of  reclama¬ 
tion  law  the  Secretary  has  the  authority 
to  perform  reconnaissance  studies  sub¬ 
ject  only  to  appropriation  of  funds  for 
the  work.  A  provision  of  section  201,  as 
recommended  by  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee,  however,  would  restrict  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  authority  for  a  period  of  10  years 
to  prohibit  him  from  undertaking  recon¬ 
naissance  studies  of  any  plan  for  the  im¬ 
portation  of  water  into  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  from  any  other  natural  river 
drainage  basin  lying  outside  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  New 
Mexico,  and  those  portions  of  Nevada, 
Utah,  and  Wyoming  which  are  in  the 
natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado 
River. 

This  prohibition  will  provide  a  10-year 
moratorium  on  efforts  to  initiate  such 
studies.  It  will  give  adjacent  basins  the 
time  to  inventory  their  future  water 
needs  and  supplies,  and  it  will  provide 
time  for  technological  advances  and  re¬ 
search  into  the  complex  water  supply  and 
water  quality  problems  now  being  ap¬ 
proached  by  new  programs  at  local, 
State,  and  Federal  levels. 

During  the  moratorium,  studies  can 
proceed  within  the  river  basins  of  the 
West  to  define  problems  and  plan  proj¬ 
ects.  Within  the  States  enumerated 
above,  studies  can  proceed  of  potential 
augmentation  by  desalting  of  sea  water, 
weather  modification,  and  water  trans¬ 
fer  from  the  northern  California  region 
of  abundant  water  supply. 

Section  202  declares  that  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River 
constitutes  a  national  obligation.  If  a 
means  of  augmentation  is  found  to  be 
feasible  and  when  an  augmentation  proj  - 
ect  has  been  authorized  by  the  Congress 
and  is  in  operation,  the  first  obligation 
of  such  a  project  will  be  the  satisfaction 
of  the  treaty  requirement.  While  such  a 
project  is  in  operation  of  a  size  sufficient 
to  supply  the  water  requirement  of  the 
treaty  and  associated  losses,  the  States 
of  the  Colorado  Basin  will  be  relieved  of 
their  obligations  under  the  Colorado 
River  compact  to  supply  water  for  de¬ 
livery  to  Mexico. 

Section  203  provides  protection  to  any 
areas  from  which  water  may  in  the 
future  be  imported  to  augment  the 
Colorado  River.  It  provides  a  prior  right 
over  the  export  project  to  all  present  or 
future  uses  in  such  areas  of  origin  in 
perpetuity. 

Section  204  authorizes  appropriations 
in  the  amount  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  title  II. 

TITLE  HI 

This  title  includes  the  provisions  au¬ 
thorizing  the  central  Arizona  project. 


The  physical  features  and  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  central  Arizona  project  au¬ 
thorization  are,  with  a  few  exceptions, 
identical  to  those  included  in  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill. 

Section  301(a)  authorizes  construction 
of  the  central  Arizona  project.  It  differs 
from  the  Senate  version  in  the  following 
ways: 

First.  The  Senate  version  would  au¬ 
thorize  a  Granite  Reef  Aqueduct  having 
a  capacity  “of  not  less  than  3,000  cubic 
feet  per  second.”  While  the  House  version 
would  authorize  a  capacity  “not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second.”  The 
conference  committee  recommends  com¬ 
promise  language  authorizing  a  canal 
which  “may  have  a  capacity  of  3,000  cu¬ 
bic  feet  per  second  or  whatever  lesser 
capacity  is  found  to  be  feasible”  along 
with  language  regulating  the  permissible 
time  of  operation  of  the  capacity  of  the 
canal  above  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second. 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  conference 
committee  that  the  Granite  Reef  Aque¬ 
duct  capacity  be  authorized  to  be  3,000 
cubic  feet  per  second.  The  qualifying 
phrase  “or  whatever  lesser  capacity  is 
found  to  be  feasible”  is  intended  only  to 
provide  latitude  for  the  Secretary  to  de¬ 
crease  the  size  of  the  aqueduct  if  com¬ 
pelling  unforseen  technical  or  financial 
reasons  are  discovered  during  detailed 
preconstruction  surveys  which  would 
make  such  a  reduction  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  project  beneficiaries. 

Second,  the  conference  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  adopting  the  language  of  the 
House  version  concerning  the  Hooker 
Dam  in  New  Mexico.  The  Senate  and 
House  versions  both  would  authorize  the 
construction  of  this  feature  of  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project,  however,  the  House 
version  would  authorize  Hooker  Dam  and 
Reservoir  “or  suitable  alternative.” 
This  language  would  provide  the  Sec¬ 
retary  with  an  opportunity  to  reevaluate 
the  potential  reservoir  sites  on  the  Upper 
Gila  River  in  New  Mexico.  The  confer¬ 
ence  committee  believes  that  it  is  appro¬ 
priate  to  provide  latitude  for  further 
study  of  the  alternatives. 

Section  301  (b)  and  (c) :  These  sec¬ 
tions  provide  California  a  priority  of 
right  to  water  of  the  Colorado  River  over 
the  central  Arizona  project  in  perpetuity 
or  unless  augmentation  works  are  in  op¬ 
eration  which  insures  that  7.5  million 
acre-feet  of  water  annually  are  available 
in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  for  use  in 
California,  Arizona,  and  Nevada.  This 
language  was  adopted,  instead  of  the 
language  of  the  Senate  version,  limiting 
the  priority  to  a  term  of  27  years,  as 
part  of  a  compromise  between  Arizona 
and  California  on  provisions  which  pri¬ 
marily  affect  those  States. 

Section  302 :  This  section  provides  cer¬ 
tain  reimbursements  and  privileges  to 
the  Salt  River  Pima-Maricopa  Indian 
and  the  Fort  McDowell-Apache  Indian 
communities  in  return  for  land  which 
will  be  required  for  the  construction  of 
the  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  of  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project.  The  Senate  version 
did  not  include  specific  provisions  for 
such  compensation.  The  provisions 
recommended  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  although  still' liberal,  represent 
a  considerable  reduction  from  those  of 
the  House  version.  The  cost  of  the  com¬ 


pensation  will  become  part  of  the  land 
acquisition  costs  of  the  central  Arizona 
project  and  as  such  will  be  subject  to  re¬ 
payment  by  the  project  beneficiaries 
under  the  provisions  of  reclamation  law. 

Section  303:  In  both  the  Senate  and 
House  versions  of  the  bill,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  arrangements  with  non-Federal 
utilities  to  acquire  by  prepayment  of 
costs  the  right  to  capacity  in  large 
thermal-electric  powerplants.  Pumping 
power  required  for  the  central  Arizona 
project  would  be  obtained  in  this  manner 
to  eliminate  the  necessity  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  hydroelectric  dams  on  the 
lower  Colorado  River. 

The  conference  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  adoption  of  language  which 
would  authorize  such  prepayment  ar¬ 
rangements  but  including  language  of 
the  House  version  which  provides  for 
further  study  and  a  report  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  alternative  sources  of  such  power. 
The  Secretary,  however,  is  not  permitted 
to  consider  hydroelectric  dams  in  the 
Colorado  River  among  these  alternatives. 
If  prepayment  is  recommended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  authorized  to  proceed  without 
further  congressional  action. 

The  conference  committee  further 
modified  the  language  of  this  section  to 
provide  for  the  possibility  that  prepay¬ 
ment  arrangements  involving  more  than 
one  thermal  powerplant  may  be  found  to 
be  advantageous  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  If  so,  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  enter  into  agreements  in  more  than  a 
single  plant. 

Section  304:  The  conference  commit¬ 
tee  adopted  language  of  the  House  ver¬ 
sion  which  was  not  included  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  to  provide  for  further  ex¬ 
changes  to  New  Mexico  of  Colorado 
River  water  for  Gila  River  water  in  the 
amount  of  30,000  acre-feet  annually  if 
the  Colorado  River  should  be  augmented 
such  that  sufficient  water  in  excess  of 
2,800,000  acre-feet  per  year  for  con¬ 
sumptive  use  in  Arizona  is  available  to 
meet  the  requirement  of  the  exchange. 

Section  305:  This  section  was  adopted 
from  the  House  version.  It  provides  that, 
in  the  event  augmentation  is  imple¬ 
mented,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  the 
extent  possible  to  make  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  available  to  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  water  users  at  the 
same  cost  and  terms  as  if  main  stream 
water  were  available  to  supply  all  of  this 
consumptive  use.  The  costs  of  the  aug¬ 
mentation  water  in  excess  of  the  charge 
to  the  water  users  would  be  assigned  to 
the  Mexican  treaty  obligation  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  bill  or  repaid  from  the  de¬ 
velopment  fund  established  by  this  bill. 

Section  306:  The  conference  commit¬ 
tee  recommends  adoption  of  the  House 
language  which  is  similar  to  language  of 
the  Senate  version  authorizing  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  undertake  water  salvage  pro¬ 
grams  on  the  Colorado  River.  The  Senate 
language,  however,  did  not  make  such 
programs  mandatory  as  does  the  adopted 
language. 

Section  307:  Both  versions  of  the  bill 
provided  for  the  integration  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  Dixie  project  in  Utah  into  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  which  would  be  established 
by  this  bill.  The  House  version  also  pro- 
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vides  for  an  increase  in  the  amount  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  to  construct 
the  project.  Geologic  conditions  discov¬ 
ered  during  preconstruction  planning 
necessitated  revisions  in  the  project  plan, 
and  both  repayment  assistance  and  in¬ 
creased  appropriations  are  necessary  to 
make  the  Dixie  project  viable.  The  con¬ 
ference  committee  recommends  adoption 
of  the  House  version. 

Section  309:  The  amount  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  construction  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  is  $832,180,000 — 
which  is  the  amount  included  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  indexed  to  April,  1967  prive 
levels — plus  $100,000,000  for  distribution 
systems.  These  figures  are  in  accord  with 
the  cost  estimates  for  the  project  includ¬ 
ing  a  main  aqueduct  capacity  of  3,000 
cubic  feet  per  second. 

TITLE  IV 

This  title  establishes  a  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  development  fund  which  will 
receive  surplus  revenues  from  Hoover 
Dam,  the  Parker-Davis  project,  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  Inter¬ 
tie,  and  the  central  Arizona  propect.  The 
development  fund  would  provide  repay¬ 
ment  assistance  to  the  central  'Arizona 
project  and  the  Dixie  project  and  help 
finance  future  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin. 
Both  the  Senate  and  House  versions  in¬ 
cluded  provisions  establishing  such  a 
fund.  The  language  recommended  by  the 
conference  committee  differs  from  the 
Senate  version  in  the  following  points : 

Section  401.  This  section  provides  for 
the  allocation  of  costs  of  projects  au¬ 
thorized  in  this  act  or  in  the  future  to 
various  purposes  including  “the  replen¬ 
ishment  of  the  depletion  of  the  Colorado . 
River  flows  available  for  use  in  the 
United  States  occasioned  by  performance 
of  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the 
United  Mexican  States.”  It  further  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  costs  allocated  to  the 
Mexican  Treaty  replenishment  shall  be 
nonreimbursable. 

These  provisions  were  not  included  in 
the  Senate  version.  The  conference  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  the  adoption  of  the 
House  version  but  with  a  proviso  pre¬ 
scribing  the  method  of  making  the  al¬ 
location  to  the  replenishment  of  the 
Mexican  Treaty  deliveries.  This  proviso 
would  require  a  pro  rata  allocation  of 
the  costs  of  any  augmentation  works 
based  upon  the  ratio  of  water  supplied 
for  the  treaty  replenishment  to  the  total 
capacity  of  the  augmentation  works. 
This  method  of  allocation  will  insure  that 
the  costs  borne  by  the  general  public 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  will  not 
exceed  an  equitable  part  of  the  total 
cost  of  any  augmentation  proposal. 

Section  403:  The  provisions  for  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  development  fund  differ 
from  those  of  the  Senate  version  in 
that  first,  repayment  assistance  for  the 
central  Arizona  project  is  restricted  to 
surplus  revenues  from  the  intertie  and 
those  derived  from  the  sale  of  power 
and  energy  from  the  Boulder  Canyon 
and  Parker-Davis  projects  for  use  in 
Arizona;  and,  second,  the  revenues  re¬ 
maining  in  the  development  fund  after 
making  payments  provided  for  in  the 
bill  are  dedicated  to  the  financing  of 
augmentation  works  which  may  be  au¬ 


thorized  in  the, future.  The  Senate  ver- 
•sion,  first,  made  development  fund  rev¬ 
enues  from  all  sources  available  for  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect;  and,  second,  provided  that  the  re¬ 
maining  revenues  would  be  available  to 
assist  future  water  resource  projects  in 
the  basin,  not  only  augmentation  proj¬ 
ects. 

Section  404:  This  section  requires  the 
Secretary  to  submit  annual  progress  re¬ 
ports  on  project  costs  and  repayment 
which  were  not  required  in  the  Senate 
version. 

TITLE  V 

This  title  authorizes  construction  and 
feasibility  studies  of  projects  in  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin.  Both  the 
Senate  and  House  versions  included  such 
provisions.  The  version  recommended  by 
the  conference  committee  differs  from 
the  Senate  version  in  the  following 
points : 

Section  501:  In  addition  the  five 
upper  basin  projects  which  were  author¬ 
ized  for  construction  in  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion,  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central 
Utah  project  would  be  conditionally 
authorized.  Construction  of  the  unit 
could  not  be  initiated,  however,  until  the 
Secretary  has  submitted  a  feasibility  re¬ 
port  to  the  Congress  and  the  Congress 
has  authorized  the  appropriation  of 
funds  for  the  construction. 

A  proviso  is  included  requiring  the 
planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit 
of  the  central  Utah  project  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  on  or  before  December  31,  1974. 

Appropriations  in  the  amount  of 
$392,000,000  are  authorized  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  five  upper  basin  projects. 
This  is  the  amount  authorized  in  the 
Senate  version  indexed  to  Aril  1967  con¬ 
struction  price  levels. 

A  proviso  is  included  which  requires 
that  the  Secretary  proceed  as  nearly  as 
is  practicable  with  the  construction  of 
five  upper  basin  projects  concurrently 
with  construction  of  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

In  the  administration  of  projects  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  act  or  by  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  that  are 
within  or  for  the  sole  benefit  of  Colorado, 
the  Secretary  is  required  to  comply  with 
the  laws  of  Colorado  with  respect  to  pri¬ 
ority  of  appropriation  and  with  respect 
to  Federal  and  State  court  decrees  en¬ 
tered  pursuant  to  such  laws,  in  the  di¬ 
version  and  storage  of  water.  The 
committee  understands  this  requirement 
to  mean  that  diversion  and  storage 
rights  for  these  projects  will  be  junior 
to  existing  rights  recognized  under  Col¬ 
orado  law.  This  is  merely  a  reaffirmation 
of  the  rule  of  law  that  would  apply  in 
any  event.  The  Secretary  is  also  directed 
to  obtain  the  approval  of  the  State  of 
Colorado  to  any  operating  principles  he 
may  decide  to  adopt  for  these  projects. 
The  Secretary  is  not  required,  however, 
to  adopt  any  operating  principles.  The 
commmittee  does  not  intend  tins  lan¬ 
guage  to  interfere  with  the  executive 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  in  contract¬ 
ing  for  the  safe  and  distribution  of  water. 

TITLE  VI 

This  title  covers  general  provisions, 
definitions,  and  conditions. 

Section  601:  A  provision  has  been 
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added — subsection  601(c) — which  was 
not  in  the  Senate  version.  Under  the 
terms  of  subsection  (c)  any  affected 
State  may  institute  suit  in  the  U.S.  Su¬ 
preme  Court,  and  the  United  States  may 
be  joined  as  a  party,  in  the  event  that 
any  Federal  officer  or  agency  fails  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  or 
with  the  laws,  treaty,  interstate  com¬ 
pacts,  and  court  decree  named  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  601.  The  committee 
understands  that  this  subsection  relates 
to  the  storage  and  release  of  water  from 
all  Federal  reservoirs  and  to  the  opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  all  Federal  fa¬ 
cilities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  from 
sources  outside  the  drainage  area  of  that 
system. 

Section  602 :  This  section  provides 
guidelines  for  the  establishment  of 
operating  criteria  for  the  existing  stor¬ 
age  reservoirs  on  the  Colorado  River. 
Language  which  was  not  in  the  Senate 
version  has  been  included  to  recognize 
the  possibility  of  future  augmentation 
of  the  river.  The  deadlines  for  the  pro¬ 
posal  and  adoption  of  the  criteria  have 
been  postponed  in  recognition  of  the 
probable  time  of  enactment  of  this 
measure. 

Section  604 :  A  proviso  has  been  deleted 
which  was  included  in  the  Senate  version 
requiring  that  the  sale  or  disposition  of 
power  obtained  by  prepayment  for  the 
central  Arizona  project  and  surplus  to 
the  project  requirements  shall  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  9 
of  the  act  of  August  4,  1939,  as  amended. 
It  is  the  understanding  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee,  however,  that  such  sales 
of  project  power  will  be  made  in  con¬ 
formance  with  the  provisions  of  section  9 
of  the  1939  act  and  that  the  provision  is 
unnecessary  in  this  bill. 

Section  605:  This  section  removes  a 
portion  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
from  the  licensing  authority  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission.  The  intent  of 
the  section  is  to  retain  congressional  con¬ 
trol  over  future  decisions  concerning 
construction  of  hydroelectric  dams  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Grand  Canyon.  The 
Senate  version  made  this  provision  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  reach  of  the  river  between 
Lake  Mead  and  the  present  western 
boundary  of  the  Grand  Canyon  National 
Park.  The  version  recommended  by  the 
conference  committee  would  extend  the 
reach  to  include  all  of  the  river  between 
Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam. 

Section  606:  A  definition  of  the  term 
“augment  or  augmentation”  has  been 
added  which  was  not  previously  required 
in  the  Senate  version  because  no  aug¬ 
mentation  provisions  were  included  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I  take 
this  opportunity  to  express  my  personal 
admiration  for  the  outstanding  leader¬ 
ship  of  my  friend  and  colleague.  Senator 
Jackson,  in  gaining  conference  commit¬ 
tee  agreement  on  the  language  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  and  Colorado 
River  Basin  project  legislation. 

For  many,  this  outstanding  accom¬ 
plishment  will  undoubtedly  be  obscured 
by  the  more  “dramatic”  developments  of 
the  day.  This  is  unfortunate  because  the 
conference  coifimittee  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  Senator  Jackson  has  struck  a 
dramatic  blow  for  comprehensive  plan- 
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ning  of  resource  use  in  the  United  States. 
The  implications  go  far  beyond  the  im¬ 
mediate  problems  of  the  Southwest  or 
the  Northwest. 

The  House  bill  specifically  authorized 
and  directed  studies  for  diverting  water 
from  the  Northwest  and  other  areas  into 
the  Colorado  River.  Not  only  was  Sen¬ 
ator  Jackson  successful  in  seeing  that 
this  provision  was  stricken  from  the  final 
legislation,  but  he  was  also  successful  in 
obtaining  agreement  on  new  legislative 
language  which  would  eliminate  for  a 
period  of  10  years  the  Secretary  of  In¬ 
terior’s  existing  authority  to  make  spe¬ 
cific  studies  of  water  diversion  proposals 
in  the  Western  States. 

The  10-year  moratorium  will  provide 
the  States  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  with 
the  time  to  complete  the  comprehensive 
inventory  of  their  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources  which  are  now  in  progress.  It 
will  provide  time  to  complete  long-range 
plans  for  the  development  of  water  re¬ 
sources — plans  which  are  based  on  sound 
and  adquate  data  and  which  have  been 
carefully  considered.  It  will  remove  the 
threat  which  compels  us  to  use  our  water 
or  lose  it  regardless  of  whether  we  have 
had  time  to  evaluate  the  best  use.  In 
short,  it  gives  us  an  opportunity  to  study 
our  own  water  problems  and  our  own  pol¬ 
lution  problems  without  having  the 
threat  of  diversion  constantly  present. 

As  Senator  Jackson  has  said,  the  next 
10  years  should  represent  a  period  of  rel¬ 
ative  peace  in  the  West  on  the  issue  of 
water  diversion.  The  legislation  as  now 
written  will  shift  the  emphasis  from  the 
argument  over  whether  water  diversion 
represents  a  cure-all  solution  of  South¬ 
west  water  problems  to  an  active  effort  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  look  at  all 
the  possible  solutions.  This  is  really  all 
that  we  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  have 
been  urging  for  so  many  years.  Through 
his  uncommon  expertise  and  determi¬ 
nation,  Senator  Jackson  has  ushered  in 
a  new  period  of  enlightenment  during 
which  the  Federal  Government  will  look 
at  the  total  picture  of  water  use  in  the 
western  part  of  the  United  States.  It  is 
a  recognition  that  diversion  may  not  be 
the  panacea  for  Southwestern  water 
problems  and  rather  that  we  must  look 
at  all  the  pieces  of  the  puzzle  and  an¬ 
swer  hard  questions  regarding  the  total 
water  needs  of  the  Western  States  with¬ 
out  focusing  attention  on  only  one  prob¬ 
lem  area.  It  will  provide  for  a  systematic 
approach — the  study  will  be  concerned 
with  present  water  resources  in  each 
river  basin,  but  equally  important  it  will 
evaluate  present  and  prospective  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  areas  within  and  con¬ 
tiguous  to  the  river  basins  in  question. 

Once  again,  let  me  say  that  we  in 
the  Northwest  are  very  happy  with  the 
results  of  this  conference.  But  this  is  not 
merely  a  sectional  or  regional  victory. 
It  is  a  triumph  for  the  entire  United 
States  because  it  establishes  a  stand¬ 
ard  which  can  be  utilized  in  disputes  over 
water  which  may  arise  in  the  future  and 
because  it  may  lead  to  the  solution  of  a 
controversy  which  has  plagued  the  entire 
West  for  decades. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  today 
we  are  approaching  the  achievement  of  a 
major  water  resource  goal  which  has 
been  under  active  consideration  by  the 


Congress  intermittently  for  two  decades. 
Approval  of  the  central  Arizona  project, 
which  represents  Arizona’s  stake  in  the 
overall  development  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin,  has  been  the  dream  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hay¬ 
den]  for  a  much  longer  time.  Ever  since 
I  became  privileged  to  serve  the  State 
of  New  Mexico  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  I 
have  concentrated  my  own  efforts  toward 
realizing  the  full  potential  offered  the 
arid  Southwest  by  full  and  wise  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin. 

The  way  has  been  difficult.  Bills  passed 
the  Senate  in  both  the  81st  and  82d  Con¬ 
gresses,  but  even  then  the  complexity  of 
the  issues  and  their  importance  to  the 
Basin  States  made  it  impossible  to 
achieve  an  acceptable  solution.  Twelve 
years  of  litigation  in  the  Supreme  Court 
were  necessary  to  resolve  only  one  part 
of  the  controversy. 

With  the  passage  of  years,  the  popula¬ 
tion  growth  of  the  lower  Colorado  River 
Basin  has  been  tremendous.  The  issues 
have  become  more  complex  and  have  in¬ 
cluded  wider  areas.  Concern  over  the  pro¬ 
posal  is  now  westwide  and  even  national 
in  scope.  At  times  the  conflict  has  seemed 
insurmountable. 

Because  of  this  history,  I  am  particu¬ 
larly  gratified  at  the  wide  acceptance 
which  the  conference  report  has 
achieved.  I  fully  support  the  compromise 
recommended  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  and  I  consider  it  a  great  accom¬ 
plishment  in  water  resource  legislation. 

The  conference  committee’s  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  construction  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  works  which  will  permit 
Arizona  to  obtain  the  water  it  has  estab¬ 
lished  a  right  to  and  which  will  provide 
the  only  foreseeable  additional  water  to 
southwestern  New  Mexico.  At  the  same 
time,  the  bill  takes  definite  steps  toward 
finding  solutions  to  the  long  range  water 
shortages  which  face  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  The  provisions  for  a  basic  study 
of  future  water  supply  in  the  Western 
States  and  for  the  Federal  assumption 
of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  obligation 
are  the  key  to  the  continued  expansion 
of  the  basin’s  economy.  They  are  vital 
to  all  of  the  States  of  the  basin. 

The  bill  contains  a  number  of  other 
provisions,  each  of  which  is  important 
in  its  own  right.  It  authorizes  a  program 
of  water  resource  project  construction 
and  investigation  for  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin;  it  established  guide¬ 
lines  for  the  operation  of  the  existing 
storage  reservoirs  on  the  Colorado 
River;  and  it  resolves  much  existing 
controversy. 

It  is  my  hope  that  Senators  will  join 
me  in  my  gratification  that  we  have 
been  able  to  achieve  this  compromise. 
I  urge  the  acceptance  of  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very 
pleased  that  the  House  and  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  have  been  able  to  reach  agreement 
on  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Act,  au¬ 
thorizing  the  construction  of  the  badly 
needed  central  Arizona  project  in  my 
own  State. 

Although  there  have  been  years  and 
years  of  hard  work,  both  in  and  out  of 
Congress,  court  suits — and  some  acri¬ 


monious  comments  between  representa¬ 
tives  of  interested  States — the  bill  now 
before  the  Senate  is  a  good  example  of 
what  can  be  accomplished  when  men  of 
good  will  get  together  with  a  determina¬ 
tion  to  reach  a  fair  and  equitable  result. 

The  central  Arizona  project  literally 
means  life  and  continued  prosperity  to 
my  State.  This  project  is  essential  to 
maintain  the  growing  economy  of 
Arizona. 

I  think  that  development  of  a  compre¬ 
hensive  water  resources  program  for  the 
Colorado  River  Basin,  the  establishment 
of  a  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Devel¬ 
opment  Fund,  and  the  authorization  of 
projects  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  are  all  desirable  and  do  much  to 
recommend  approval  of  the  bill. 

Certainly  our  efforts  to  obtain  this 
legislation  have  been  long  and  arduous. 
The  bill  that  we  have  before  us  is  a 
compromise  measure,  hammered  out  on 
the  anvil  of  negotiation.  As  is  invariably 
the  case  with  the  product  of  any  nego¬ 
tiation,  there  are  certain  aspects  of  the 
final  solution  which  some  parties  to  the 
negotiation  would  prefer  to  have  had 
compromised  in  a  different  fashion.  S. 
1004  as  now  before  us  is  no  exception; 
however,  considered  in  its  entirety,  it  is 
a  good  bill,  and  I  urge  favorable  consid¬ 
eration  and  action. 

The  bill  provides  a  “shortage  formula’’ 
which  gives  California  a  priority  over 
central  Arizona  project  water  uses  for 
the  beneficial  consumptive  use  of  4.4 
million  acre-feet  of  water  annually — 
when  there  is  less  than  7.5  million  acre- 
feet  of  mainstream  Colorado  River  water 
available  for  use  by  the  Lower  Basin 
States.  Arizona  has  long  contended  and 
still  believes  that  her  rights  in  and  to 
the  water  of  the  Colorado  River  to  the 
extent  of  2.8  million  acre-feet  are  on  a 
parity  with  California’s  rights  to  4.4 
million  acre-feet.  In  the  Senate  version 
of  this  legislation  I  reluctantly  conceded 
to  California — as  an  act  of  grace  and 
comity — a  guarantee  of  4.4  million  acre- 
feet  as  against  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  for  a  period  of  27  years.  In  the  House 
of  Representatives  this  guarantee  was 
made  perpetual,  but  the  impact  of  it  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  State  of  Arizona  is  concerned 
was  and  is,  in  my  opinion,  largely 
negated  by  virtue  of  the  assumption  by 
the  United  States  of  the  financial  obliga¬ 
tion  necessary  to  provide  water  in 
amounts  sufficient  to  meet- the  Mexican 
Treaty  obligation.  It  was  this  assur¬ 
ance — provided  in  the  House  version  of 
S.  1004 — that  persuaded  me  to  recede 
from  the  position  I  took  in  the  Senate 
and  to  accept  the  House  version  of  this 
troublesome  issue. 

The  Senate  version  of  S.  1004  provided 
that  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  have  a 
capacity  of  not  less  than  3,000  cubic  feet 
per  second.  The  House  version  required 
that  the  capacity  of  the  Granite  Reef 
aqueduct  not  exceed  2,500  cubic  feet  per 
second.  This  issue  was  settled  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  basis  that  the  aqueduct 
would  have  a  capacity  of  3,000  cubic  feet 
per  second  unless  it  is  demonstrated  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  such  a 
capacity  would  not  be  feasible.  In  the 
latter  event  the  capacity  of  the  aqueduct 
would  be  established  as  the  largest  ca¬ 
pacity  less  than  3,000  cubic  feet  per  sec- 
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ond  which  is  feasible.  During  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  legislation  the  Secretary  has 
testified  that  studies  indicate  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  this  project  improves  as  the  ca¬ 
pacity  of  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  is 
increased  up  to  at  least  3,800  cubic  feet 
per  second.  We  therefore  consider  that 
under  the  terms  of  this  legislation  the 
3,000  cubic  feet  per  second  is  as  a  matter 
of  practical  fact  both  the  maximum  and 
minimum  capacity  for  the  Granite  Reef 
aqueduct. 

I  have  long  been  aware  that  there  is 
an  internal  problem  within  my  own  State 
relative  to  the  validity  of  the  Globe 
Equity  Decree  No.  59,  which  sets  forth 
certain  legal  rights  in  and  to  certain 
waters  of  the  Gila  River.  The  conference 
report  on  S.  1004  contains  two  references 
to  the  Gila  River  decree;  one  in  section 
301(a)  and  another  in  section  304(f)  (1). 
It  was  not  the  intention  of  toe  conferees 
that  reference  to  the  Gila  River  decree — 
Globe  Equity  No.  59 — in  any  manner  af¬ 
fects  any  legal  right  to  the  use  of  Gila 
River  water  which  exists  at  the  time  of 
this  legislation.  The  existing  rights  along 
the  Gila  River  are,  therefore,  neither  en¬ 
hanced  nor  impaired  by  reference  to  the 
Gila  River  decree  in  this  legislation. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  discus¬ 
sion  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
“augmentation”  as  set  forth  in  S.  1004. 
Section  603(g)  of  the  bill  defines  the 
words  “augment”  and  “augmentation” 
of  the  Colorado  River  supply  as  any  in¬ 
crease  of  the  available  supply  in  the  river 
which  is  a  result  of  an  introduction  of 
water  into  the  mainstream  or  its  tribu¬ 
taries  which  introduction  is  in  addition 
to  the  natural  supply  of  the  system. 
Since  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  “to  pro¬ 
vide  a  program  for  further  conservation 
development  of  the  Colorado  River  and 
for  the  provision  of  additional  and  ade¬ 
quate  water  supplies  for  use  in  the  Up¬ 
per  as  well  as  in  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
new  water  added  to  the  system  whether 
by  importation,  desalting  of  sea  water, 
brackish  waters,  weather  modification, 
watershed  treatment,  salvage  or  any 
other  means,  is  in  fact  an  augmentation 
of  the  “natural  supply  of  the  system.” 
Certainly  the  conferees  intended  that 
meaning. 

As  we  are  aware,  the  conference  report 
on  S.  1004  eliminates  the  construction  of 
the  hydroelectric  power  dams  which  were 
at  one  time  proposed  on  the  Colorado 
River.  At  one  time  these  dams  were  the 
subject  of  intensive  and  bitter  opposi¬ 
tion  by  preservationists  who  were  of  the 
opinion  that  construction  of  dams  in  the 
Grand  Canyon  should  not  be  permitted. 
The  current  legislation  provides  for  no 
such  dams  and  further  provides  that  no 
permits  shall  be  issued  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  on  that  reach  of  the 
mainstream  of  the  Colorado  River  be¬ 
tween  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon 
Dam  until  and  unless  otherwise  provided 
by  the  Congress.  I  did  not  agree  and  I 
do  not  agree  with  the  arguments  made 
by  the  preservationists,  who  rose  in  op¬ 
position  to  construction  of  these  dams, 
but  I  support  the  provision  which  elim- 
nates  this  troublesome  issue  from  the 
current  legislation. 


In  lieu  of  the  construction  of  hydro¬ 
electric  dams,  the  conference  report  on 
S.  1004  provides  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  be  authorized  to  make  ar¬ 
rangements  with  non-Federal  interests 
to  acquire  the  right  to  a  portion  of  the 
capacity  and  associated  energy  from 
thermal  powerplants  as  needed  to  serve 
project  purposes.  It  is  recognized  that 
such  a  plan  may  result  in  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  having  excess  energy 
during  periods  of  water  shortage  since 
the  aqueduct  cannot  under  such  condi¬ 
tions  utilize  all  of  its  pumping  capacity. 
The  disposition  of  such  excess  power 
and  energy  acquired  under  the  prepay¬ 
ment  plan  will  include  negotiating  power 
banking  arrangements  with  the  utilities 
in  the  area.  This  is  in  accord  with  the 
Secretary’s  testimony  before  committees 
in  the  Senate  and  the  House. 

This  legislation  provides  that  water 
needed  for  thermal  electric  generation 
plants  will,  to  the  extent  that  such 
plants  are  located  in  Arizona,  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  deduction  from  the  50,000 
acre-feet  of  upper  basin  water  to  which 
Arizona  is  entitled  under  the  terms  of 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Compact.  Both 
the  State  of  Arizona  and  the  Navajo 
Indian  Tribe  have  agreed  that  to  the 
extent  there  is  a  need  for  consumptive 
use  of  water  in  Arizona  for  cooling  pur¬ 
poses  at  thermal  generation  plants  di¬ 
verting  from  the  drainage  area  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry 
shall  be  considered  as  consumptive  use 
under  the  limitations  of  the  50,000  acre- 
feet  apportioned  to  Arizona  by  article 
III  (a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
compact.  If  this  Arizona  supply  is  inade- 
qate  for  the  needs  of  the  thennal  gen¬ 
erating  plants,  the  Secretary  has  the 
authority  under  existing  law  to  make 
certain  short  term  sales  of  presently  sur¬ 
plus  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  water. 
If  even  more  water  is  needed  for  these 
purposes,  the  Secretary  is  not  in  any 
way  foreclosed  by  this  legislation  from 
making  water  available  from  the  Navajo 
Indian  Irrigation  Project  San  Juan— 
CHAMA  Act  of  June  13,  1962 — 76  Stat. 
96 — pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Public 
Law  87-483.  It  is  not  the  intention  of 
this  legislation  to  in  any  way  enlarge 
upon,  diminish  or  otherwise  affect  the 
authority  of  the  Secretary  to  make  con¬ 
tracts  for  Colorado  River  water  in  the 
upper  basin. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  in  Section  303(b)  (1)  the  Secretary 
is  prohibited  from  making  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  the  construction  of  thermal  gen¬ 
erating  power  plants  under  terms  of  the 
act  until  he  has  determined  that  ade¬ 
quate  contractual  arrangements  have 
been  entered  into  between  all  of  the  af¬ 
fected  parties.  It  is  not  the  intention  of 
the  conference  committee  to  require 
finalization  of  all  contracts  before  the 
advance  of  said  funds  is  made  for  the 
purchase  of  generating  capacity.  Such  a 
requirement  would  needlessly  delay  in¬ 
itiation  of  construction.  It  is  common 
practice,  and  it  is  the  intent  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  that  the  Secretary  be 
permitted  to  proceed  on  the  basis  of  let¬ 
ters  of  intent  or  other  suitable  under¬ 
standing  with  the  plant  participants. 
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The  conference  report  on  S.  1004  pro¬ 
vides  that  Arizona’s  use  of  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  development  funds  be 
limited  to  that  portion  of  that  fund  de¬ 
rived  from  the  sale  of  Hoover-Parker- 
Davis  generation  in  Arizona  plus  the 
revenues  derived  from  Arizona-Nevada 
portions  of  the  Pacific  Southwest  In¬ 
tertie,  recognizing  of  course,  in  each  in¬ 
stance  the  surplusage  available  from 
such  sources  to  the  Colorado  River  de¬ 
velopment  fund  is  that  which  is  available 
after  repayment  and  operational  costs 
have  been  deducted. 

In  the  interest  of  legislative  coopera¬ 
tion  and  comity  the  State  of  Arizona  en¬ 
dorses  those  provisions  of  this  legislation 
which  will  provide  substantial  benefits 
to  each  of  the  other  States  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  in  the  current  Colorado 
River  legislation.  It  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  this  attitude  on  the  part  of  the 
State  of  Arizona  will  be  reflected  in  the 
attitude  of  the  other  six  States  so  that 
we  may  jointly  proceed  to  the  time  when 
we  have  not  only  constructed  works  to 
permit  Arizona  to  utilize  her  fair  share 
of  the  water  of  the  Colorado  River,  but 
have  also  developed  new  sources  of  sup¬ 
ply  to  meet  the  ultimate  water  require¬ 
ments  of  every  State  in  the  Colorado 
River  Basin.  These  requirements  in  some 
instances  already  exceed  legal  entitle¬ 
ments  and  in  every  instance  will  at  some 
future  date  exceed  the  total  water  avail¬ 
able  to  each  State  from  the  Colorado 
River. 

I  wish  to  reiterate  my  appreciation  to 
those  individuals,  both  in  and  out  of 
Congress,  who  have  worked  so  long  and 
so  hard  to  bring  this  legislation  to  its 
present  status  as  set  forth  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  S.  1004.  I  respectfully 
urge  speedy  adoption  of  that  report  by 
this  body. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  conference  report  on 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  project  bill. 
Our  good  neighbors  in  Arizona  have 
waited  long  enough  for  this  project  and 
I  am  glad  that  we  are  near  the  end  of 
the  road. 

I  would  like  to  speak  a  few  moments 
about  the  bill’s  effect  on  Utah  in 
particular. 

Thanks  mainly  to  the  efforts  of  Utah’s 
Congressman  Laurence  J.  Burton,  who 
was  a  key  conferee  during  the  time  when 
the  final  action  was  taken,  this  legisla¬ 
tion  contains  authorization  for  the  im¬ 
portant  Uintah  Unit  of  the  central  Utah 
project  and  the  reauthorization  of  the 
Dixie  project. 

The  Dixie  and  Uintah  projects  will  be 
of  great  importance  in  helping  Utah  de¬ 
velop  its  share  of  Colorado  River  water. 
Utah  is  presently  using  only  about  35 
percent  of  its  Upper  Basin  allocation. 
Even  with  a  compact  or  decree,  we  West¬ 
erners  know  there  is  nothing  like  actual 
use  to  establish  permanent  right  and 
ownership  to  water. 

Studies  for  the  Dixie  project,  which  is 
in  southern  Utah  on  the  Virgin  River, 
began  with  the  turn  of  the  century.  I  had 
the  privilege  of  introducing  the  first 
Dixie  project  legislation,  and,  thanks 
again  to  Congressman  Burton’s  efforts 
in  the  House,  we  finally  got  the  bill 
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passed  in  1964.  However,  preconstruc¬ 
tion  investigations  revealed  broken  and 
porous  subsurface  conditions,  at  the  lo¬ 
cation  originally  selected  so  that  a 
new  damsite  had  to  be  found.  Results 
of  the  revisions  made  in  the  definite  plan 
report,  along  with  the  increase  in  con¬ 
struction  costs,  now  necessitate  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  from  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund. 

The  reauthorization  of  the  Dixie  proj¬ 
ect,  with  an  additional  $15  million  which 
will  allow  the  revised  project  to  be  built, 
is  of  extreme  importance  to  Utah.  The 
Senate  bill  had  only  provided  for  a  $42 
million  Dixie  project — far  too  little  to 
cover  estimated  costs.  The  fine  citizens 
in  southern  Utah  have  been  most  patient 
and  cooperative  in  the  overall  water  pro¬ 
gram,  and  I  am  pleased  the  Dixie  proj¬ 
ect  is  at  last  to  become  a  reality. 

The  $43  million  Uintah  unit  in  north¬ 
ern  Utah  is  also  of  extreme  importance, 
and  its  passage  will  help  keep  faith  with 
the  Indians  of  the  Uintah  Basin  who  de¬ 
ferred  the  exercise  of  their  own  rights  in 
order  to  provide  a  water  supply  for  the 
Bonneville  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
project. 

Although  the  bill  does  not  contain 
everything  we  would  like,  we  realize  that 
all  legislation  is  compromise,  particu¬ 
larly  legislation  of  this  complexity.  For 
Utah,  the  version  worked  out  in  the  con¬ 
ference  retained  most  of  the  best  parts 
of  the  House  bill.  Besides  authorizing  the 
Dixie  and  Uintah  projects  the  bill  recog¬ 
nizes  the  Mexican  Treaty  as  a  national 
obligation  and  provides  for  the  treaty’s 
satisfaction  from  sources  outside  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.  This  equitable  and 
farsighted  arrangement  eliminates  a  po¬ 
tential  legal  controversy  over  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  the  treaty  burden  from  a  water- 
short  river.  California  members  of  the 
conference  suggested  that  California 
might  be  able  to  provide  the  needed  water 
from  its  flood-ravaged  northern  coun¬ 
ties.  It  is  noteworthy  that  the  Congress 
in  this  instance  has  laid  down  one  of  the 
guidelines  for  the  West-wide  water  study. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  with  the 
wording  in  the  bill  which  orders  the  In¬ 
terior  Department  to  get  its  report  on  the 
Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
project  to  us  by  1974.  This  provision  will 
make  it  possible  for  the  State  of  Utah  and 
the  Congress  to  replace  Indian  water  now 
used  by  the  Bonneville  unit  by  the  year 
2005. 

Furthermore,  the  conference  bill  sets 
up  criteria  for  the  operation  of  Lake 
Powell  to  remove  it  from  the  whim  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Utahns  well  re¬ 
member  the  disastrous  drawdown  order¬ 
ed  by  Secretary  Udall  when  the  lake  was 
in  its  early  filling  stage. 

The  bill’s  provision  for  a  West-wide 
water  study  could  lay  the  groundwork 
for  an  eventual  augmentation  of  the 
Colorado  River  from  sources  outside  the 
basin.  With  the  complexities  and  eco¬ 
nomic  considerations  involved  in  regional 
planning,  Congress  has  acted  wisely  in 
initiating  the  study  now. 

The  augmentation  study  moratorium 
actually  is  no  great  obstacle,  since  it  pre¬ 
vents  only  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
from  conducting  such  studies.  The  Colo¬ 
rado  Basin  States  still  can  make  their 
own  feasibility  studies,  and  I  recently 
proposed  to  the  seven  Colorado  River 


Basin  State  Governors  and  other  key  wa¬ 
ter  o fflcials  that  they  join  together  im¬ 
mediately  and  initiate  a  study  of  aug¬ 
menting  future  deficiencies  in  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River. 

I  admit  that  this  is  a  major  under¬ 
taking;  however,  much  of  the  ground¬ 
work  has  already  been  accomplished.  I 
recommend  the  Lower  Basin  States  join 
with  us  in  the  Upper  Basin — perhaps 
through  our  own  Upper  Colorado  River 
Commission — appropriate  funds  from 
the  State  legislatures,  and  initiate  the 
study  as  soon  as  practicable. 

I  am  told  by  water  experts  that  such 
an  undertaking  might  take  as  much  as 
$500,000  per  year.  However,  if  the  total 
is  divided  among  seven  or  eight  sources 
no  one  State  or  group  would  have  to  bear 
an  excessive  burden  of  the  costs. 

Many  individuals  have  come  forward 
with  diversion  schemes  and  while  these 
indicate  in  general  terms  possible  sources 
of  supply,  we  all  realize  that  we  need 
further  indepth  studies  to  determine  the 
amount  of  water  and  the  time  when  it 
will  be  needed  by  the  States  and  perhaps 
more  importantly,  we  need  to  demon¬ 
strate  the  economic  feasibility  of  these 
diversion  projects. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  project  has 
received  overwhelming  support  from  in¬ 
terested  Utahans.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  resolutions  of  the  Board  of 
Water  Resources,  the  Central  Utah  Wa¬ 
ter  Conservancy  District,  the  Utah  Water 
Users  Association,  the  Washington 
County  Water  Conservancy  District,  and 
several  editorials  supporting  the  legisla¬ 
tion  be  included  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Resoluton  of  the  Board  of  Water  Resources 

Whereas,  the  Senate  and  House  Conferees 
have  agreed  on  language  on  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  Project  Act,  and 

Whereas,  the  report  of  the  Conferees  will 
be  considered  by  both  houses  of  Congress  in 
early  September,  and 

Whereas,  the  time  for  compromise  and  fur¬ 
ther  amending  the  legislation  is  past  since 
the  report  must  be  either  accepted  or  re¬ 
jected,  and 

Whereas,  the  legislation  contains  items  of 
great  interest  and.  benefit  to  the  State  of 
Utah,  and 

Whereas,  the  legislation  represents  the  best 
overall  compromise  that  can  be  achieved  at 
this  time; 

Now,  therefore  be  it  resolved,  that  the 
Board  of  Water  Resources,  in  view  of  its 
statutory  responsibilities  in  interstate  stream 
matters,  recommends  to  the  Governor  and 
to  Utah’s  Congressional  Delegation  that  they 
individually  and  collectively  use  their  influ¬ 
ence,  give  active  support,  and  work  to  secure 
the  final  passage  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
Project  Act  as  reported  by  the  House  and 
Senate  Conferees. 

CERTIFICATION 

I  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and 
accurate  copy  of  a  Resolution  adopted  by  the 
Utah  Board  of  Water  Resources  on  August 
23,  1968. 

Wayne  Wilson, 
Chairman  of  the  Board. 


Central  Utah  Water  Conserv¬ 
ancy  District, 


Orem,  Utah. 


Resolution 


Whereas,  the  text  of  language  has  been 
agreed  upon  by  the  Senate  and  House  Con¬ 


ferees  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
Act,  and 

Whereas,  the  agreed- to  language  includes: 

(1)  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Inte¬ 
rior  to  conduct  a  comprehensive  investiga¬ 
tion  for  the  purpose  of  developing  a  general 
plan  to  meet  future  water  needs  of  the 
Western  United  States; 

(2)  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  is  a  national  obligation; 

(3)  the  conditional  authorization  of  the 
Uintah  Unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project; 

(4)  a  priority  of  planning  status  for  the 
Ute  Indian  Unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project; 

(5)  the  reauthorization,  at  a  higher  cost, 
of  the  Dixie  Project  and  its  participation  in 
a  lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development 
Fund; 

(6)  the  reaffirming  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  and  provisions  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  operating  criteria  for  the  Colorado 
River; 

(7)  directives  that  the  consumptive  use 
of  water  in  the  upper  basin  available  from 
the  Colorado  River  System  under  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact  shall  not  be  redu*  'd  or 
prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such  water  in  the 
lower  basin;  and 

Whereas,  the  language  includes  an  un¬ 
favorable  proviso  which  directs  that  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  shall  not,  for  a  ten- 
year  period,  undertake  a  reconnaissance  study 
of  any  plan  for  the  importation  of  water  into 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  from  any  other 
drainage  basin  lying  outside  the  States  or 
portion  of  States  of  the  Colorado  River 
drainage  basin;  and 

Whereas,  within  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  by  this  legis¬ 
lation  and  from  testimony  presented  at  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  legislation,  water  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  all  the  units  of  the  Central  Utah 
Project; 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that  the 
Directors  of  the  Central  Utah  Water  Con¬ 
servancy  District  recognize  the  difficulty  in 
development  of  this  important  legislation — 
however  believe  the  benefits  that  will  accrue 
to  the  District  and  to  the  State  of  Utah  from 
this  legislation  merits  its  support  and  en¬ 
courages  Utah’s  Congressional  Delegation  to 
support  its  passage;  and 

Be  it  further  resolved,  that  copies  of  this 
resolution  be  provided  to  the  Governor  of 
the  State  of  Utah,  Utah’s  Congressional 
Delegation,  Director  of  the  Utah  Division 
of  Water  Resources,  Utah’s  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commissioner,  and  other  interested 
parties. 

CERTIFICATE 

I  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  true  and 
accurate  copy  of  a  resolution  adopted  by  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Central  Utah  Water 
Conservancy  District  on  August  9,  1968. 

Lynn  S.  Ludlow, 

Secretary. 


Utah  Water  Users  Association, 

Salt  Lake  City,  September  5, 1968. 
Hon.  Wallace  F.  Bennett, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Bennet;  Development  of 
the  resources  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
is  vital  to  the  State  of  Utah.  Utah  Water 
Users  Association  believe  that  the  Text  of 
Language  Agreed  upon  Conferees  on  Senate 
Bill  No.  1004  now  before  Congress  represents 
a  practical,  feasible,  and  necessary  next  step 
in  the  development  of  the  resources  of  the 
Colorado.  The  progress  to  be  authorized  in 
the  proposed  bill  on  the  Uintah  and  Ute 
Indian  Units  of  the  Central  Utah  Project, 
and  on  the  Dixie  Project,  are  in  Utah's  in¬ 
terest. 

Therefore,  we  respectfully  urge  our  con¬ 
gressional  delegation  to  support  the  bill  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Conferees  when  it  is 
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presented  to  the  Congress  for  their  consid¬ 
eration. 

Yours  truly, 

Clyde  Ritchie, 

President. 

Hale  Holgate, 

First  Vice  President. 

Frank  A.  Pierson, 
Second  Vice  President. 

Washington  County 
Water  Conservancy  District, 

September  3,  1968. 

Resolution 

Whereas,  the  Washington  County  Water 
Conservancy  District  has  been  organized  to 
represent  the  citizens  of  Washington  County 
in  water  development;  and 

Whereas,  the  Dixie  Project  now  reauthor¬ 
ized  in  legislation  approved  by  the  Senate- 
House  Conferees;  and 

Whereas,  this  project  is  vital  to  the  growth 
and  economic  stability  of  Washington  County 
and  southern  Utah;  and 

Whereas,  the  citizens  of  the  area  affected 
have  by  united  support  and  40  years  of  dedi¬ 
cated  effort  awaited  the  authorization  of 
this  legislation  by  the  Congress. 

Now,  therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Washington  Coun¬ 
ty  Water  Conservancy  District,  acting 
through  its  president,  hereby  urges  the  Utah 
Congressional  Delegation  and  the  Governor 
of  the  State  of  Utah  to  vigorously  support 
the  final  endorsement  by  the  Congress  of 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act,  which 
includes  the  reauthorization  of  the  Dixie 
Project. 

Wayne  Wilson, 

President. 


Hope  Expressed  for  Dixie  Project  Passage 

When  Congress  resumes  its  work  after  the 
Convention  recess,  it  will  have  before  it  legis¬ 
lation  of  vital  importance  to  the  western 
United  States  and  particularly  to  Utah  and 
Southern  Utah. 

The  problems  confronting  the  long-awaited 
Dixie  Reclamation  Project  are  resolved  in  S. 
1004,  which  will  be  before  the  House  and 
Senate  for  approval. 

The  provisions  of  the  legislation  are  most 
favorable  to  the  Dixie  Project.  The  added 
costs  of  moving  to  a  new  damsite  will  be 
taken  from  .surplus  power  revenues  and  now 
that  final  planning  has  resolved  the  uncer¬ 
tainties,  the  Dixie,  at  long  last  will  be  in  a 
position  to  begin  construction. 

Since  the  “Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
Act,”  which  provides  for  the  reauthorization 
of  the  Dixie  has  been  through  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  and  the  Conference  Com¬ 
mittee  has  made  further  compromises,  it 
follows  that  the  legislation  must  be  acted 
upon  by  the  Senate  and  House  without 
amendment. 

Utah’s  Congressional  Delegation  should 
strongly  support  the  legislation  as  worked 
out  by  the  joint  Conference  Committee. 

Stronger  provisions  for  importation  of 
water  from  the  Columbia  River  would  have 
made  the  compromise  more  acceptable.  How¬ 
ever,  all  will  realize  that  significant  progress 
has  been  made. 

Utah’s  state  officials  and  Congressional 
Delegation  have  had  a  difficult  and  tedious 
assignment  in  advancing  the  state’s  interests 
in  the  Upper  and  Lower  Colorado  Basins.  We 
believe  they  have  done  very  well. 

The  time  of  final  decision  has  arrived.  Gov¬ 
ernor  Rampton  should  positively  and  force¬ 
fully  endorse  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  and  our  Senators  and  Congressmen 
should,  without  equivocation,  vote  to  pass 
the  long  awaited  Dixie  Project! ! 

Dixie  Project  Close  to  Reality 

St.  George. — After  years  of  frustration,  in¬ 
cluding  a  delay  because  a  dam  site  was  un¬ 
suitable,  residents  of  southwestern  Utah  are 


getting  close  to  their  $51.2  million  Dixie 
Reclamation  Project. 

A  House-Senate  conference  committee  has 
given  its  approval  for  the  project  and  Con¬ 
gress  likely  will  pass  the  legislation  when  it 
reconvenes. 

The  project  area  includes  lands  along  the 
Virgin  River  and  its  principal  tributary,  the 
Santa  Clara  River,  which  are  closely  related 
through  the  economic  needs  of  the  area. 

The  area  extends  about  25  miles  up  the 
Virgin  River  from  St.  George  almost  to  Virgin 
City  and  up  the  Santa  Clara  River  from  its 
confluence  with  the  Virgin  River  near  St. 
George  to  within  five  miles  of  Gunlock. 

Approved  for  construction  Sept.  2,  1964, 
the  Dixie  Project  was  authorized  on  a  1961 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  report.  That  plan  was 
modified  because  detailed  studies  of  the  Vir¬ 
gin  City  Reservoir  Basin  indicated  the  prob¬ 
ability  of  excessive  reservoir  leakage  that 
would  be  too  costly  to  correct. 

DAM  LOCATED 

The  Virgin  River  Dam  now  will  be  located 
15  miles  downstream  from  the  old  Virgin 
City  Dam  site,  and  ten  miles  northeast  of 
St.  George. 

According  to  a  1967  report  on  the  project, 
the  latest  available,  the  new  dam  location 
required  considerable  modification  of  the 
project  facilities  including  elimination  of 
power  development. 

“With  elimination  of  power  development, 
which  had  been  relied  upon  to  provide  reve¬ 
nues  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  those 
costs  in  excess  of  the  ability  of  the  irrigators 
to  repay,  the  project  financial  status  changed 
from  one  which  could  fully  pay  for  itself  to 
one  that  will  require  financial  assistance 
from  some  outside  sources,”  the  report  said. 

CHANGED  STATUS 

“The  project  has  changed  from  a  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generating  project  to  an  elec¬ 
tric  power  consuming  project.” 

Besides  the  elimination  of  power  genera¬ 
tion,  construction  of  the  Lower  Gunlock  Dam 
on  the  Santa  Clara  River  has  been  eliminated. 
“Its  major  functions  will  be  served  through 
other  project  facilities,”  the  BOR  report  in¬ 
dicated. 

“Lands  that  were  to  receive  irrigation 
water  from  the  Lower  Gunlock  Reservoir 
will  receive  water  from  the  Virgin  River 
Reservoir. 

PROJECT  OUTLINE 

Major  features  of  the  project  are:  (see 
map) 

1.  A  256,000  acre  foot  reservoir  impounded 
behind  the  244-foot  high  Virgin  River  Dam 
that  will  have  a  crest  length  of  4,450  feet. 

2.  A  19-foot-high  Hurricane  Diversion  Dam 
needed  to  divert  unregulated  riverflow  to 
the  LaVerkin  Canal  and  the  enlarged  Hurri¬ 
cane  Canal. 

3.  The  Washington  Fields  Canal  System 
and  the  Washington-Ivins  Canal  System 
each  to  receive  water  from  the  Virgin  River 
Reservoir. 

4.  Five  pumping  plants  required  to  lift 
water  to  the  higher  project  lands. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  project  is  to 
supply  45,500  acre-feet  of  irrigation  water 
from  the  Virgin  River  to  6,900  acres  of  new 
lands  and  supply  supplemental  irrigation 
water  to  10,004  acres  of  land  presently  irri¬ 
gated  from  the  Virgin  and  Santa  Clara  Rivers. 

Also  provided  will  be  5,000  acre-feet  of 
water  for  St.  George  to  meet  the  municipal 
and  industrial  requirement  expected  in  a 
population  growth  between  now  and  2025. 

The  project  would  be  beneficial  to  Cedar 
City  by  permitting  an  average  5,500  acre- 
foot  upstream  diversion  to  that  area  from 
the  Virgin  River  Basin  to  meet  expected 
growth  there. 

FLOOD  CONTROL 

The  large  reservoir  will  provide  substan¬ 
tial  flood  control  along  the  Virgin  River  and 
entrap  the  heavy  sediment  load  of  the 
stream. 


Construction  costs  have  not  been  com¬ 
pleted,  but  BOR  officials  estimated  they  could 
run  a®  high  as  $58  million. 

Local  support  for  the  irrigation  project 
began  in  the  1930’s.  State,  local  and  federal 
agencies  and  Utah’s  congressional  delegations 
have  fought  hard  for  the  project. 

Water  Area  Endorses  River  Law 

Orem. — Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy 
District  directors  agreed  Friday  to  support 
the  proposed  legislation  prepared  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  conferees  on  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  Project  Act. 

The  board  said  it  agreed  with  all  but  one 
provision  of  the  proposed  legislation.  That 
provision,  said  the  board,  states  that  for  10 
years  no  studies  can  be  made  concerning  the 
importation  of  water  from  any  drainage 
basin  outside  the  Colorado  River  drainage 
basin. 

The  board  said,  however,  “the  benefits  that 
will  accrue  to  the  district  and  to  Utah  from 
this  legislation  merits  its  support.” 

The  board  said  it  would  encourage  Utah’s 
congressional  delegation  to  support  its  pas¬ 
sage. 

The  board  also  approved  Friday  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation’s  action  to  obtain 
right  of  way  for  the  Jordan  River  complex. 
The  complex  will  deliver  culinary  water  to 
south  Salt  Lake  County. 

Lynn  S.  Ludlow,  general  manager  of  the 
district,  said  the  target  date  for  completion 
of  an  aqueduct  and  a  treatment  plant  for 
the  complex  is  1972.  He  said  the  Central 
Water  Conservancy  District  will  construct 
the  treatment  plant  and  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  will  build  the  aqueduct. 

Ludlow  said  studies  reveal  a  real  need  for 
the  aqueduct  and  treatment  plant  to  be 
completed  as  scheduled.  He  said  the  direc¬ 
tors  have  asked  completion  of  pre-planning 
studies  for  the  treatment  plant  as  soon  as 
possible. 

The  treatment  plant  will  be  located  just 
northwest  of  the  Jordan  Narrows.  The  aque¬ 
duct  will  extend  along  the  Jordan  River  from 
the  treatment  plant  to  South  Salt  Lake. 

Congress  Faces  Up  to  Colorado  Realities 

As  Coloradans  interested  in  water  affairs 
were  fairly  sure,  a  good  deal  of  compromise 
was  required  to  satisfy  all  of  the  diverse  in¬ 
terests  involved  in  the  Central  Arizona  Proj¬ 
ect  legislation.  That  compromise  is  now  tak¬ 
ing  final  form.  Senate  and  House  conferees 
have  reached  agreement  on  a  text  which,  in 
September,  will  go  to  the  respective  congres¬ 
sional  bodies  for  approval  and  signing  by 
President  Johnson. 

These  things  have  happened  in  the  tenta¬ 
tive  compromise : 

The  Pacific  Northwest,  so  fearful  that  any 
other  region  might  “grab”  their  over¬ 
abundant  water  supplies,  have  won  some 
major  points.  (As  part  of  the  plan  to  allow 
Arizona  to  use  surplus  waters  of  the  river — 
which  really  belong  to  the  Upper  Basin  States 
of  Colorado,  Wyoming  and  Utah — lawmakers 
from  these  states  sought  to  require  studies 
of  diversion  of  new  sources  of  water  into  the 
basin.) 

The  Pacific  Northwest  didn’t  succeed  in 
getting  authorization  of  reconnaissance 
studies  killed.  But  its  lawmakers  did  get 
modifications — including  one  provisipn 
which  says  that  there  shall  be  no  reconnais¬ 
sance  of  other  basins  for  10  years  following 
the  passage  of  the  CAP  bill. 

Importantly,  the  principle  is  established 
that  inter-basin  diversions  are  going  to  be 
part  of  the  nation’s  water  planning  even  if 
the  time  of  such  diversion  studies  is  to  be 
delayed. 

Also,  the  upstream  states  got  some  collat¬ 
eral  projects  benefiting  their  water  uses 
thrown  into  the  CAP  pot. 

The  hand  of  Rep.  Wayne  Aspinall 
(D-Colo),  chairman  of  the  House  Interior 
Committee,  is  evident  all  through  the  bill. 
There  are  guarantees  that  the  upstream  proj- 
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ects  shall  not  be  delayed.  The  level  of  the 
upstream  reservoir,  Lake  Powell,  shall  not  be 
lowered  unnecessarily.  Arizona  cannot  fla¬ 
grantly  use  upstream  surpluses  (which  we 
will  ultimately  need  in  the  upstream  areas  in 
the  next  two  decades)  for  irrigation  of  new 
farm  lands. 

Indian  lands  disturbed  by  the  CAP  con¬ 
struction  are  protected  by  the  bill,  Indian 
benefits  are  numerous. 

It  may  be  unfair  that  California  got  a 
solid  guarantee  of  4,400,000  acre  feet  a  year. 
This  is  the  price  Arizona  had  to  pay  (taking 
the  upstream  states  along  with  her)  in  re¬ 
turn  for  California’s  legislative  support  in 
bringing  extra  water  to  the  Phoenix  and 
Tucson  areas  under  the  costly  CAP  diversion 
lines. 

But  the  realities  have  been  faced.  We 
seem  to  have  come  off  fairly  well  considering 
the  forces  arrayed  against  the  Upper  Basin. 

Rather  than  put  up  with  the  scandal  of 
too  many  reservoirs  for  too  little  water,  Con¬ 
gress  may  feel  prodded — sooner  than  it 
thinks — to  bring  in  those  extra  supplies 
from  other  basins. 


[From  the  Ogden  (Utah)  Standard-Examiner, 
Aug.  3,  1968] 

Utah  Gains  in  Colorado  Compromise 

Utah  has,  basically,  gained  by  the  com¬ 
promise  1968  Colorado  River  Bill  hammered 
out  this  week  in  Washington  by  the  House 
and  Senate  conference  committee. 

The  victories  that  we  did  win  are  due  to 
the  way  that  Rep.  Laurence  J.  Burton,  R- 
Utah,  represented  our  state  as  our  only  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  conference  committee. 

The  bill  that  will  go  to  the  House  and 
Senate  for  approval  when  Congress  recon¬ 
venes  in  September  will  contain  reauthoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  $58  million  Dixie  Reclamation 
Project  that  is  so  essential  to  southwestern 
Utah. 

There  is  also  a  provisional  authorization 
for  the  $44  million  Uintah  unit  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Utah  Project.  And  the  final  planning 
report  for  the  entire  Ute  Indian  Unit  of  the 
same  $600  million  Central  Utah  Project  has 
been  ordered  advanced  to  1974  from  its  previ¬ 
ously  dictated  deadline  of  1980. 

The  conference  committee’s  decision  to 
place  upon  the  national  government,  rather 
than  the  individual  Colorado  River  Basin 
states,  the  necessity  for  meeting  water  guar¬ 
antees  to  Mexico  is  also  a  help  to  Utah. 

We  do  regret  that  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  will  be  restricted  for  the  next  10  years 
from  conducting  any  studies  on  possible  im¬ 
portation  of  water  into  the  Colorado  Basin 
from  the  Columbia  River  Basin  or  other 
water-surplus  areas  of  northwestern  United 
States  and  Canada. 

Utah  Sen.  Frank  E.  Moss  is,  understand¬ 
ably,  upset  over  this  restriction  since  he  has 
been  one  of  the  prime  exponents  of  inter¬ 
basin  water  diversion,  envisioning  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  extra  water  from  Alaska’s  Yukon 
River  might  some  day  be  piped  to  the  arid 
country  around  here. 

However,  Washington  Sen.  Henry  Jackson 
was  the  chairman  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  and  he  has  been  just  as  outspoken  in 
his  opposition  to  water  diversion  from  the 
Northwest  as  Sen.  Moss  has  been  in  favor  of  a 
study. 

Separate  appropriations  still  must  be  made 
for  work  authorized  in  the  compromise  bill. 
These  will  come  in  September  or  October, 
after  Congress’  convention  recess. 

It  certainly  will  be  in  order  for  funds  to  be 
granted  the  Dixie  Project  so  work  on  this 
long-delayed  development  can  begin.  When  it 
was  funded  several  years  ago  the  project  ran 
into  trouble  because  of  porous  rock  that  waa 
found  at  a  key  dam  site.  Another  time  the 
money  Ijad  been  set  aside — but  then  was 
pre-empted  by  the  Interior  Department  for 
emergency  construction  elsewhere. 

Utah  didn’t  get  all  it  wanted  in  the  new 
Colorado  River  Water  Project  Bill.  No  state 


can  when  a  compromise  must  be  made.  But 
we  did  well  and  should  be  satisfied. 

[From  the  Daily  Herald,  Aug.  8,  1968] 
Water  Bill:  Utah’s  Opportunity 

Colorado  River  project  legislation  vital  to 
Utah  will  come  before  the  House  and  Senate 
this  autumn  after  Congress  has  resumed 
work  after  its  convention  recess. 

The  legislation,  approved  by  the  Senate 
and  House  conferees,  contains  authorization 
for  the  important  Uintah  Unit  of  the  Central 
Utah  Project  and  the  Dixie  Project. 

While  the  conferees  deleted  provisions  for 
reconnaissance  studies  on  augmenting  the 
Colorado  River’s  flow  through  importation  of 
water  from  other  basins,  this  was  felt  by 
Utah  water  interests  to  be  a  reasonable  com¬ 
promise  and  paved  the  way  for  provisions 
favorable  to  the  Upper  Basin  States.  Rep. 
Laurence  J.  Burton  (R-Utah)  did  commend¬ 
able  work  both  on  the  House  committee 
which  accomplished  much  of  the  work,  and 
as  a  member  of  the  conference  committee. 

Now  it  is  important  that  all  four  members 
of  Utah’s  congressional  delegation  put  their 
shoulders  to  the  wheel  in  a  strong  unified  ef¬ 
fort  to  get  the  legislation  adopted  come  Sep¬ 
tember. 

Nov?  that  the  bill  has  been  to  the  con¬ 
ference  committee,  it  cannot  be  amended.  It 
will  be  “approval  or  defeat’’  when  it  comes  up 
before  the  respective  houses  this  time. 

The  Dixie  and  Uintah  projects  will  be  of 
great  importance  in  helping  to  develop  its 
share  of  Colorado  River  water.  As  of  now, 
this  state  is  using  only  about  35  per  cent  of 
its  decreed  water.  Even  with  a  compact  or 
decree,  there’s  nothing  like  actual  use  to  es¬ 
tablish  permanent  right  and  ownership  to 
water. 

(As  of  now,  there  are  four  authorized  units 
of  the  Central  Utah  Project,  part  of  the  vast 
Colorado  River  complex.  These  are  the  Bon¬ 
neville  Unit,  which  will  have  the  biggest 
benefit  to  Utah  Valley  and  environs,  and  the 
Jensen,  Upalco  and  Vernal  Units.) 

The  construction  schedule  looks  quite 
favorable  for  fiscal  1969  with  $7  million  in 
new  money  authorized  and  a  $4  million  carry¬ 
over. 

The  people  in  Southern  Utah  have  been 
most  cooperative  in  the  overall  water  program 
and  certainly  deserve  to  get  the  Dixie  Project 
passed.  (The  Uintah  Unit  is  important  in  the 
Central  Utah  Project  and  its  passage  will  help 
keep  faith  with  the  Indians  of  the  Uintah 
Basin  who  deferred  their  own  interests  in 
order  to  aid  the  Bonneville  unit.) 

The  conference  report  adopts  principal  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  House  bill  which  is  favorable  to 
Utah,  with  the  exception  of  the  importation 
study. 

The  study  moratorium  should  be  no  great 
obstacle,  since  it  prevents  only  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  from  conducting  such  studies. 
The  Colorado  Basin  states  still  could  make 
their  own  studies. 

The  important  thing  now  is  for  Utahns  to 
concentrate  efforts,  in  cooperation  with  other 
states,  in  getting  final  congressional  ap¬ 
proval. 

This  will  enable  Utah  to  use  more  of  its 
rightful  water  and,  as  already  mentioned, 
firmly  establish  its  ownership.  Only  in  this 
way  can  our  arid  state  achieve  benefits  de¬ 
pendent  upon  water  for  present  and  future 
generations. 

[From  the  Deseret  News,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah, 
Aug.  7,  1968] 

River  Bill  Benefits  Utah  in  Many  Ways 

Unfortunately,  there  are  nitpickers  who 
apparently  would  rather  scuttle  the  entire 
$1.3  billion  Colorado  River  water  project  than 
agree  to  a  reasonable  moratorium  on  water 
augmentation  studies. 

Had  Utah  and  the  other  Upper  Basin  states 
insisted  on  immediate  augmentation  studies, 
it  is  obvious  that  the  strong  Northwest  fac¬ 


tion  headed  by  Senate  Interior  Committee 
Chairman  Henry  M.  Jackson  would  have  seri¬ 
ously  delayed  the  entire  project  had  it  been 
able  to  survive  at  all. 

Besides  authorizing  the  Dixie  and  Uintah 
projects,  of  prime  concern  to  Utah’s  plans 
to  develop  its  share  of  Colorado  River  water, 
the  bill  reported  out  of  conference  would  ac¬ 
tually  give  the  Upper  Basin  states  a  better 
break  on  Colorado  River  water  by  a  more 
reasonable  application  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden. 

Under  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  of  1944, 
the  U.S.  must  furnish  Mexico  with  1(4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  of  Colorado  water  yearly. 

A  legal  controversy  between  the  Upper  Bas¬ 
in  and  Lower  Basin  states  has  arisen  over 
how  that  water  must  be  supplied.  The  Upper 
Basin  states  maintain  that  Lower  Basin  trib¬ 
utaries  should  be  taken  into  account.  The 
Lower  Basin  declares  the  burden  should  be 
equally  divided  from  Colorado  River  waters 
alone. 

With  the  exception  of  the  importation 
study,  the  conference  report  adopts  the  prin¬ 
cipal  features  of  the  House  bill  which  is 
favorable  to  Utah,  thereby  actually  adding 
to  the  amount  of  water  available  for  distri¬ 
bution  in  Utah  and  the  other  Upper  Basin 
states. 

The  legislation  should  avoid  another  long 
and  costly  law  suit  of  the  type  California 
brought  against  Arizona  and  the  other  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Compact  status  in  a  fruitless  raid 
to  gain  more  water. 

The  augmentation  study  moratorium  ac¬ 
tually  is  no  great  obstacle,  since  it  prevents 
only  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  con¬ 
ducting  such  studies.  The  Colorado  Basin 
states  still  could  make  their  own  feasibility 
studies,  which  may  turn  out,  incidentally, 
against  the  importation  of  Columbia  River 
water  because  of  cost  or  growing  Northwest 
utilization  of  its  water  resources. 

Since  both  the  Dixie  and  Uintah  projects 
are  vital  links  in  Utah’s  ultimate  ability  to 
utilize  its  rightful  share  of  the  Colorado  River 
water,  their  approval  in  the  current  bill  is  a 
remarkable  victory  considering  the  strong 
inclination  in  any  economy-minded  Congress 
to  ax  reclamation  projects. 

Furthermore,  the  conference  bill  sets  up 
criteria  for  the  operation  of  Lake  Powell  to 
remove  it  from  the  whim  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  Utahns  well  remember  the  draw¬ 
down  ordered  by  Secretary  Udall  when  the 
lake  was  still  filling  initially. 

The  one  sure  way  Utah  can  lose  its  rights 
to  Colorado  River  water  is  by  failure  to  build 
the  projects  by  which  it  can  take  advantage 
of  its  rightful  share.  The  present  bill  goes 
a  long  way  in  helping  the  state  avoid  that 
danger. 


River  Bill  Is  “Best  Possible’’  for  Utah 
(By  Gordon  Eliot  White) 

Washington. — Last  week’s  conference  on 
the  Colorado  River  water  project  brought 
forth  virtually  the  best  possible  compromise 
bill  that  Utah  and  the  other  Upper  Colorado 
Basin  States  could  have  hoped  for.  For  Utah, 
the  version  worked  out  in  the  conference 
included  the  best  parts  of  the  House  bill, 
and  went  far  beyond  the  measure  which 
passed  the  Senate  in  1967.  The  only  disap¬ 
pointment  in  the  conference  was  the  agree¬ 
ment  on  a  ten-year  moratorium  on  studies 
of  water  diversion  from  the  Columbia  River 
Basin.  That  caveat  was  the  price  the  Lower 
Basin  was  forced  to  pay  to  get  any  bill  past 
Senate  Interior  committee  chairman.  Sena¬ 
tor  Henry  M.  Jackson  D-Wash.  Sen.  Jack- 
son  and  his  allies  from  the  other  Columbia 
Basin  States — Idaho,  Oregon  and  Montana — 
would  have  scuttled  the  entire  $1.3  billion 
bill,  rather  than  see  a  drop  of  their  own 
water  threatened  by  the  parched  Colorado 
River  states. 

As  it  was,  the  compromise  protects  the 
Northwest,  but  may  make  little  difference 
in  eventual  interbasin  transfers  to  the  Colo- 
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rado.  Almost  no  one  knowledgeable  about 
water  developments  in  the  West  believed 
that  a  real  need  for  Columbia  Basin  water 
would  develop  in  the  next  decade.  It  will 
take  at  least  that  long  to  develop  fully  the 
projects  which  would  use  all  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado’s  flow,  outside  of  the  southern  Califor¬ 
nia  diversions  above  that  state’s  legal  quota. 

Until  Utah,  Colorado,  Wyoming  and  Ari¬ 
zona  develop  all  their  water  rights  under  the 
1922  compact,  only  California  will  be  affected 
by  the  new  withdrawals.  It  would  be  nice 
to  have  more  water  in  the  river,  but  hardly 
beneficial  to  Utah  except  through  whatever 
power  revenues  it  might  bring  at  Glen  Can¬ 
yon.  Practically,  unless  water  were  added 
upstream,  imports  would  not  even  help  in¬ 
crease  power  sales. 

In  recognizing  the  burden  of  delivering 
water  to  fulfill  the  Mexican  water  treaty  as 
a  national  obligation,  the  compromise  bill 
clearly  laid  the  basis  for  a  solution  of  the 
Colorado’s  shortages  without  penalizing  the 
Basin  States.  California  members  of  the  con¬ 
ference  itself  suggested  that  California 
might  be  able  to  provide  the  needed  water 
from  its  flood-ravaged  northern  counties. 
Such  an  arrangement  would  see  northern 
California  sell  its  water  to  the  Colorado 
Basin  under  a  mutually  beneficial  contract. 

The  bill’s  provision  for  a  West-wide  water 
study  could  lay  the  framework  for  an  even¬ 
tual  diversion  from  the  Columbia,  a  diversion 
that  might  indeed  be  impractical  when  ex¬ 
amined  in  detail.  There  is  nothing  in  the  leg¬ 
islation  which  would  prevent  the  Colorado 
Basin  States  from  making  their  own  feasibil¬ 
ity  study  of  diversions  from  the  Columbia. 
Certainly,  ten  years  from  now  the  Colorado 
Basin  could  be  far  nearer  obtaining  Colum¬ 
bia  water  than  they  are  now,  even  under  the 
Jackson  moratorium. 

In  immediate  benefits,  Utah  has  now 
gotten  reauthorization  for  the  Dixie  Project, 
with  an  additional  $15  million,  which  will 
allow  that  project  to  be  built,  a  dream  until 
Rep.  Laurence  J.  Burton,  R-Utah,  slipped  it 
into  the  House  bill.  The  Senate  had  only 
provided  for  future  financial  aid  for  a  $42 
million  Dixie  Project — far  to  little  to  cover 
estimated  project  costs  and  no  Uintah 
money.  In  addition,  language  speeding  up 
engineering  on  the  $600  million  Ute  In¬ 
dian  Project  was  added  in  the  House  and 
accepted  by  the  conferees. 

The  compromise  bill  may  have  been  the 
last  chance  for  Dixie,  and  possibly  for  the 
Uintah  Project.  If,  as  expected,  the  adminis¬ 
tration  raises  the  interest  rate  on  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  to  4%  per  cent,  neither  Utah 
project  would  be  feasible.  As  it  stands,  they 
both  may  now  get  in  under  the  wire.  Op¬ 
ponents  may  object  to  both,  and  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  expensive  irrigation  water  at  give¬ 
away  rates  to  farming  lands  more  than  a  mile 
above  sea  level  may  be  technically  uneco¬ 
nomical,  but  if  the  compromise  bill  goes 
through — as  it  certainly  will — Utah  will 
have  won  a  great  victory. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Once  again  may  I  ex¬ 
press  my  full  support  for  this  legislation. 
At  the  same  time  I  commend  the  con¬ 
ferees  for  their  work  and  accomplish¬ 
ment. 

I  feel  that  the  one  sure  way  Utah  can 
lose  its  rights  to  Colorado  River  water  is 
by  failure  to  build  the  projects  by  which 
it  can  take  advantage  of  its  rightful 
share.  This  bill  goes  a  long  way  in  help¬ 
ing  the  State  avoid  that  danger.  I  hope 
the  conference  report  will  be  approved. 

S.  4025 - INTRODTJ  CTION  OP  BILL  TO  PROHIBIT 

LICENSING  OF  HYDROELECTRIC  PROJECTS  ON 

THE  MIDDLE  SNAKE  RIVER 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  President, 
I  shall  be  pleased  to  vote  for  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
project. 


I  know  that  the  proposed  legislation 
is  the  culmination  of  many  years  of  hard 
work  by  many  people.  The  fact  that  no 
one  is  altogether  pleased  and  no  one  is 
altogether  disappointed  indicates  that 
in  the  forging  of  this  measure  many  com¬ 
promises  had  to  be  made  by  everyone 
involved. 

I  think  that  all  of  us  who  are  interested 
in  water  resource  projects  in  the  West 
hail  this  measure  as  evidence  that  differ¬ 
ences  which  at  first  appear  insurmounta¬ 
ble  can  be  reconciled  for  the  common 
good. 

Of  special  interest  to  Idaho  is  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  this  bill  that  makes  it  acceptable 
to  all  of  the  Columbia  Basin  States  by 
providing  a  10-year  moratorium  on  the 
reconnaissance  studies  of  water  augmen¬ 
tation  for  the  Southwest  from  sources 
outside  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States. 
The  purpose  of  this  provision  is  to  enable 
those  areas  outside  of  but  adjacent  to 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  to  com¬ 
plete  their  studies  of  water  supplies  and 
water  needs. 

The  Columbia  Basin  States,  being  un¬ 
der  much  less  pressure  to  make  these 
studies,  are  a  full  generation  behind  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  in  water 
resource  planning.  A  minimum  of  10 
years  of  concentrated  effort  is  necessary 
to  bridge  this  gap.  We  appreciate  the 
willingness  of  our  friends  from  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  to  indulge  us 
this  freedom  from  threat  of  diversion. 

We  shall  make  good  use  of  this  10-year 
period. 

First.  The  Pacific  Northwest  River 
Basins  Commission  was  created  on 
March  6,  1967.  Studies  by  this  commis¬ 
sion  are  now  going  forward  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  agencies  of  the  States  of  Idaho, 
Oregon,  Washington,  Montana,  and 
Wyoming. 

Second.  The  Constitution  of  Idaho 
was  amended  in  1964  to  authorize  a  State 
water  resource  board.  This  was  funded 
in  1967.  The  purpose  is  to  study  and  in¬ 
ventory  the  water  and  land  resources  of 
the  State  and  to  determine  all  of  the 
present  and  future  water  needs.  The 
organization  has  been  completed.  A  staff 
has  been  selected  and  studies  are  now 
in  progress. 

Mr.  President,  after  having  achieved 
a  10-year  moratorium  in  the  Colorado 
River  Project  Act,  in  order  to  preserve 
our  options  provided  by  that  moratorium 
it  would  be  inconsistent  and  inexcusable 
to  remain  silent  while  dam  builders  argue 
over  who  will  build  a  dam  at  Appoloosa 
or  at  Mountain  Sheep  when  the  build¬ 
ing  of  either  project  would  foreclose  the 
hard- won  options  we  have  thus  far  suc¬ 
cessfully  defended. 

Speaking  for  Idaho — and  I  am  joined 
by  my  colleague  Senator  Church,  by 
Idaho’s  two  Representatives,  James  Mc¬ 
Clure,  of  the  First  District,  and  George 
Hansen,  of  the  Second  District,  and  by 
Governor  of  Idaho  Don  Samuelson — we 
intend  to  insure  that  Idaho’s  options  in 
water  resource  development  are  kept 
open  and  not  foreclosed  by  precipitate 
action  in  licensing  by  the  FPC  or  au¬ 
thorization  by  Congress  for  Federal  con¬ 
struction  of  any  dam  in  the  Middle 
Snake  area. 

Accordingly,  I  introduce  today,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself  and  my  distinguished 
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colleague  Senator  Church,  a  bill  to  pro¬ 
hibit  the  granting  of  a  license  to  con¬ 
struct  any  dam  in  the  Middle  Snake 
area  for  a  period  of  10  years.  I  am 
pleased  that  my  distinguished  colleague 
joins  me  as  cosponsor  of  this  bill.  Inas¬ 
much  as  hearings  have  just  been  held 
on  the  High  Mountain  Sheep  and  Ap¬ 
poloosa  sites,  it  is  imperative  that  all 
interested  parties  be  put  on  notice  now 
as  to  the  purpose  of  our  action  today. 

Here  are  some  pertinent  facts: 

First  High  Mountain  Sheep,  Appo¬ 
loosa,  and  Nez  Perce  are  mutually  ex¬ 
clusive,  that  is,  the  building  of  any  one 
would  preempt  the  building  of  either  of 
the  other  two.  Nez  Perce  site  is  superior 
to  the  other  two  in  every  way  because 
it  is  located  below  the  confluence  of  the 
Salmon  and  Snake  Rivers  and  would 
thus  use  the  water  from  both  rivers  be¬ 
hind  a  single  dam.  Consideration  of  Nez 
Perce  has  yielded  to  pressure  to  preserve 
anadromous  fish  runs. 

Second.  On  January  20,1958,  the  FPC 
denied  an  application  by  Pacific  North¬ 
west  Power  Co. — Project  No.  2173 — to 
build  dams  at  Mountain  Sheep  and 
Pleasant  Valley.  At  that  time  the  Com¬ 
mission  said: 

Commission  determines  that  applicants 
project  will  not  be  best  adapted  to  a  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  of  development  of  the  water 
resources  of  the  region  under  Section  10(a) 
of  the  Federal  Power  Act  after  finding  that 
the  Nez  Perce  project  would  have  more  flood 
control  benefits  and  greater  power  benefits 
than  applicants  proposed  project. 

Third.  The  reasons  for  denying  ap¬ 
plicant’s  application  are  even  more  valid 
now  than  they  were  in  1958.  Since  then 
preliminary  studies  disclose: 

That  the  future  economy  of  Idaho 
depends,  in  large  measure,  on  the  full 
utilization  of  its  land  and  water  re¬ 
sources; 

That  the  Snake  River  watersheds  will 
not  provide  enough  water  to  irrigate  the 
great  potential  of  adjacent  and  econom¬ 
ically  feasible  new  irrigable  lands; 

That  the  best  source  of  supplemental 
water  is  Idaho’s  own  Salmon  River; 

That  present  Salmon  runs  may  already 
be  doomed  by  the  building  of  the  ten 
dams  below  the  mouth  of  Salmon  River 
that  are  now  either  built,  under  con¬ 
struction  or  authorized  or  it  may  be  that 
fisheries  research  will  provide  a  means  of 
passing  fish  over  dams  without  the  high 
losses  that  obtain  now; 

That  to  achieve  Idaho’s  ultimate  rec¬ 
lamation  potential  both  supplemental 
water  supplies  and  low  cost  pumping 
power  are  essential; 

That  both  of  these  elements  are  avail¬ 
able  in  Salmon  River  storage  behind  Nez 
Perce  Dam  with  pump  back  to  project 
lands  by  low  cost  Nez  Perce  power; 

That  the  building  of  Nez  Perce  would 
not  only  make  possible  the  use  of  Salmon 
River  water  for  upstream  consumptive 
use  in  the  Snake  River  Basin  but  would 
make  available  for  the  same  purpose  the 
minimum  flow  of  5,000  cubic  feet  per  sec¬ 
ond  now  required  by  FPC  as  a  condition 
in  the  license  of  Idaho  Power  Co.  at  its 
three-dam  complex  upstream  in  the 
Middle  Snake. 

Idaho  is  at  the  crossroads.  The  stakes 
are  high.  Within  10  years  we  must  decide 
which  direction  to  take,  whether  it  be 
toward  achieving  our  high  reclamation 
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potential  by  full  development  of  the  Mid¬ 
dle  Snake  or  to  maintain  an  open  river. 
Each  course  has  its  strong  proponents. 
Fortunately,  it  is  a  decision  we  do  not 
have  to  make  now;  but  I  am  confident 
that  when  all  the  facts  are  available,  the 
people  will  make  a  wise  choice. 

Of  this  we  can  be  sure:  future  hydro¬ 
electric  development  for  power  alone 
must  give  way  to  multipurpose  develop¬ 
ment  or  even  to  development  of  alternate 
sources  of  power.  Nuclear  fueled  genera¬ 
tion  is  fast  coming  into  the  picture  as 
energy  needs  increase.  We  have  many 
sources  of  energy,  but  the  one  element 
indispensable  in  making  the  desert  bloom 
is  water. 

In  Idaho  we  have  a  double  loyalty  in 
our  great  love  for  our  vast  forests,  moun-  . 
tain  meadows,  open  ranges,  lakes  and 
streams.  We  are  determined  to  protect 
our  great  wildlife  and  recreation  res¬ 
ources  and  we  are  equally  determined 
to  utilize  the  natural  resources  of  these 
areas  to  help  us  grow  and  develop  fully 
our  industrial  and  agricultural  potential. 
I  believe  that  these  objectives  are  not  in¬ 
compatible. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  4025)  to  prohibit  the  li¬ 
censing  of  hydroelectric  projects  on  the 
Middle  Snake  River  below  Hells  Canyon 
Dam  for  a  period  of  10  years,  introduced 
by  Mr.  Jordan  of  Idaho  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Church)  ,  was  received,  read 
twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  express  my  full  support  for  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  on  S.  1004,  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  project  bill. 

The  revised  bill  which  we  on  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  are  recommending  to 
the  Senate  today  is  a  good  bill.  It  rep¬ 
resents  a  great  forward  step  in  water 
resource  development  for  the  Colorado 
Basin.  It  resolves  many  long-standing 
controversies.  It  will  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Central  Arizona  project 
which  is,  perhaps,  the  most  urgently 
needed  water  resource  project  in  the 
Southwest.  For  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin  States,  the  measure  authorizes  a 
significant  program  of  project  construc¬ 
tion  and  investigation. 

As  originally  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives,  this  bill  was  unaccept¬ 
able  to  Idaho  and  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
It  contained  provisions  which  would  have 
authorized  feasibility  studies  for  divert¬ 
ing  water  out  of  the  Columbia-Snake 
River  Basin  into  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  Studies  for  such  a  transbasin 
water  diversion  posed  a  grave  threat  to 
thb  future  growth  and  development  of 
Idaho. 

For  this  reason,  my  colleague,  Senator 
Jordan,  and  I  joined  hands  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate  In¬ 
terior  Committee,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  to  insist  that 
all  language  authorizing  such  feasibility 
studies  of  transbasin  diversions  be 
stricken  from  the  bill.  This  we  accom¬ 
plished  after  8  days  of  hard  bargaining 
sessions  in  the  conference  committee. 


Indeed,  we  not  only  avoided  a  serious 
reversal  in  the  conference,  but  we  ac¬ 
tually  gained  ground.  Until  now,  under 
existing  law,  the  Department  of  Inte¬ 
rior  possessed  the  authority  to  conduct 
reconnaissance  studies — general  surveys 
as  opposed  to  detailed  feasibility 
studies — of  transbasin  diversion.  How¬ 
ever,  we  added  a  provision  to  this  bill 
which  prohibits  the  Government  from 
undertaking  any  such  reconnaissance 
surveys  for  a  period  of  10  years,  so  that 
we  in  the  Northwest  may  be  assured  of 
adequate  time  to  plan  for  the  prudent 
utilization  of  our  own  water  resources. 
The  moratorium  represents  a  very  solid 
victory  for  Idaho  and  the  Northwest. 

In  this  regard,  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  my  distinguished  colleague  [Mr. 
Jordan]  for  the  initiative  he  showed  in 
suggesting  the  moratorium,  to  which  I 
gave  my  full,  wholehearted,  and  unstint¬ 
ing  support. 

Water  resources  have  greatly  imple¬ 
mented  the  economic  growth  of  Idaho 
and  the  Northwest.  Only  recently,  how¬ 
ever,  have  we  begun  to  realize  that  in  our 
region,  as  elsewhere,  there  are  limits  to 
that  resource.  Careful  planning  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  insure  that  the  highest  and 
wisest  use  is  made  of  our  rivers  and 
underground  water. 

Water  resource  decisions,  once  made, 
are  difficult  to  reverse.  Dams  are  con¬ 
structed  to  last  a  century  and  more. 
Water  committed  to  one  purpose  is  not 
easily  regained  for  another.  Natural 
streams,  once  destroyed,  can  seldom  be 
restored.  We  in  the  Northwest  do  not 
want  to  make  such  decisions  with  un¬ 
seemly  haste.  The  10-year  moratorium 
in  this  bill  will  permit  us  to  make  our 
plans  based  on  adequate  studies  and 
deliberations. 

The  present  controversy  over  an  ap¬ 
propriate  plan  for  development  of  the 
Middle  Snake  River  is  a  case  in  point. 
The  variety  of  proposals  which  have 
been  advanced,  and  the  intensity  of  the 
disagreement,  is  evidence  that  the  best 
choice  is  not  yet  clear.  There  has  been 
concern,  however,  that  further  postpone¬ 
ment  of  development  could  be  used  as  an 
argument  for  diversion.  But  with  the  in¬ 
clusion  in  this  bill  of  a  10-year  mora¬ 
torium  on  trans-basin  diversion  studies, 
we  can  now  afford  to  preserve  our  options 
on  the  Middle  Snake  a  while  longer.  In 
the  next  decade,  technological  advances 
in  nuclear  power  generation  of  elec¬ 
tricity,  and  other  developments  may 
make  the  need  for  high,  single-purpose 
hydroelectric  dams  obsolete,  and  it  may 
well  turn  out  that  this  magnificent  gorge, 
the  deepest  on  the  North  American  conti¬ 
nent,  with  its  world  famous  section  of 
white  water  and  its  anadromous  fishery 
can  be  preserved  in  all  of  its  wonderful 
recreational  aspects.  These  are  questions 
which  the  10-year  moratorium  will  allow 
us  to  decide. 

Therefore,  I  am  pleased  to  join  with 
my  colleague,  Senator  Jordan,  in  intro¬ 
ducing  legislation  today  which  would  re¬ 
strict  for  a  period  of  10  years,  the  licens¬ 
ing  authority  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  on  the  Middle  Snake  River,  re¬ 
turning  to  Congress  the  right  of  decision 
concerning  the  construction  of  any  dam 
on  this  stretch  of  the  Snake  River. 


Mr.  President,  I  reiterate  my  complete 
support  of  the  conference  report  on  S. 
1004,  and  I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  soon  take  final  action  on  S.  1004, 
a  measure  originally  introduced  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Hayden.  The  history  of  S.  1004  and 
its  predecessor  bills  has,  indeed,  been  a 
stormy  one.  Literally  months  of  hear¬ 
ings  have  been  held  in  the  House  and 
Senate,  and  the  record  of  those  hearings 
consumes  several  thousand  printed  pages. 
In  the  Senate  the  first  executive  session 
of  the  Interior  Committee  on  this  and 
other  similar  measures  was  held  on  June 
9,  1967,  and  the  last  executive  session 
was  held  on  June  29,  1967.  Similar 
lengthy  executive  markup  sessions  were 
also  held  in  the  House  Interior  Commit¬ 
tee  earlier  this  year  on  a  companion 
measure  H.R.  3300,  whose  language  was 
ultimately  substituted  for  the  language 
of  the  Senate-passed  version,  S.  1004, 
and  was  then  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  under  number  S.  1004. 
A  conference  was  called  to  iron  out  the 
differences  between  the  two  measures 
and  the  product  of  that  conference  is 
now  pending  before  the  Senate.  It  took 
seven  long  sessions  to  complete  the  con¬ 
ference  committee’s  work.  The  product 
of  that  conference  committee  is,  indeed, 
a  compromise  and,  while  I  did  sign  the 
conference  report,  I  wish  to  make  it  clear 
that  I  did  so  not  without  certain  con¬ 
cerns  which  I  will  discuss  in  detail  to¬ 
day. 

I  am  also  constrained  to  express  my 
disappointment  in  the  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  could  not  be  persuaded  to  accept  my 
bill,  S.  1242,  which  I  consider  to  be  a 
much  more  forward-looking  approach  to 
resolving  the  water  problems  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  and,  indeed,  of  the 
entire  West.  I  am  gratified  that  many  of 
the  provisions  of  S.  1242  have  been  in¬ 
corporated  into  S.  1004  in  its  final  form. 
The  most  important  of  those  provisions, 
from  Colorado’s  point  of  view,  was 
eventually  included  in  the  Senate-passed 
bill  and  is  in  the  conference  version.  This 
is  the  authorization  of  five  reclamation 
projects  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico. 
These  five  projects,  the  Animas-La  Pla¬ 
ta,  the  Dolores,  the  Dallas  Creek,  the 
San  Miguel,  and  the  West  Divide,  are 
participating  projects  under  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act  and  will 
go  a  long  way  toward  putting  to  bene¬ 
ficial  use  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  al¬ 
located  to  the  upper  basin,  and  particu¬ 
larly  to  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Other  provisions  which  clarified  the 
operation  of  both  the  Glen  Canyon  and 
the  Hoover  Dams  and  their  interrelation¬ 
ship  were  included  in  the  Senate  version 
of  S.  1004,  but  these  provisions  were  fur¬ 
ther  improved  and  further  clarified  as 
the  legislation  emerged  from  conference, 
and  will  go  a  long  way  to  insure  peace 
and  tranquility  on  the  troubled  waters  of 
the  Colorado  River,  by  helping  to  insure 
that  the  river  is  managed  in  such  a  way 
as  to  maximize  beneficial  uses  of  that 
water,  while  protecting  Upper  Basin 
rights  for  future  development  of  its  ap¬ 
portioned  water. 

Another  important  provision  that  was 
contained  in  both  the  Senate-passed  ver¬ 
sion  and  the  conference  version  is  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River 
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Basin  development  fund.  While  I  was  dis¬ 
appointed  that  the  Hualapai  Dam  was 
not  included  in  this  authorization,  it  is 
important  that  the  fund  be  established 
for  future  development  of  the  river.  Un¬ 
der  the  present  projections,  the  first  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  development  fund  will  be 
made  in  the  year  2010  in  the  amount  of 
$8,115,000.  Earlier  projections,  which  in¬ 
cluded  the  Hualapai  Dam  revenues  indi¬ 
cated  that  by  the  year  2010,  $209  million 
would  already  be  on  deposit  in  the  devel¬ 
opment  fund.  It  is  my  firm  conviction 
that  serious  water  shortage  problems  will 
have  to  be  dealt  with  before  the  end  of 
this  century,  and  these  shortages  will  be 
of  such  proportions  that  the  solutions  will 
require  bold  new  concepts  and  the  con¬ 
struction  of  works  on  a  scale  not  hereto¬ 
fore  thought  possible.  This  will  require 
a  solvent  and  sizable  development  fund, 
and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  I  regret  the 
wasting  of  a  potentially  valuable  asset 
in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  which  could 
have  provided  so  many  benefits  to  the 
basin  and  its  people.  When  one  considers 
the  enormous  benefits  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest  which  have  resulted  from  the 
almost  continuous  string  of  dams  from 
Bonneville  upstream  even  into  Canada, 
it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  such 
benefits  should  be  denied  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  and  why  the  Hualapai  Dam 
was  so  tenaciously  opposed  by  the  North¬ 
west.  Nevertheless,  the  bill  before  us 
contains  two  provisions  that  precluded 
studying  or  constructing  a  dam  between 
Glen  Canyon  and  Hoover  Dams.  The 
Federal  Power  Commission  is  prohibited 
from  granting  a  license  to  any  public  or 
private  agency  that  may  wish  to  con¬ 
struct  a  dam.  The  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  is  also  precluded  from  studying  or 
constructing  any  dams  in  this  reach  of 
the  Colorado  River. 

As  a  result  of  the  elimination  of 
Hualapai  Dam  a  new  source  of  power  had 
to  be  obtained  for  the  operation  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  pumps,  and  it 
is  provided  under  section  303  of  the  act. 
The  Secretary  is  permitted  to  enter  into 
contracts  for  the  prepayment  of  elec¬ 
trical  power  and  capacity  of  thermal  gen¬ 
erating  plants  to  be  constructed  some¬ 
where  in  the  general  vicinity  of  Page, 
Ariz.  Under  present  plans,  these  gen¬ 
erating  plants  will  be  coal-fired.  For  the 
first  time  we  discover  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  albeit  by  the  backdoor,  in 
the  thermal  generating  business.  While 
I  have  consistently  been  a  strong  sup¬ 
porter  of  reclamation  and  reclamation 
principles,  I  am  concerned  over  this  de¬ 
parture  from  the  basic  principle  that 
power  development  in  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects  be  limited  to  only  that  power  de¬ 
velopment  which  is  reasonably  a  part  of 
the  reclamation  project’  that  is,  that 
power  development  would  be  a  natural 
adjunct  to  the  impounding  of  water  be¬ 
hind  a  dam  built  for  diversion  or  river 
regulation.  The  pre-purchase  of  gen¬ 
erating  capacity  in  a  thermal  plant — 
and  much  of  the  power  will  be  sold  rather 
than  used  for  pumping — seems  to  me  to 
be  an  unreasonable  extension  of  that 
principle.  I  will  admit  that  the  circum¬ 
stances  of  this  project  are  rather  un¬ 
usual.  The  authority  granted  in  this 
legislation  shall  not  be  considered  a 
precedent  to  be  used  by  the  Department 


of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  to  launch  a  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  thermal  generating  plants 
across  the  land.  Such  a  program  would 
do  irreparable  damage  to  reclamation.  It 
is  for  the  reason  that  I  am  a  strong 
supporter  of  reclamation  that  I  would 
not  like  to  see  any  such  effort  made  by 
the  Department. 

ANALYSIS  OP  CERTAIN  SALIENT  PROVISIONS 

Title  I  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
conference  committee  contains  a  state¬ 
ment  of  objective  and  establishes  the 
congressional  policy  with  respect  to 
meeting  the  needs  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  The  objective  is  well  stated  in 
the  first  sentence  of  section  102(a),  and 
I  believe  it  bears  repeating  here: 

It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to  provide  a 
program  for  the  further  comprehensive  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  and  for  the  provision  of 
additional  and  adequate  water  supplies  for 
use  in  the  upper  as  well  as  the  lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  basin. 

This  is  to  be  accomplished  through  “a 
regional  water  plan,”  as  set  forth  in  sub¬ 
section  (b) .  Thus,  the  objective  coupled 
with  the  directives  of  title  II  clearly  cloak 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  the 
authority  and  impose  upon  him  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  planning  the  best  possible 
use  of  the  Nation’s  water  resources  west 
of  the  Continental  Divide.  This  objective 
is  one  of  the  most  important  parts  of  the 
entire  act  so  far  as  the  Western  United 
States  is  concerned,  and,  I  believe  it  can 
safely  be  assumed  that  the  Governors  of 
those  States  and  their  knowledgeable 
water  experts  will  be  working  with  dili¬ 
gence  to  make  certain  that  any  future 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  carries  out  the 
mandate  laid  down  by  the  Congress. 

Title  II  directs  the  Secretary  to  make 
certain  studies,  investigations,  and  as¬ 
sessments.  Section  201  requires  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  conduct  “full  and  complete”  re¬ 
connaissance  studies  to  develop  a  general 
plan  to  meet  the  future  water  needs  of 
the  West,  or,  in  other  words,  to  meet  the 
objective  of  section  102.  These  studies 
will  include  investigations  and  assess¬ 
ments  of  water  supply  and  the  long- 
range  water  requirements  of  each  water 
region,  looking  toward  a  West-wide  plan 
for  meeting  the  water  needs  of  the  11 
Western  States.  Such  studies  are  to  be 
coordinated  with  existing  water  resources 
planning  agencies,  and  the  States,  and 
progress  reports  are  to  be  submitted  to 
the  President  and  Congress  every  2  years, 
commencing  in  1971,  with  a  final  recon¬ 
naissance  report  to  be  submitted  not 
later  than  June  30, 1977. 

While  the  Secretary  can  study  thee 
needs  and  water  supply  of  all  Western 
areas,  and  methods  of  augmenting  the 
supply  in  critical  water-short  areas,  he 
is  proscribed  from  looking  to  augmenta¬ 
tion  sources  outside  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States,  as  defined  in  section  201, 
for  a  period  of  10  years  after  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  act.  In  offering  this  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Northwest  Senators  made  a 
strong  argument  for  this  moratorium  on 
the  basis  that  their  States,  and  particu¬ 
larly  Idaho,  were  now  in  the  process  of 
making  definitive  studies  of  their  long- 
range  water  needs  and  water  supplies, 
and  that  the  10-year  moratorium  was 
needed  for  completion  and  evaluation  of 
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those  studies.  I  am  somewhat  confused 
by  this  apparent  distrust  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  who  has  done  more 
than  any  other  executive  department  of¬ 
ficial  to  support  the  position  of  the 
Northwestern  States.  But,  be  that  as  it 
may,  the  majority  of  the  conference 
committee  was  persuaded  to  add  such  a 
moratorium  simply  because  it  was  appar¬ 
ent  that  there  would  be  no  bill  passed 
without  it. 

It  should  be  fully  understood  by  every¬ 
one  concerned  that  this  moratorium 
against  even  studying  an  importation  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  from  any 
and  all  sources  except  parts  of  the  seven 
Colorado  River  Basin  States  on  a  pre¬ 
liminary  or  reconnaissance  basis  is  dis¬ 
crimination  against  the  welfare  of  seven 
sovereign  States  of  the  Pacific  Southwest. 
It  is  discriminatory  for  the  simple  reason 
that  it  imposes  a  new  limitation  upon 
existing  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  make  examinations  and 
surveys  for  works  for  the  storage,  diver¬ 
sion,  and  development  of  waters.  A  read¬ 
ing  of  section  2  of  the  Reclamation  Act 
of  1902,  as  amended,  will  substantiate 
this  simple  truth. 

I  do  have  difficulty  in  understanding 
why  the  protections  contained  in  the 
House  version  of  the  bill  were  inadequate. 
The  House-passed  bill  contained  two 
area-of -origin  protections  which  have 
now  been  swept  away  by  the  substitution 
of  the  new  section  201.  Under  the  House 
version,  the  Secretary  could  not  “make 
any  recommendation  for  the  importing 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  system 
from  other  river  basins  without  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  those  States  which  will  be  af¬ 
fected  by  such  exportation,”  and  further, 
the  Secretary  was  required  to  “investi¬ 
gate  and  prepare  estimates  of  the  long- 
range  water  supply  in  States  and  areas 
from  which  water  could  be  imported  into 
the  Colorado  River  system,  together  with 
estimates  and  plans  to  satisfy  the  prob¬ 
able  ultimate  requirements  for  water 
within  such  States  and  areas  of  origin  for 
all  purposes.”  It  was  my  sincere  belief 
that  those  protections  were  more  than 
adequate.  The  Northwest  apparently  pre¬ 
fers  to  have  a  10-year  fence  thrown  up 
around  it.  Admittedly,  this  may  cause 
some  delay  in  coming  to  grips  with  our 
West-wide  water  supply  problems — a 
delay  not  necessarily  confined  to  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  Basin  alone.  Such  delay  will 
not  be  fatal,  and  we  can  live  with  it,  if 
others  can. 

Senators  should  clearly  understand, 
however,  that  all  augmentation  studies 
cannot  be  delayed  for  a  decade  if  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project  is  to  remain  feasible, 
because  as  the  statement  on  the  part  of 
the  managers  of  the  House  says: 

While  there  is  disagreement  with  respect 
time,  the  cold  fact  remains  that  eventually 
the  water  supply  for  the  Central  Arizona 
project  will  be  reduced  to  less  than  300,000 
acre  feet  annually  unless  augmentation  be¬ 
comes  a  reality. 

When  one  considers  that  the  central 
Arizona  project  will  be  designed,  provid¬ 
ing  that  the  3,000  second  foot  aqueduct 
is  found  feasible,  to  divert  up  to  2,000,000 
acre-feet  annually  with  projected  water 
sales  at  about  1.8  million  acre-feet,  a 
diminution  of  available  water  to  only 
300,000  acre-feet  per  year  without  the 
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hope  of  augmentation  would  cast  severe 
doubt  upon  the  advisability  of  its  con¬ 
struction.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  have 
insisted  that  augmentation  studies  must 
be  a  part  of  any  legislation  authorizing 
the  construction  of  the  central  Arizona 
project. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  conference  committee,  the 
Secretary  is  free  to  search  for  additional 
sources  of  water  within  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  as  defined  in  section  201, 
including  the  only  area  of  apparent  wa¬ 
ter  surplus,  northern  California.  The 
Secretary  is  also  free  to  consider  aug¬ 
mentation  through  weather  modification 
and  desalination.  Therefore,  during  the 
10-year  period  of  the  moratorium,  the 
Secretary  is  expected  and  directed  to 
study  importation  from  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia,  weather  modification,  desalina¬ 
tion  and  to  investigate  methods  of  re¬ 
ducing  water  losses  within  the  basin. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion  as  agreed  to  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  investigations  and  studies  do  not 
terminate  with  the  submission  of  the 
initial  reconnaissance  report  in  1977. 
This  is  only  a  first  phase.  Studies  are 
to  continue  pursuant  to  existing  author¬ 
ity  in  the  reclamation  laws.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  required  to  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  as  to  feasibility  studies  that  might 
be  pursued  as  are  justified  and  appro¬ 
priate,  including  the  feasibility  of  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  Colorado  River  from 
sources  within  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  as  defined  in  section  201;  and  at 
the  exportation  of  the  10-year  mora¬ 
torium,  studies  are  to  be  made  of  poten¬ 
tial  importation  sources  outside  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  States,  and  recom¬ 
mendations  made  as  warranted. 

In  section  202,  Congress  declares  that 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  is  a  national  obligation  and  shall 
be  the  first  charge  against  any  augmen¬ 
tation  project.  The  Colorado  River  Basin 
States,  both  the  lower  division  and  the 
upper  division,  are  not  relieved  from  this 
burden  until  works  are  in  operation  capa¬ 
ble  of  augmenting  the  Colorado  River 
below  Lee  Ferry  in  a  quantity  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty — as  it  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  Colorado  River— including 
associated  transmission  losses.  There  is 
a  further  proviso  to  the  effect  that  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  shall  be  satisfied 
according  to  existing  law  until  such  time 
as  a  feasible  plan  showing  the  most  eco¬ 
nomical  means  of  augmenting  the  river 
by  2V2  million  acre-feet  shall  be  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress,  and  is  in  operation. 

Associated  with  declaring  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  Mexican  water  treaty  a  na¬ 
tional  obligation,  section  401  also  pro¬ 
vides  that  that  portion  of  the  costs  for 
augmenting  the  river  which  are  attribu¬ 
table  to  satisfying  the  treaty  water  de¬ 
livery  shall  be  nonreimbursable  on  a  pro 
rata  basis.  The  costs  of  any  augmenta¬ 
tion  in  excess  of  the  needs  for  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Mexican  water  treaty  are 
to  be  reimbursable.  This  will  provide 
flexibility  in  sizing  the  augmentation 
works  while  removing  the  costs  from  the 
taxpayers  of  augmenting  the  river  in 
excess  of  Mexican  treaty  requirements. 

Title  III  authorizes  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project  and  sets  the  size  of  the 


aqueduct  at  3,000  second  feet  or  such 
smaller  capacity  as  is  found  to  be  eco¬ 
nomically  justified  and  financially  feasi¬ 
ble.  Arizona  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  may  decide  what  capacity  above 
2,500  second  feet  is  best  suited  to  their 
needs  and  economically  most  justifiable, 
but  any  capacity  above  2,500  cubic  feet 
per  second  can  only  be  utilized  for  the 
conveyance  of  Colorado  River  water 
when  Lake  Powell  is  full  and  spilling, 
or  when  releases  are  made  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  reservoir  operating  cri¬ 
teria  of  section  602(a)  (3)  of  the  act. 

The  arguments  given  for  authorizing 
a  capacity  of  up  to  3,000  cubic  feet  per 
second  for  the  aqueduct  were  to  allow 
Arizona  to  take  advantage  of  any  excess 
or  flood  flows  that  may  pass  down  the 
river,  and,  more  importantly,  to  be  pre¬ 
pared  for  additional  water  that  may  be 
made  available  through  augmentation. 
Becuse  this  size  aqueduct  is  obviously 
considerably  larger  than  the  capacity 
needed  for  Arizona  to  divert  from  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  the 
water  apportioned  to  her  by  the  Supreme 
Court’s  decree  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  apportioned  by  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  the  cost  of  the  capacity 
beyond  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  must 
be  repaid  either  from  central  Arizona 
project  revenues  or  from  that  portion  of 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  devel¬ 
opment  fund,  which,  pursuant  to  subsec¬ 
tion  403  (f ) ,  is  available  to  assist  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project,  or  from  sources 
other  than  the  development  fund.  In  any 
event,  the  costs  of  the  capacity  above 
2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  shall  not  be 
an  obligation  of  the  part  of  the  fund 
that  is  dedicated  to  assisting  future  con- 
straction  of  augmentation  works.  As  a 
result,  the  authorization  of  $832,180,000. 
of  which  $53,180,000  is  the  projected 
cost  of  the  increased  capacity  from  2,500 
to  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second,  will  be 
reduced  proportionately  with  any  incre¬ 
mental  reduction  in  the  size  of  the  aque¬ 
duct  under  3,000  cubic  second  feet. 

Title  V  authorizes  the  five  Colorado 
and  New  Mexico  projects;  namely,  Ani- 
mas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek, 
West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel.  It  also 
conditionally  authorizes  the  Uintah  unit 
of  the  central  Utah  project.  Addition¬ 
ally,  it  amends  section  2  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  to  conform 
with  events  and  the  realities  of  the  many 
preliminary  studies  on  prospective  par¬ 
ticipating  projects. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  provision 
of  title  V,  as  it  affects  the  upper  basin 
is  found  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  501. 
Because  of  its  significance,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  sub¬ 
section  501(b)  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection  the  subsec¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  as 
nearly  as  practicable  with  the  construction 
of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  par¬ 
ticipating  Federal  reclamation  projects  con¬ 
currently  with  the  construction  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  to  the  end  that  such 
projects  shall  be  completed  not  later  than  the 
date  of  the  first  delivery  of  water  from  said 
Central  Arizona  Project:  Provided,  That  an 


appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each  of 
said  participating  projects  shall  have  been 
executived  as  provided  in  section  4  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat. 
107)  before  construction  shall  start  on  that 
particular  project. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  this  language  is  to  require  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  constructing 
the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel 
projects,  to  insure  that  the  planning  and 
the  accomplishment  of  preconstruction 
and  construction  activities  are  performed 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  insure  that  each 
of  the  five  projects  will  be  completed  and 
capable  of  full  operation  not  later  than 
the  date  of  first  delivery  of  Colorado 
River  water  to  water  users  under  the 
central  Arizona  project,  assuming,  of 
course,  that  appropriate  repayment  con¬ 
tracts  have  been  executed  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  section  4  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  before 
construction  begins.  Obviously,  the  proj¬ 
ects  will  not  require  the  same  length  of 
time  to  construct,  and  the  Secretary  can 
complete  some  of  the  projects  prior  to 
the  first  delivery  of  water  through  the 
central  Arizona  project,  but  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  expected  and  commanded  to  pro¬ 
gram  construction  of  all  five  projects  in 
such  a  way  as  to  insure  completion  and 
operation  of  all  five  not  later  than  the 
first  delivery  of  water  through  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project.  This  protection  is 
absolutely  essential  to  the  interests  of 
Colorado,  which  alone  produces  70  per¬ 
cent  of  the  water  of  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  River,  because  Colorado  has 
experienced  the  problem  of  obtaining 
construction  funds  for  projects  which 
have  been  authorized. 

Two  Colorado  projects  have  been  au¬ 
thorized  for  construction  for  4  years, 
Savery-Pot  Hook  and  Fruitland  Mesa, 
and  yet  no  construction  has  yet  been 
accomplished  on  either.  In  fact,  no  con¬ 
struction  funds  were  even  requested  in 
the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1969.  At  this 
time,  it  is  impossible  to  anticipate  when 
these  projects  will  be  constructed  and 
completed.  Further,  as  I  pointed  out  dur¬ 
ing  the  Senate  debate  on  S.  1004,  the 
fund  requirements  for  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project,  coupled  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  projects  now  under  construc¬ 
tion  or  about  to  be  constructed  will  very 
appreciably  increase  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation’s  annual  construction  budget. 
As  I  pointed  out  when  discussing  the 
Senate  version  of  S.  1004  on  August  7, 
1967,  the  fund  requirements  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
during  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth 
years  would  exceed  $100  million  per  year. 
I  also  called  to  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  the  fact  that  appropriations  for  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  construction  had 
averaged  over  the  10-year  period  of  fis¬ 
cal  year  1958  to  fiscal  year  1967  about 
$242  million  annually.  Senators  know 
that  fiscal  year  1968  appropriations 
dipped  from  that  average  to  about  $223 
million.  Senators  also  know  that  appro¬ 
priations  for  construction  in  fiscal  year 
1969  dropped  substantially,  to  a  level  be¬ 
low  $200  million.  This  has  been  due  to 
the  Nation’s  serious  fiscal  situation,  and 
has  caused  considerable  delay  and 
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stretch  out  of  present  ongoing  con¬ 
struction.  This  situation,  which  has  de¬ 
veloped  largely  since  my  predictions  of 
August  of  last  year,  will  serve  to  greatly 
intensify  the  funding  situation  and  make 
it  doubly  difficult  to  find  the  funds 
needed  to  carry  on  construction  of  au¬ 
thorized  reclamation  projects  at  an  eco¬ 
nomic  rate.  As  I  explained  last  year,  tak¬ 
ing  just  those  projects  actually  under¬ 
way  and  adding  to  them  the  Manson 
unit  of  the  Chief  Joseph  project,  the 
Tualatin  project  and  the  central  Arizona 
project  and  projecting  them  on  an  eco¬ 
nomic  rate  of  construction,  without  add¬ 
ing  any  new  projects,  the  funding  re¬ 
quirements  would  increase  and  ulti¬ 
mately  exceed  $525  million  annually  by 
the  fourth  year,  fiscal  year  1972.  Of 
course,  inflation  will  cause  upward  ad¬ 
justments  to  these  projections  just  as  fis¬ 
cal  restraints  have  caused  delays  and 
stretch  out  of  construction.  But,  the  fact 
remains,  that  with  the  start  of  construc¬ 
tion  on  the  projects  authorized  by  this 
bill,  funding  requirements  will  soar  to 
more  than  double  their  normal  level. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  the  con¬ 
temporaneous  construction  provision  is 
of  such  significance  to  the  upper  basin 
and  to  Colorado  in  particular.  Without 
it,  Colorado  would  face  the  constant 
threat  that  is  projects  would  be  shunted 
to  the  back  burner  to  simmer,  while  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  would  plunge  ahead  at  full 
speed. 

The  language  of  section  501(b)  of  the 
act  directing  the  Secretary  “to  proceed 
as  nearly  as  practicable  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  .  Animas-La  Plata, 
Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and 
San  Miguel  participating  Federal  rec¬ 
lamation  projects  concurrently  with  the 
construction  of  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect”  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  sacred  trust 
and  a  definite  legislative  commitment 
on  the  part  of  the  Congress.  Obviously, 
it  carries  with  it  the  direct  implication 
that  future  Congresses  will  make  con¬ 
struction  funds  available  for  these  proj¬ 
ects  simultaneously  with  funds  for  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  in  order  to  permit  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  meet  the  directive  that  such 
“five  projects  shall  be  completed  not  later 
than  the  date  of  the  first  delivery  of 
water  from  said  central  Arizona  project.” 
The  Senate  and  House  in  approving  the 
conference  report  will  be  effectuating 
this  policy  that  will  go  far  in  protecting 
my  State’s  right  to  use  its  share  of  the 
water  supply  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Basin,  under  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
Compact  and  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact. 

Here,  I  must  say,  we  come  to  one  of 
the  most  sensitive  parts  of  the  bill.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  almost  everyone  had  a  hand 
in  trying  to  write  language  which  would 
accomplish  the  exact  purpose  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  so  that  there  would  be  no  question. 

I  call  particular  attention  to  the  para¬ 
graph  I  have  just  finished  reading,  that 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  Colorado  projects  will 
be  constructed  and  financed  contem¬ 
poraneously  with  the  central  Arizona 
project  in  order  that,  as  I  have  just  read, 
they  will  be  completed  not  later  than 
the  date  of  the  first  delivery  of  water 
from  said  central  Arizona  project. 


The  language  to  which  I  referred  a 
moment  ago  provides  that  the  Secretary 
is  directed  to  proceed  as  nearly  as  prac¬ 
ticable  with  these  projects  to  the  end 
they  shall  be  completed  not  later  than 
the  first  delivery  of  water  from  the  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  project. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  is  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber.  He  spent  a  great  many  hours  on  this 
particular  piece  of  legislation,  as  did  we 
all.  He  was  present,  as  I  was,  at  each  of 
the  conferences  on  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee. 

Thus,  I  should  like  to  address  this 
question  to  him : 

Does  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  agree  with 
my  understanding  of  the  legislative  in¬ 
tent  of  subsection  501(b);  that  is,  that 
insofar  as  it  is  possible,  Congress  is  mak¬ 
ing  a  commitment,  by  the  enactment  of 
this  bill,  to  make  funds  available  in  such 
fashion  as  to  permit  the  Secretary  to 
carry  out  his  directive  to  plan  and  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  construction  of  five  Colo¬ 
rado  projects,  in  such  manner  that  such 
projets  shall  be  completed  not  later  than 
the  date  of  the  first  delivery  of  water 
from  the  central  Arizona  project? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Let  me  respond  as  fol¬ 
lows:  The  pertinent  language  of  sub¬ 
section  501(b)  reads  as  follows.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  referred  to  it,  but  I  shall  re¬ 
state  it: 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  as 
nearly  as  practicable  with  the  construction 
of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek, 
West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  participating 
Federal  reclamation  projects  concurrently 
with  the  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona 
Project,  to  the  end  that  such  projects  shall 
be  completed  not  later  than  the  date  of  the 
first  delivery  of  wtaer  from  said  Central 
Arizona  Project. 

I  shall  not  read  the  proviso. 

The  conference  committee,  on  section 
501(b),  adopted  the  language  of  the 
House  amendment  to  the  bill,  which  di¬ 
rects  the  Secretary  to  construct  as  nearly 
as  practicable  the  five  upper  basin  recla¬ 
mation  projects  concurrently  with  the 
central  Arizona  project. 

As  I  understand  the  language  of  this 
subsection,  if  adopted,  it  would  constitute 
a  clear  expression  of  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  benefits  of  the  upper 
basin  projects  will  become  available 
at  the  same  time  as  those  of  the  central 
Arizona  project. 

I  understand  this  intention  to  be  a 
part  of  the  compromise  among  the  States 
of  the  Colorado  Basin,  which  made 
agreement  on  a  conference  report  pos¬ 
sible. 

If  enacted,  this  subsection  will  direct 
the  Secretary  to  plan  his  construction 
program  and  request  appropriations  in 
such  a  way  as  to  make  the  five  upper 
basin  projects  operational  not  later 
than  the  date  of  the  first  delivery  of 
water  from  the  central  Arizona  project. 

I  further  consider  this  language  to  be 
an  expression  to  future  Congresses,  of 
the  desire  of  this  Congress  that,  insofar 
as  possible,  funds  will  be  appropriated  to 
adequately  fund  such  a  construction 
program. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  think  I 
understand  the  chairman  perfectly.  He 


has,  as  nearly  as  I  can  identify  his  words, 
stated  exactly  what  the  situation  was  in 
the  conference  and  what  the  purpose  of 
the  legislation  and  the  report  was. 

I  might  say  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator  from  Colorado,  any  other  plan  or 
development  would  not  have  resulted  in 
a  bill  this  year.  I  am  sure  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  hinted  in  his  remarks  that  there 
would  not  have  been  a  bill  unless  there 
had  been  some  understanding  about  the 
construction  being  carried  on  contem¬ 
poraneously  of  the  Colorado  projects  and 
the  projects  in  Arizona. 

In  all  frankness,  let 'me  say  that  what 
impels  this  particular  provision  in  the 
bill  is  my  concern,  after  having  dealt 
with  water  a  great  many  years  as  a  law¬ 
yer  in  private  practice — and  considering 
the  fact  that  the  aqueduct  has  been 
raised  first  from  1,800  cubic  feet  per  sec¬ 
ond  to  2,500  feet  and  now  to  3,000  feet,  a 
provision  that  I  did  not  agree  with  and 
tried  to  get  modified  in  the  conference 
committee — if  the  water  has  once  gone 
downstream  and  become  a  part  of  a  de¬ 
veloped  economy  in  the  State  of  Arizona, 
the  Supreme  Court,  at  least  as  it  is  now 
constituted,  might  very  well  find  a  way  to 
get  around  the  guarantees  contained  in 
the  Colorado  River  compact  and  the  Up¬ 
per  Colorado  River  Basin  compact,  to 
which  the  United  States  is  a  signatory, 
and  both  of  which  have  been  approved  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

So,  looking  down  the  road  30  or  40 
or  50  years,  subsection  501(b)  is  the  only 
method  that  I  think  will  provide  the  pro¬ 
tection  that  the  Upper  Colorado  River 
States  need,  and  particularly  the  State 
of  Colorado. 

I  am  about  to  continue  with  some 
other  matters  at  this  time  in  connection 
with  this  subject.  I  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  very  much.  Unfortunately,  he 
and  I  did  not  agree  on  too  many  points 
in  the  entire  legislation,  but  certainly 
there  has  not  been  a  piece  of  legislation 
that  has  been  more  carefully  examined 
and  discussed  by  any  committee  than 
this  particular  bill.  I  do  not  think  it  is  an 
overstatement  to  say  that  literally  every 
word  was  gone  over  by  the  conference 
committee  as  a  group  in  the  seven  long 
sessions,  and  I  am  appreciative  of  the  co¬ 
operation  the  chairman  gave  me  when 
that  occurred. 

However,  it  should  be  fully  understood 
by  the  people  of  Colorado  and  more 
especially  the  officers  and  directors  of 
the  appropriate  water  conservancy  dis¬ 
tricts,  that  concomitant  with  the  ob¬ 
ligations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Congress  to  assure  contempo¬ 
raneous  construction  of  the  five  Colorado 
projects  with  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect  goes  the  obligation  to  perform  all 
acts  necessary  to  insure  early  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  projects,  and  that  as  these 
projects  are  completed  the  water  made 
available  is  fully  put  to  a  beneficial  use 
as  rapidly  as  possible.  This  is  equally  as 
important  to  the  protection  of  Colorado’s 
right  to  the  use  of  its  share  of  Colorado 
River  water  as  is  the  assurance  of  con¬ 
temporaneous  construction.  The  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  have  a  right  to  expect  nothing  less. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  address 
to  the  chairman  a  question  that  has  been 
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raised.  I  am  sure  I  know  what  his  answer 
is,  but  I  think  it  ought  to  be  a  part  of 
the  Record. 

It  is  true,  is  it  not,  that  this  particular 
legislation  is  in  no  way  intended  to  impair 
the  rights  of  the  people  of  the  State  of 
Colorado  or  the  State  of  Colorado  to  use 
the  water  allotted  to  them  or  the  State 
by  the  various  compacts  which  have  been 
created? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the  per¬ 
tinent  language  applicable  in  response  to 
the  distinguished  Senator’s  question  is 
to  be  found  in  title  VI,  section  601  (a) , 
which  reads  as  follows : 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to 
alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  (45  Stat.  1057) ,  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31) ,  the  Water 
Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican 
States  (Treaty  Series  994;  59  Stat.  1219),  the 
decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
and  others  (376  U.S.  340) ,  or,  except  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  herein,  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774; 
43  U.S.C.  618a)  or  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620). 

I  think  those  are  all  of  the  pertinent 
citations  that  relate  ’  to  the  question 
which  the  able  Senator  has  properly 
raised.  .1  think  the  statutory  language 
makes  it  very  clear,  as  stated  in  section 
601(a)  of  this  measure,  that  this  measure 
does  not  alter  any  part  of  the  compacts 
which  assure  the  State  of  Colorado  its 
allotment  of  Colorado  River  water. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much. 

Sections  501(e)  and  (f)  are  of  partic¬ 
ular  significance  to  my  State  of  Colorado. 
These  sections  will  aid  both  State  and 
Federal  officials  in  the  administration  of 
water  rights  and  the  operation  of  proj¬ 
ects  depending  upon  the  Colorado  River 
system  for  their  water  supply.  Because 
nearly  the  entire  State  of  Colorado,  both 
the  area  west  of  the  Continental  Divide 
and  the  area  east  of  the  Divide,  must 
depend,  in  large  part,  upon  the  Colorado 
River  for  its  water  supply,  now  and  for 
future  growth,  these  sections  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  State  of  Colorado  to  clarify 
existing  misunderstandings.  The  eastern 
slope  rights  are  closely  tied  to  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  under 
Senate  Document  80,  75th  Congress,  first 
session,  by  reason  of  the  incorporation  of 
certain  provisions  of  that  document  in 
that  decree  of  the  U.S.  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Colorado  which  defines 
the  rights  of  both  the  United  States  and 
certain  east  slope  appropriators  in  the 
Blue  River. 

Under  the  law,  the  definition  of  those 
rights  by  the  court  is  simply  a  descrip¬ 
tion  of  what  those  east  slope  users  and 
the  United  States,  as  appropriators,  did 
to  create  their  respective  rights.  In  de¬ 
scribing  the  rights  of  the  United  States 
therefore,  the  court,  rather  than  pre¬ 
suming  to  intrude  upon  the  functions  of 
Congress,  merely  copied  the  language 
of  Senate  Document  80  without  inter¬ 
preting  it.  Since  question  exists,  not  as 
to  any  court  interpretation,  but  as  to  the 
Congress  purpose  in  creating  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir,  it  is  appropriate 
that  only  Congress  resolve  any  problem 


relating  to  this  Federal  property  which 
may  have  arisen  out  of  this  congressional 
document;  and  this  we  have  done  in  the 
pending  bill. 

In  reporting  on  section  7(d)  of  S.  1004 
as  passed  by  the  Senate  in  1967,  which  is 
identical  with  section  501(f)  of  the  bill, 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  stated  in  its  report  No. 
408,  90th  Congress,  first  session,  at  pages 
60  and  61: 

Section  7(d).  Subsection  (d)  has  been  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  legislation  in  order  to  give 
congressional  interpretation  to  the  meaning 
of  the  words  “any  western  slope  appropria¬ 
tions”  that  appear  in  paragraph  (I)  of  that 
section  of  Senate  Document  No.  80,  75th 
Congress,  first  session,  entitled  “Manner  of 
Operation  of  Project  Facilities  and  Auxiliary 
Features.”  The  meaning  of  these  words  which 
this  subsection  approves  is  the  same  as  that 
approved  by  the  Colorado  Water  Conserva¬ 
tion  Board.  The  section  of  Senate  Document 
No.  80  referred  to  provides  for  three  principal 
water  components  of  the  Colorado-Big 
Thompson  Federal  reclamation  project; 
namely,  for  diversion  of  water  to  the  eastern 
slope  of  Colorado,  for  storage  of  replacement 
water,  and  for  storage  of  water  for  use  in 
western  Colorado.  The  replacement  water 
(52,000  acre-feet)  and  water  for  use  in  west¬ 
ern  Colorado  (100,000  acre-feet)  are  stored 
in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  in  western 
Colorado. 

The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (g)  of  the 
particular  section  of  Senate  Document  No. 
80  in  question  says : 

“The  100,000  acre-feet  of  storage  in  said 
reservoir  shall  be  considered  to  have  the  same 
date  of  priority  of  appropriation  as  that  for 
water  diverted  or  stored  for  transmountain 
diversion.” 

This  quoted  sentence  is  subsequently 
qualified  by  paragraph  (i)  of  the  same  sec¬ 
tion  which,  with  reference  to  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  states,  in  part,  as  follows: 

“Notwithstanding  the  relative  priorities 
specified  in  paragraph  (g)  herein,  if  an  ob¬ 
ligation  is  created  under  said  compact  to 
augment  the  supply  of  water  from  the  State 
of  Colorado  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  said 
compact,  the  diversion  for  the  benefit  of  the 
eastern  slope  shall  be  discontinued  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  any  western  slope  appropriations.” 

The  committee  was  informed  that  there 
has  been  considerable  misunderstanding 
within  the  State  of  Colorado  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  additional  projects  herein  authorized 
when  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  above  quoted 
provisions  of  Senate  Document  No.  80.  Al¬ 
though  the  misunderstandings  may  be  less 
real  than  they  appear,  the  committee  agrees 
to  resolving  the  matter  by  approving  the 
interpretation  of  the  words  “any  western 
slope  appropriations”  to  mean  and  refer  to 
the  appropriations  heretofore  made  for  stor¬ 
age  in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  on  the 
western  slope  of  Colorado.  It  is  the  view  of 
the  committee  that  any  other  interpretation 
would  interfere  with  water  rights  vested  by 
law  in  prior  appropriators,  and  that  the  ap¬ 
proved  interpretation  defines  and  observes 
the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate 
Document  No.  80,  and  does  not,  in  any  way, 
affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obligations 
arising  under  Senate  Document  No.  80  or 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  word  “ap¬ 
propriations”  immediately  preceeding 
the  phrase  “heretofore  made  for  storage 
in  Green  Mountain  Reservoir,”  as  con¬ 
tained  in  the  just  quoted  paragraph  from 
the  Senate  committee  report,  should 
have  been  in  the  singular.  It  appears  to 
be  a  typographical  error,  since  the  per¬ 
tinent  language  of  S.  1004,  the  bill  which 
the  committee  reported,  reads  in  section 
7D  as  follows: 


The  appropriation  heretofore  made  for 
storage  of  water  in  Green  Mountain  Res¬ 
ervoir  .  . 

The  foregoing  interpretation  is  iden¬ 
tical  with  that  adopted  by  the  official 
agencies  of  the  State  of  Colorado.  The 
Governor  of  Colorado,  testifying  before 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  during  the  week  of  May 
2-5,  1957 — report  on  hearings  before  the 
Senate  committee  on  S.  1004  and  similar 
bills,  90th  Congress,  first  session,  page 
534 — stated: 

Our  proposal  to  authorize  certain  proj¬ 
ects  within  our  State  under  the  authority 
of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act 
is  in  accordance  with  long-established  State 
policy  and  our  internal  allocation  of  water. 
However,  there  has  been  considerable  mis¬ 
understanding  within  the  State  of  Colorado 
as  to  the  effect  of  such  projects  when  viewed 
in  light  of  certain  provisions  of  Senate 
Document  80,  75th  Congress,  first  session. 
This  misunderstanding  has  affected  har¬ 
monious  relationships  within  the  State  and 
needs  clarification.  As  a  matter  of  State, 
policy,  our  State  water  board  and  State 
legislature  have  adopted  an  interpretation 
of  paragraph  (i)  of  the  section  of  Senate 
Document  80  entitled  “Manner  of  Operation 
of  Project  Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features.” 
The  interpretation  is  that  the  words  “any 
western  slope  appropriations”  in  said  para¬ 
graph  (i)  mean  and  refer  to  the  appropria¬ 
tion  heretofore  made  for  storage  in  Green 
Mountain  Reservoir.  We  believe  that  this  in¬ 
terpretation  defines  and  observes  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  said  paragraph  (i) ,  and  does  not,  in 
any  way.  affect  or  alter  any  rights  or  obliga¬ 
tions  arising  under  Senate  Document  80  or 
under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 
Since  it  was  a  congressional  document 
which  created  the  problem,  we  believe  that 
it  is  appropriate  that  clarification  of  the 
document  in  accordance  with  our  interpre¬ 
tation  be  contained  in  any  legislation  which 
would  authorize  further  projects  under  the 
authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act. 

Such  clarification  is  contained  in  some  of 
the  legislation  now  pending  and  we  urge  that 
it  be  retained. 

The  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board,  the  official  water  policy  group  of 
the  State  of  Colorado,  when  considering 
this  problem  at  its  meeting  of  February 
8,  1966,  in  official  action,  adopted  the 
following ; 

While  the  misunderstanding  may  be  more 
vexatious  than  real,  it  now  appears  neces¬ 
sary  that  this  Board  adopt,  as  a  matter  of 
state  policy,  and  interpretation  of  paragraph 
(i)  of  the  section  of  Senate  Document  No.  80 
entitled  “Manner  of  Operation  of  Project 
Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features”.  This  in¬ 
terpretation  is  that  the  words  “any  western 
slope  appropriations”  in  said  paragraph  (i) 
mean  and  refer  to  the  appropriation  hereto¬ 
fore  made  for  storage  in  Green  Mountain 
Reservoir.  This  interpretation  defines  and 
observes  the  purpose  of  said  paragraph  (i) , 
and  does  not,  in  any  way,  affect  or  alter  any 
rights  or  obligations  arising  under  Senate 
Document  No.  80  or  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  Colorado. 

The  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
was  not  a  party  to  nor  heretofore  has  taken 
any  position  on  Senate  Document  No.  80.  It 
is  now  the  position  of  the  Board  that  it 
ratifies,  confirms,  and  accepts  all  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Senate  Document  No.  80,  75th  Con¬ 
gress,  1st  Session,  as  though  it  were  origi¬ 
nally  a  party  signatory  to  said  document, 
subject  to  the  interpretation  of  paragraph 
(i)  as  above  set  forth. 

In  reporting  on  section  501(e)  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af- 
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fairs  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
stated  in  its  report  on  H.R.  3300  (Rept. 
No.  1312,  90th  Cong.,  second  sess.),  at 
page  81: 

In  the  administration  of  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  this  Act  or  by  the  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  Act  that  are  within  or  for  the 
sole  benefit  of  Colorado,  the  Secretary  is  re¬ 
quired  to  comply  with  the  laws  of  Colorado 
with  respect  to  priority  of  appropriation  and 
with  respect  to  Federal  and  State  Court  de¬ 
crees  entered  pursuant  to  such  laws,  in  the 
diversion  and  storage  of  water.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  understands  this  requirement  to  mean 
that  diversion  and  storage  rights  for  these 
projects  will  be  junior  to  existing  rights  rec¬ 
ognized  under  Colorado  law.  This  is  merely 
a  reaffirmation  of  the  rule  of  law  that  would 
apply  in  any  event.  The  Secretary  is  also  di¬ 
rected  to  obtain  the  approval  of  the  State 
of  Colorado  to  any  operating  principles  he 
may  decide  to  adopt  for  these  projects.  The 
Secretary  is  not  required,  however,  to  adopt 
any  operating  principles.  The  Committee 
does  not  intend  this  language  to  interfere 
with  the  executive  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  in  contracting  for  the  sale  and  distribu¬ 
tion  of  water. 

The  congressional  interpretation  of  the 
meaning  of  paragraph  (i)  of  Senate  doc¬ 
ument  No.  80  as  stated  in  section  501(f) 
and  the  official  adoption  by  the  State  of 
Colorado  of  the  provisions  of  Senate  doc¬ 
ument  No.  80,  including  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  paragraph  (i)  thereof  as  con¬ 
tained  in  section  501(f),  along  with  sec¬ 
tion  501(e),  wherein  the  Secretary  is  di¬ 
rected  to  comply  with  operating  princi¬ 
ples,  if  any,  adopted  by  the  Secretary 
and  approved  by  the  State  of  Colorado, 
give  further  assurance  that  the  intent  of 
paragraph  (i)  of  Senate  document  No.  80 
will  be  observed  by  all  parties. 

There  are  two  other  provisions  of  the 
bill  which  I  believe  deserve  special  com¬ 
ment.  These  are  in  title  VI.  Section 
601  (b)  requires  the  Secretary  to  make  re¬ 
ports  every  5  years  on  the  consumptive 
uses  and  water  losses  in  the  Colorado 
River  system.  This  provision  was  origi¬ 
nally  proposed  by  Senator  Hansen  in  the 
Senate  Interior  Committee,  where  it  was 
adopted,  and  I  believe  it  will  prove  to  be 
one  of  the  most  important  amendments 
adopted.  In  the  conference,  language  was 
added  to  require  more  detailed  break¬ 
downs  of  beneficial  consumptive  uses 
made  of  major  tributary  streams  of  the 
Colorado  River  on  a  State-by-State 
basis.  This  will  provide  a  most  useful  tool 
in  coming  to  grips  with  water  problems 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  and  I  wish  to  commend  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hansen]  for  his 
initiative.  As  he  well  knows,  most  of  the 
problems  of  the  Colorado  River  have  re¬ 
sulted  from  insufficient  and  unreliable 
information  relative  to  the  flow  of  the 
river  and  the  uses  made  of  it  along  its 
course.  His  amendment  will  do  much  to 
rectify  that  situation,  and  I  predict  that 
it  will  become  a  model  which  will  be  fol¬ 
lowed  in  other  river  basins. 

Section  602  resulted  from  long  and 
complex  negotiations  by  representatives 
of  the  Upper  and  Lower  Division  States. 
Inclusion  of  the  reservoirs  operating 
criteria  of  this  section  not  only  will  pre¬ 
vent  a  recurrence  of  the  misunderstand¬ 
ings  that  occurred  when  the  Secretary 
initiated  the  filling  of  the  upper  basin’s 
Colorado  River  storage  project  reser¬ 


voirs,  but  will  also  constitute  a  major 
contribution  to  more  efficient  and  ac¬ 
ceptable  river  management. 

Storage  of  water  in  Lake  Powell  is  the 
key  to  the  ability  of  the  Upper  Division 
States  to  deliver  water  to  the  lower 
basin  at  Lee  Ferry  as  required  by  ar¬ 
ticles  HI  (c)  and  (d)  of  the  Colorado 
River  compact  without  curtailment  of 
uses  of  water  in  the  upper  basin.  If 
there  is  too  little  water  in  storage  to 
make  the  required  deliveries  during 
drought  periods  upper  basin  uses  would 
have  to  be  curtailed  to  discharge  com¬ 
pact  obligations. 

The  reservoir  operating  criteria  of 
section  602  are  not  intended  to  affect  any 
rights  under  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  or  to  interpret  the  terms  of  that 
document.  These  criteria  do  implement 
the  operations  under  the  compact  by  es¬ 
tablishing  a  common  sense  balance  be¬ 
tween  the  right  of  the  Upper  Division 
States  to  store  water  to  meet  future 
water  delivery  requirements  and  the 
lower  basin’s  right  under  article  HHe) 
of  the  compact  to  demand  the  release  of 
water  stored  in  the  upper  basin  to  meet 
consumptive  uses  in  the  lower  basin. 
This  will  insure  that  the  upper  basin  is 
fully  protected  in  all  prospective  uses 
under  the  Colorado  River  compact,  and 
coupled  with  the  provisions  regarding 
the  use  of  adequate  capacity  in  excess  of 
2,500  cubic  second  feet  it  is  intended 
that  upper  basin  rights  to  its  water  as 
apportioned  by  the  Colorado  River  com¬ 
pact  will  not  be  impaired  in  any  way. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  di¬ 
rected  by  section  602,  in  consultation 
with  official  representatives  of  each  of 
the  seven  Basin  States  and  with  affected 
contracting  parties,  to  promulgate  equi¬ 
table  criteria  for  the  coordinated  long- 
range  operation  of  reservoir  on  the  main 
stem  of  the  Colorado  River.  Section  602 
establishes  broad  objectives  that  must  be 
met  by  the  operating  criteria  and  out¬ 
lines  policies  to  be  followed.  It  also  sets 
forth  specific  and  detailed  provisions  to 
be  incorporated  in  the  criteria.  These 
operating  criteria  must  be  adopted  by 
the  Secretary  not  later  than  July  1,  1970, 
and  he  must  report  annually,  beginning 
January  1,  1972,  to  the  Congress  and  to 
the  Governors  of  the  seven  Basin  States 
with  respect  to  operations  under  the 
adopted  criteria. 

It  should  be  clear  that  in  establishing 
these  long-term  reservoir  operating  cri¬ 
teria  it  is  intended  that  such  criteria  be 
prepared  and  reviewed  each  year  after 
an  excange  of  views,  first,  with  State 
entities  designated  as  official  in  the  field 
of  water  resource  development  either  by 
State  law,  or  by  the  Governor  of  the 
State;  second,  with  representatives  of 
interstate  compact  commissions  primar¬ 
ily  concerned  with  administration  of 
waters  of  either  the  Upper  or  Lower 
Basins;  and,  third,  with  parties  to  con¬ 
tracts  with  the  Federal  Government  that 
may  be  affected  by  the  criteria. 

Finally,  I  wish  to  say  that  Arizona  has 
historically  supported  Colorado  projects, 
and  Colorado  has  traditionally  supported 
Arizona  projects.  While  I  regret  that  cer¬ 
tain  limitations  about  which  I  have  pre¬ 
viously  spoken  did  not  make  a  more  far- 
reaching,  basin-wide  approach  possible, 
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and  that  it  could  not  be  achieved  in  this 
legislation,  I  am  glad  that  the  bill  has 
been  so  changed  since  it  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  I  can  now  support  the  bill  and 
restore  and  retain  that  continuity  of  his¬ 
tory.  I  signed  the  conference  report  and 
will  vote  for  its  adoption.  As  my  friends 
on  the  Interior  Committee  know,  the  bat¬ 
tle  over  this  legislation  has  been  a  spir¬ 
ited  one  because  the  interests  of  many 
States  were  involved.  If  I  have  made  any 
remarks  during  the  course  of  this  strug¬ 
gle  which  have  offended  any  of  my  col¬ 
leagues,  I  hope  they  will  forgive  me  and 
charge  it  to  my  natural  zeal  to  protect 
the  rights  of  my  State,  and  what  I  regard 
as  the  interests  of  my  constituents,  for 
I  have  nothing  but  the  highest  regard  for 
all  of  those  who  participated  in  the  hear¬ 
ings,  in  the  work  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  and  in  the  turning  out  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  It  has  always  been 
Wyoming’s  view  that  the  Colorado  River 
Compact  of  1922,  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Compact,  and  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  of  1944  represent  the 
supreme  law  of  the  Colorado  River.  Does 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado 
share  that  view  ? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  share  that  view,  with 
some  limitations.  In  other  words,  these 
are  the  basic  documents  upon  which 
the  Senator’s  State  and  mine  depend  for 
their  water  rights.  But  I  would  call  the 
Senator’s  attention  to  section  601(a), 
which  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  read  a  while  ago,  which  also  con¬ 
tains  some  references  to  other  legislation 
which  does  affect  the  basic  water  rights 
of  his  State. 

However,  I  do  hold  the  view  that  the 
basic  water  rights  of  the  Senator’s  State 
and  mine  rest  upon  the  compacts  and 
legislation  he  has  referred  to. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  ask  the  Senator,  then, 
a  second  question:  Is  it  the  Senator’s 
view  that  the  legislation  before  us  today 
abrogates  or  diminishes  in  any  wTay  the 
rights  of  Wyoming  to  the  water  of  the 
Colorado  River  allocated  in  accordance 
with  these  instruments  that  I  have  just 
mentioned? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  In  my  opinion,  the  leg¬ 
islation  does  not,  per  se.  I  have  talked 
privately  with  the  Senator — and  I  men¬ 
tioned  this  on  the  floor  a  few  moments 
earlier — concerning  the  possibility  that 
down  the  road  a  long  way,  in  perhaps  30 
to  50  years,  there  might  lie  some  possible 
threat  to  the  water  rights  of  Wyoming, 
unless  the  water  development  of  Wyom¬ 
ing  proceeds  apace,  as  quickly  as  it  can. 
This,  of  course,  is  based  upon  my  lack 
of  confidence  in  what  our  Supreme  Court 
might  do  in  interpreting  the  compact 
some  30  to  50  years  from  now,  after  an 
economy  may  have  developed  in  the 
Lower  Basin. 

So  I  deem  the  development  of  water 
resources  as  very  important  to  my  State, 
as  I  have  said  in  statements  to  the  people 
of  Colorado,  and  I  deem  it  just  as  im¬ 
portant  and  just  as  applicable  to  Wyom¬ 
ing,  and  that  she,  too,  has  to  proceed 
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apace  with  the  development  of  her  water 
supplies  and  her  water  rights ;  and  I  wish 
to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
that  he  can  be  assured  of  my  complete 
cooperation  and  help  to  develop  any 
projects  in  Wyoming  of  any  nature  which 
will  comply  with  the  qualifications  of 
our  reclamation  laws. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  appreciate  very  much 
what  my  distinguished  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Colorado  has  just  said.  I  would 
call  attention,  in  the  light  of  that  re¬ 
sponse,  to  section  603(a)  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion,  which  reads : 

Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  water  available  to  that  basin 
from  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not  be  re¬ 
duced  or  prejudiced  by  any  use  of  such 
water  in  the  lower  basin. 

Does  that  statement  run  at  variance 
with  the  observation  the  Senator  has 
made  previously? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  would  say  not.  As  I 
stated,  we  in  the  Upper  Basin  States 
hold  rigidly  to  the  letter  of  the  words  of 
section  603(a).  And  my  remarks  of  a 
moment  ago  are  only  intended  as  a 
warning  to  my  own  State.  And  I  do  not 
warn  another  Senator  or  another  State. 
Perhaps,  however,  it  is  advice  to  another 
State  in  the  intervening  years.  There 
is  no  question  that  the  bill  retains  all 
our  rights,  and  we  intend  to  retain  them 
under  section  603  (a) . 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Since  we  agree  that 
Wyoming’s  rights  to  Colorado  River 
water  are  left  intact  by  the  legislation, 
does  the  Senator  agree  that  when — and 
it  will  be  soon  in  my  judgment — Wyo¬ 
ming  is  ready  to  put  its  due  share  of 
water  to  beneficial  use,  that  Congress 
and  its  committees  should  and  will  give 
every  consideration  to  Wyoming’s  needs, 
just  as  Congress  is  now  giving  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  needs  of  our  sister  States  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  would  say,  unequivo¬ 
cally,  yes. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I,  too,  rise 
on  behalf  of  the  interests  of  our  State 
of  Wyoming  in  this  matter  of  water. 

My  friend,  the  Senator  from  Colorado, 
has  been  one  of  the  giants  in  the  field  of 
trying  to  protect  the  access  to  waters  in 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin.  I  pay 
tribute  to  him  for  that. 

I  am  deeply  disturbed  about  the  way 
the  conference  report  has  tied  our  hands 
in  looking  ahead  to  determine  how  much 
we  are  going  to  guarantee  the  rights  of 
the  various  compact  States  to  their 
water. 

It  seems  to  me  that  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  the  States  is  meaningfully  under¬ 
cut  by  the  conference  agreement,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  even  to  close  out  the  possibility 
for  10  years  of  exploring  the  feasibility 
of  interbasin  water  transfer.  Very 
frankly,  there  is  not  a  lot  of  water 
around  the  Upper  Basin  itself  that  is 
yet  unclaimed  and  unattached  by  rights. 
And,  given  the  mobility  of  population 


and  technological  breakthroughs,  I  think 
it  would  have  stood  us  in  a  much  better 
position  if  we  had  been  able  to  at  least 
explore  the  feasibility  of  importing  water 
into  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

I  suggest  in  the  light  of  the  colloquy 
my  distinguished  junior  colleague  has 
just  completed  with  the  Senator  from 
Colorado,  we  in  Wyoming  have  come  out 
of  the  conference  with  a  much  shorter 
end  of  the  stick  than  we  went  into  the 
conference  with. 

Would  the  Senator  care  to  comment  on 
that? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  would  be 
happy  to  do  that.  We  in  Colorado  have 
been  over  this  argument  many  times.  I 
feel  almost  as  if  I  were  repeating  a  rhyme 
that  I  learned  as  a  child.  We  have  dis¬ 
cussed  it  so  many  times. 

I  am  very  bitterly  disappointed  over 
this  one  facet,  although  my  colleague  in 
the  House,  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  was 
willing — I  will  not  say  happy — to  accept 
this  particular  provision  which  forecloses 
any  study,  even  a  reconnaissance  study, 
for  the  importation  of  water  into  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  for  10  years. 

I  have  supported  weather  modification 
projects  and  research.  I  have  supported 
legislation  and  appropriations  for  de¬ 
salination  plants.  However,  in  the  cold, 
hard  light  of  day,  neither  of  those  offer 
a  feasible  way  of  increasing  the  water 
supply  of  the  Colorado  River. 

As  an  example,  aside  from  the  tech¬ 
nological  and  scientific  aspects  of  weath¬ 
er  modification,  if  we  could  just  project 
the  amount  of  legal  difficulties  that  will 
ensue  once  we  start  a  weather  modifica¬ 
tion  program,  it  does  not  require  much 
imagination  to  see  that  a  meaningful 
augmentation  of  the  river  by  means  of 
weather  modification  is  a  long  way  away. 
As  to  desalination,  there  have  been  no 
significant  breakthroughs  in  5  years  that 
I  know  of.  The  most  recent  attempt  to 
have  a  water  desalting  plant  has  been 
abandoned.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  has 
since  been  put  back  on  the  track,  but  it 
has  been  recently  abandoned  and  will 
require  renegotiation.  It  was  abandoned 
at  just  about  the  time  we  were  holding 
these  conferences.  This  was  occasioned 
because  of  the  great  increase  in  the  cost 
of  the  desalination  plant — an  increase 
from  approximately  $450  million  to  more 
than  $760  million. 

I  do  not  think  any  of  us  can  see  at  this 
time  any  prospect  that  we  will  be  able  to 
use  desalinated  water  for  farm  and  agri¬ 
cultural  uses.  Desalinated  water  will  be 
able  to  be  used  for  municipal  purposes, 
but  not  for  farm  and  agricultural  pur¬ 
poses  in  the  near  future. 

So,  I  am  concerned  and  I  am  dis¬ 
appointed  because  of  the  one  thing  that 
nearly  kept  me  from  signing  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  that  is  that  for  10  years 
we  have  diminished  the  exciting  powers 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  He  now 
has  a  right  to  perform  reconnaisance 
studies  for  the  importation  of  water;  but 
we  have  diminished  the  existing  powers 
do  this  at  all.”  He  can  do  it,  however, 
with  respect  to  California.  He  can  look 
to  the  waters  of  northern  California, 
but  he  cannot  look  beyond  the  borders 
of  California. 


I  am  deeply  disappointed  that  such 
a  situation  prevailed.  However,  it  will  be 
at  least  10  years,  I  believe,  before  the 
central  Arizona  project  is  operating 
fully.  And  by  that  time  the  proscription 
against  the  Secretary  will  have  expired. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  appreciate  the  comment 
of  the  Senator  on  that  very  factor.  I 
think  it  is  a  key  factor. 

It  seems  to  me  that,  given  the  time; 
as  rapidly  as  things  are  changing  and  as 
quickly  as  we  are  moving  into  new 
areas,  this  cannot  be  regarded  as  wise 
legislation  in  that  regard. 

It  is  at  least  standing  still,  in  the  very 
best  of  terms,  and  in  the  worst  of  terms, 
it  is  going  backward. 

We  have  tried  to  be  very  cooperative 
in  the  upper  basin  on  this  question.  And, 
believe  me,  we  think  that  Arizona  ought 
to  have  this  water  for  development.  "We 
believe,  however,  that  at  the  same  time 
the  States  that  are  so  closely  linked  to¬ 
gether  in  the  Colorado  project  ought  to 
have  been  a  little  more  careful  in  stand¬ 
ing  together  to  protect  the  water  needs 
and  the  water  rights  of  all  of  us.  And  we 
firmly  believe  that  the  State  of  Wyo¬ 
ming  perhaps  suffered  the  most  in  the 
agreement  that  was  ultimately  reached 
in  this  matter. 

I  say  to  the  Members  of  the  Senate 
that,  as  our  needs  are  mounting  very 
rapidly  now  and  as  change  is  sweeping 
across  our  own  State,  my  junior  colleague 
and  I  will  be  before  the  Senate  with  a 
program  asking  for  the  help  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  recapturing,  restoring,  and  re¬ 
turning  water  to  the  State  of  Wyoming 
for  our  future  development. 

I  am  a  realist  about  that.  I  know  that 
once  this  water  gets  committed  to  cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  over  a  period  of  years,  it 
will  be  very  difficult»to  uncommit  it  and 
to  get  it  back  to  where  it  was  supposed 
to  be  in  the  first  place.  This  may  mean 
that  we  will  have  to  find  some  way  in 
our  own  State  to  try  to  break  through 
in  this  area  in  the  search  for  new  water. 
We  do  not  have  the  greatest  resources 
in  order  to  do  that.  That  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  we  need  help. 

I  dislike  to  see  the  fabric  of  the  West¬ 
ern  States  become  unraveled  this  way, 
when  we  should  have  remained  with  a 
strong  and  mutual  linking  of  arms  in 
the  development  of  water  resources  in 
the  West. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  Senator  was  on  the  floor  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago  when  I  was  in  colloquy  with 
the  junior  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hansen].  I  do  not  think  that  Wyoming 
has  been  abused  by  this  measure. 

There  are  problems,  as  the  Senator 
well  knows,  within  Wyoming — problems 
not  of  people  but  of  getting  projects  un¬ 
der  way  and  getting  them  approved.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  Wyoming  has  not  been 
brought  to  the  place  at  this  time  where 
she  can  share  in  this  development  with 
Arizona  and  with  Colorado  in  this  in¬ 
stance. 

But  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Wyom¬ 
ing,  as  I  said  to  his  colleague,  that  so 
far  as  the  Senator  from  Colorado  is  con¬ 
cerned,  as  long  as  he  is  a  Member  of  the 
Senate,  he  will  support  Wyoming  in  the 
development  of  the  water  to  which  it  is 
just  as  much  entitled  as  is  Colorado, 
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Utah,  or  New  Mexico  by  reason  of  the 
various  compacts. 

Second,  I  should  like  to  make  this 
point:  If  plain  English  can  be  written, 
and  it  is  repeated  in  several  ways  during 
the  course  of  the  proposed  legislation 
and  the  House  report — and  this  must 
be  a  part  of  legislative  history — nothing 
in  God’s  world  can  deprive  Wyoming 
of  the  right  to  develop  and  use  its  water 
under  this  bill.  I  believe  we  should  have 
an  understanding  on  that,  because  not 
one  of  us  in  the  Upper  Basin  States  could 
vote  for  this  measure  under  any  circum¬ 
stances  if  there  were  any  other  interpre¬ 
tation. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  appreci¬ 
ate  the  thrust  of  the  statement  by  the 
Senator  from  Colorado.  I  would  only 
hope  that  the  clarity  of  his  declaration 
today  and  the  sincerity  of  his  own  pledge 
on  this  question  will  still  be  able  to  trans¬ 
late  some  day  into  the  authorization  of 
Congress  itself,  which,  as  the  Senator 
well  knows,  is  sometimes  a  complication 
of  considerable  proportions. 

My  State  objects  to  authorizing  the 
central  Arizona  project  because  the  bill 
in  its  present  form  is  inconsistent  with 
the  basic  principles  of  sound  planning 
and  development. 

To  be  blunt,  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
works  only  hardship  on  Wyoming.  We 
have  no  projects  included.  Where  a  sop 
has  been  thrown  to  others,  we  have  none. 
Nor  did  we  want  it.  All  Wyoming  seeks, 
all  Wyoming  has  ever  sought,  has  been 
reasonable  assurance  that  the  waters  al¬ 
located  to  Wyoming  under  interstate 
compact  will  be  available  to  Wyoming  as 
our  day  of  need  arrives.  And  that  day  of 
need  is  fast  arriving. 

The  conference  committee  report  is, 
in  Wyoming’s  view,  a  report  which  com¬ 
pounds  our  difficulties  with  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  clamps  a  10 -year  moratorium 
upon  so  much  as  a  study  of  transbasin 
diversion  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  to 
the  Southwest. 

Along  with  all  Wyomingites,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  was  deeply  disappointed  when 
the  other  States  involved  in  this  issue, 
particularly  the  States  of  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin,  settled  for  short- 
range  gains  in  the  form  of  their  individ¬ 
ual  projects  which  have  been  thrown 
into  this  bill  instead  of  insisting  upon 
a  long-range  approach  to  the  very  seri¬ 
ous  problem  of  a  short  water  supply  in 
the  Colorado  River.  We  are  told  that  ex¬ 
haustive  studies  of  methods  to  augment 
the  basin’s  water  supply  will  be  under¬ 
taken.  But  we  ask  what  kind  of  exhaus¬ 
tive  study  can  be  made  while  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  transbasin  division  works  is 
overlooked  at  least  for  a  decade. 

In  10  years’  time,  Mr.  President,  the 
situation  will  be  not  better  but  worse 
if  this  is  the  type  of  “exhaustive  study” 
we  are  going  to  rely  upon. 

Authorization  of  this  project  repre¬ 
sents  a  tremendous  burden  upon  Wyo¬ 
ming,  for  it  seems  clear  at  this  time  that 
development  of  the  Green  River  Basin  in 
Wyoming  is  going  to  fall  on  the  shoul¬ 
ders  of  the  State,  if  indeed,  an  $832  mil¬ 
lion  project  is  undertaken  downstream 
that  will  utilize  these  waters.  I  assure 
my  colleagues  that  Wyoming  will  one 
day  be  before  Congress  in  an  attempt  to 


regain  what  we  are  seriously  threatened 
with  losing  today.  But  I  am  not  optimis¬ 
tic  that  one  lone  State  with  few  people 
and  no  allies  will  be  able  to  prevail  when 
that  day  comes.  Rather,  I  expect  that  we 
will  have  to  see  to  the  financing  of  our 
own  Green  River  development  if  the  co¬ 
operation  we  have  received  so  far  in  as¬ 
suring  availability  of  our  allocated  water 
is  any  measure  of  future  events. 

Let  me  add  that  Wyoming  has  no  de¬ 
sire  to  see  Arizona  denied  the  water 
needed  for  its  full  development.  Nor  do 
we  have  rancor  toward  any  other  State 
benefited  by  this  measure.  We  simply 
contend  that  the  glossy  claims  that  this 
conference  report  has  settled  all  the 
water  troubles  of  the  Colorado  Basin  are 
untrue  and  unfair.  It  has  compounded 
our  problems,  Mr.  President.  Wyoming 
cannot,  Wyoming  will  not,  wait  until  the 
end  of  this  century  to  see  how  much 
water  is  available  before  moving  ahead 
to  utilize  the  water  which  is  rightly 
hers.  We  have  dreams,  and  we  have  plans 
to  realize  those  dreams,  to  make  full  use 
of  our  water  from  the  Green  River. 

Much  has  been  made  by  the  sponsors 
of  this  legislation  and  its  supporters  of 
the  interstate  cooperation  that  was 
achieved  in  bringing  the  bill  to  passage. 
While  I  commend,  in  particular,  the  work 
of  our  beloved  colleague,  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  in  diligently 
pursuing  the  interests  of  his  State,  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  the  cooperation  was  not  as  gen¬ 
eral  as  supporters  of  the  central  Arizona 
project  would  have  you  believe. 

We  in  Wyoming  look  ahead  and  see  a 
.half  million  acre-feet  of  water  that  is 
rightfully  allocated  to  our  State  going 
downstream  to  the  central  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect.  We  have  difficulty  picturing  a  future 
Congress  authorizing  a  Wyoming  project 
at  a  later  date  which  would  utilize  this 
water  and  thus  jeopardize  the  very  ex¬ 
pensive  project  proposed  in  Arizona,  law 
or  no  law.  In  return,  we  have  a  study  of 
ways  in  which  to  augment  the  flow  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  which  cannot  for 
10  years  even  consider  one  of  the  most 
logical  means — transbasin  diversion. 

What  else  can  Wyoming  do,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  but  object  to  this  legislation?  I  ask 
my  colleagues  who  are  interested  in 
sensible,  long-range  planning  for  the  fu¬ 
ture  on  a  regional  and  national  basis  to 
join  me  in  casting  a  vote  against  the 
adoption  of  this  conference  report. 

I  understand  that  there  probably  will 
not  be  a  rollcall  vote  on  this  matter  to¬ 
day,  and  I  want  the  Record  to  show  that 
I  remain  unalterably  opposed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  for  those  reasons. 

I  do  not  want  this  to  be  construed  in 
any  way  as  aiming  at  Arizona.  We  believe 
Arizona  should  have  the  water,  also.  It 
is  not  with  any  kind  of  animus.  It  is  just 
that  I  believe  we  have  broken  down  our 
teamwork  in  the  West  in  trying  to  get  a 
uniform  development  of  all  the  water 
resources. 

For  those  reasons,  I  intend  to  oppose 
this  measure. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
welcome  to  the  time. 

I  must  say  that  in  certain  instances, 
interests  become  fractionated.  I  am  com¬ 
pletely  in  sympathy  with  the  position  of 
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Wyoming  in  its  water  development,  and 
I  have  expressed  myself  on  that  matter 
before. 

One  final  matter,  in  conclusion,  Mr. 
President — and  I  address  this  question 
to  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 

Section  303(d)  provides,  in  substance, 
that  if  a  thermal  generating  plant  is 
constructed  in  Arizona  and  is  served  by 
Colorado  River  water,  “such  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  water  shall  be  a  part  of  the 
50,000  acre-feet  per  annum  apportioned 
to  the  State  of  Arizona  by  article  III 
(a)  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact.” 

Section  601(a)  provides,  in  substance, 
that  “nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify, 
or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions”  of 
the  “Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Com¬ 
pact”  and,  of  course,  other  compacts, 
treaties,  and  acts  referred  to  there. 

My  question  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  is  this:  Does  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  believe  that  these  two 
provisions,  taken  together,  require  that 
water  used  to  generate  power  at  the  pro¬ 
posed  generating  plants  will  be  charge¬ 
able  to  Arizona’s  Upper  Basin  apportion¬ 
ment,  as  apportioned  by  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Compact,  and  that  all 
of  the  provisions  of  the  compact,  in¬ 
cluding  but  not  limited  to  article  VII,  re¬ 
main  binding  upon  the  United  States 
and  the  signatory  States  of  the  com¬ 
pact? 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  answer  to  the  able 
Senator’s  question  is  “Yes,”  if  the  plant 
or  plants  are  built  in  Arizona.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  assumes  that 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  is  referring 
to  the  construciton  of  the  plants  in 
Arizona. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  The  answer,  then,  is 

“Yes.” 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  during  the 
89th  Congress  I  had  the  privilege  of  ad¬ 
dressing  this  body  on  the  need  for  action 
on  the  central  Arizona  project  bill.  I 
pointed  out  that  time  was  running  out 
and  that  there  was  a  critical  need  for 
favorable  action  on  this  bill. 

My  colleagues  can  appreciate  my  deep 
gratitude  as  I  ask  the  Senate  to  place  the 
last  congressional  stamp  of  approval  on 
this  project  so  vital  to  the  future  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  other  States  of  the  West.  It 
was  yoh,  my  colleagues,  after  lengthy  de¬ 
bate,  who  overwhelmingly  voted  for  this 
bill  last  year. 

Arizona  has  been  proud  to  work  with 
the  upper  basin  States,  including  the 
great  State  of  Colorado,  and  I  wish  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
Colorado  for  his  leadership  in  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  over  the  years.  The  Colo¬ 
rado  projects  included  in  this  bill  have 
our  best  wishes  and  our  good  will,  and  we 
hope  they  can  proceed  as  nearly  as  prac¬ 
ticable  concurrently  with  the  central 
Arizona  project. 

I  am,  however,  greatly  concerned  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Colorado 
has  attempted  to  place  such  a  strict  and 
rigid  construction  on  section  501(b)  of 
the  bill. 
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I  must  categorically  deny  that  any 
such  rigid  interpretation  was  ever  in¬ 
tended  by  the  House  committee  or  the 
conferees.  His  claim  that  the  central 
Arizona  project  can  only  proceed  if  and 
when  all  five  Colorado  projects  are  like¬ 
wise  ready  to  proceed  not  only  is  in  con¬ 
flict  with  the  literal  wording  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  but  also  violates  the  general  ap¬ 
proach  which  was  attempted  when  this 
language  of  the  bill  was  arrived  at.  Such 
an  interpretation — if  accepted  by  the 
Secretary  and  the  Committees  on  Appro¬ 
priations  of  the  House  and  Senate — 
could  delay  construction  indefinitely  and 
perhaps  forever.  In  fact,  section  501(b) 
of  the  bill  prohibits  the  start  of  con¬ 
struction  of  any  of  the  upper  basin 
projects  until  repayment  contracts  have 
been  executed,  and,  relating  to  the ' 
Animas-La  Plata  project,  prohibits  con¬ 
struction  of  that  project  until  after  the 
States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  have 
ratified  a  compact  between  the  two 
States.  Under  my  colleague’s  strict  in¬ 
terpretation  of  section  501(b) ,  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  central  Arizona  project  would 
depend  then  upon  this  action  by  these 
two  States  and  the  action  of  the  indi¬ 
viduals  associated  with  each  project — 
not  upon  the  will  of  Congress. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senator  is  reading  something  into 
my  statement  that  I  did  not  say.  I  did 
read  section  501(b)  twice,  and  I  am 
aware  of  the  proviso  of  the  act  which 
concerns  him.  I  understand  his  concern. 
To  put  it  bluntly,  he  is  afraid  that  one 
of  these  projects  could  not  be  constructed 
or  could  not  be  made  ready  for  construc¬ 
tion,  that  Arizona  would  be  held  up.  I 
have  no  such  intention  on  my  part. 

The  proviso  which  states:  “Provided, 
That  an  appropriate  repayment  contract 
for  each  of  said  participating  projects 
shall  have  been  executed  as  provided  in 
section  4  of  the  Colorodo  River  Storage 
Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107)  before  con¬ 
struction  shall  start  on  that  particular 
project.”  means  that  each  one  of  these 
projects  certainly  has  to  qualify  under 
the  reclamation  laws;  and  certainly  the 
Secretary  would  enter  into  a  repayment 
contract  with  the  sponsoring  organiza¬ 
tion  of  that  particular  contract,  whether 
it  was  a  conservation  district,  an  irriga¬ 
tion  district,  or  whatever,  before  starting 
construction. 

Therefore,  I  think  the  fears  of  the 
Senator  are  not  justified.  If,  for  example, 
the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board, 
which  is  the  official  body  charged  with 
the  development,  conservation,  and  use 
of  water  in  Colorado,  were  to  decide  it 
would  not  push  one  of  these  particular 
projects  in  the  future  and  there  was  a 
change  in  economic  development  which 
would  not  make  one  of  them  feasible, 
then  I  would  not  consider — and  I  am 
happy  to  make  this  statement — that  Col¬ 
orado  should  take  the  stand,  under  such 
circumstances,  that  because  we  are  not 
in  the  process  of  developing  one  of  these 
projects  Arizona  should  be  held  up  and 
kept  from  developing  the  Arizona  proj¬ 
ect.  That  is  not  the  intention  of  the  bill; 


it  is  not  my  intention,  nor  it  is  the  in¬ 
tention  of  any  of  the  conferees,  nor  those 
who  serve  on  the  committee. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Colorado.  I  know  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows  that  Arizona  desires  to  co¬ 
operate  with  Colorado.  We  have  always 
cooperated  with  Colorado.  I  am  sure  this 
measure  will  receive  solid  support  from 
the  Arizona  delegation. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  If  the  Senator  will  yield 
further  I  would  like  to  take  another  mo¬ 
ment  to  clarify  this  matter  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  think  the  Senator 
would  be  interested  in  our  position  in  the 
matter.  I  am  not  anxious  to  mix  the  sit¬ 
uation;  I  am  anxious  to  clarify  it  and 
that  is  why  I  am  taking  so  much  time 
this  afternoon. 

With  respect  to  the  Animas -LaPlata 
Federal  project,  I  wish  to  read  the  last 
sentence  of  section  501(c),  which  states: 

Provided,  That  construction  of  the  Ani¬ 
mas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project 
shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and  unless  the 
States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have 
ratified  the  following  compact  to  which  the 
consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given: 

Then,  the  terms  of  the  compact  are 
stated.  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  have 
to  agree  to  the  compact. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Yes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  And  until  such  time  as 
they  have  agreed  to  it  we  are  not  even 
in  a  position  to  ask  for  funds  for  the 
Animas-La  Plata  compact. 

I  am  not  trying  to  confuse  the  record. 
I  am  trying  to  clarify  our  own  think¬ 
ing  because  we  all  have  a  common  inter¬ 
est  in  the  Western  States  of  developing 
our  water  and  reclamation.  If  people  had 
not  been  foresighted  almost  75  years  ago, 
or  60-some-odd  years,  we  would  not  have 
had  the  West  we  have.  We  would  not 
have  that  great  development  around 
Phoenix  nor  would  we  have  the  develop¬ 
ment  in  Colorado  that  we  have.  Having 
this  common  interest,  I  am  as  interested 
as  anybody  else  to  see  that  we  under¬ 
stand  each  other  thoroughly  and  assure 
that  there  will  be  no  untied  strings  on 
this  legislation  when  we  approve  the 
conference  report  this  afternoon.  I  know 
how  much  it  means  to  my  friend. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Colorado.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  his  viewpoints  in  the  matter. 

The  Colorado  projects  have  our  best 
wishes  and  our  good  will — and  we  hope 
they  can  “proceed  as  nearly  as  prac¬ 
ticable — concurrently  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  central  Arizona  project.” 

I  am  therefore  pleased,  and  very 
proud,  to  be  here  today  on  this  historic 
occasion  as  a  Member  of  this  body  rep¬ 
resenting  my  State.  I  am  pleased  and 
proud  to  see  the  efforts  of  so  many, 
both  in  and  out  of  the  Congress,  finally 
come  to  fruition.  It  has  been  a  long  and 
difficult  struggle  for  many  people  to 
bring  the  central  Arizona  project  legis¬ 
lation  to  this  point  in  time.  Arizona  has 
made  major  concessions  to  make  possi¬ 
ble  this  project  to  bring  water  into  its 
heartland.  To  bring  the  States  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  and  the  majority 
of  the  reclamation  States  into  a  har¬ 


monious  approach  to  the  interconnected, 
the  interrelated  water  problems  of  the 
vast  region  of  the  Pacific- Southwest  is  a 
result  almost  beyond  belief. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity,  not 
just  to  express  my  appreciation  to  the 
Members  of  this  body  who  have  so  wil¬ 
lingly  and  patiently  cooperated  with  us 
in  this  effort,  but  I  want,  also,  to  ex¬ 
press  my  thanks  and  appreciation  and 
give  recognition,  to  the  many  people  at 
home  who  helped  in  a  multitude  of  ways, 
to  the  loyal  staff  members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  who  worked  long  and  well  in 
bringing  about  this  final  version  of  the 
legislation  and  to  the  technical  people 
from  the  various  States  who  assumed  the 
role  of  a  task  force  to  provide  informa¬ 
tion  and  assistance  to  their  various  State 
delegations.  To  all  of  these  people  from 
all  the  States  involved  I  express  the 
thanks  and  appreciation  of  the  people 
of  the  State  of  Arizona. 

This  is  a  great  day  in  the  history  of 
western  resource  development.  This  bill 
removes  many  of  the  areas  of  conflict 
which  have  for  years  existed  among  the 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  and 
in  some  measure,  among  all  States  of 
the  West.  It  ushers  in  a  new  era  of  co¬ 
operation  and  understanding  and  pio¬ 
neers  a  new  concept  in  the  reclamation 
movement,  the  concept  of  interstate  or 
regional  water  resource  development  for 
the  mutual  benefit  of  large  areas  of  our 
country. 

For  my  own  State  it  finally  brings  to 
fruition  the  dreams  of  many  people 
throughout  the  years  of  bringing  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  into  the  central  and 
southern  portions  of  Arizona — the  por¬ 
tion  of  the  State  where  the  majority 
of  our  people  live,  the  area  which  has 
already  exceeded  its  safe  water  supply 
and  which  is  already  suffering  badly 
from  the  return  of  thousands  of  acres  of 
fertile  irrigated  land  to  abandoned  farm 
house  and  dry  desert  lands.  For  us  it  is 
the  promise  of  a  new  life.  It  will  assure 
us  that  our  State  does  have  a  great  fu¬ 
ture,  not  a  future  which  levels  off  and 
declines  due  to  inadequate  water  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  legitimate  needs  of  our 
people. 

True,  the  bill  is  a  series  of  compro¬ 
mises.  We  did  not  get  everything  we  de¬ 
sired,  but  neither  did  Colorado,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Utah  or  any  of  the  other 
interested  States.  This  is  the  traditional 
.  pattern  all  legislation  of  this  magnitude 
and  of  this  complexity  must  follow. 

Of  particular  importance  in  the  bill 
is  the  provision  which  makes  the  4.4 
California  guarantee  less  damaging  to 
Arizona,  the  declaration  that  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  requirements  of  the 
Mexican  water  treaty  from  the  Colorado 
River  constitutes  a  national  obligation 
which  shall  be  the  first  obligation  of 
any  water  augmentation  project. 

However,  studies  of  any  plan  for  im¬ 
portation  of  water  into  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  from  other  drainage  basins 
lying  outside  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  are  prohibited  for  a  period  of  10 
years.  During  this  moratorium  all  other 
phases  of  the  westwide  water  study  will 
go  forward  and  after  the  moratorium 
ends  the  overall  westwide  study  can  con¬ 
tinue  without  restriction. 
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But  basically,  and  substantially  it  is 
good  legislation  and  legislation  which  all 
of  us  in  the  West  can  live  with  if  we 
proceed  from  this  point  in  time  in  good 
faith  and  with  mutual  respect  for  the 
problems  and  the  needs  of  each  other. 

Many  Senators  know  the  history  of 
this  project  and  this  bill.  But  there  are 
none  who  know  it  so  intimately  as  my 
colleague,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Arizona  who  is  the  dean  not  only 
of  the  Senate  but  of  Colorado  River  au¬ 
thorities  as  well,  Senator  Carl  Hayden. 
I  pay  tribute  to  him  at  this  time. 

Beginning  with  the  first  giant  step  of 
Hoover  Dam,  he  has  been  personally  in¬ 
volved  in  every  piece  of  legislation  that 
made  possible  the  modern  miracles  of 
productive  farms  and  gleaming  new 
cities  in  the  Southwest. 

After  World  War  II,  Arizona  twice 
came  to  the  Congress  with  a  feasible 
project  to  bring  its  share  of  Colorado 
River  water  into  the  central  valleys 
where  it  was,  even  then,  so  badly  needed. 

Twice — in  1950  and  again  in  1951 — 
it  was  approved  by  the  Senate  and  sent 
to  the  House.  Both  times  it  ran  afoul  of 
the  old  Arizona-California  feud  and 
doubts  about  the  validity  of  Arizona’s 
water  rights. 

In  good  faith,  and  because  it  was  the 
right  thing  to  do,  Arizona’s  representa¬ 
tives  in  the  Congress  of  both  parties  gave 
their  wholehearted  support  to  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  project  and  helped 
achieve  its  passage. 

Today  the  Nation  has  Glen  Canyon 
Dam  and  Lake  Powell — one  of  the  truly 
magnificient  bodies  of  water  in  the 
world— a  lake  that  enriches  the  esthetic 
and  recreational  opportunities  of  mil¬ 
lions  nf  Americans  for  generations  to 
come. 

Moreover,  farms  and  cities  in  Colo¬ 
rado,  Utah,  New  Mexico,  and  Wyoming 
can  look  forward  to  an  increased  pleas¬ 
ure  of  stability  and  economic  growth 
because  of  the  related  projects  made 
possible  by  Glen  Canyon  Dam  and  Lake 
Powell. 

Having  won  its  case  in  Court,  Arizona 
then  renewed  its  struggle  to  translate 
rights  on  paper  into  water  on  the  land. 

It  was  during  this  period,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  I  became  officially  involved 
in  this  matter.  As  one  who  was  privileged 
to  serve  three  terms  as  Governor  of  Ari¬ 
zona,  I  can  testify  from  experience  to 
the  mounting  frustration  in  our  State 
and  the  growing  anxiety  over  continued 
delays  in  attacking  our  water  deficiency 
problem. 

Many  of  us  felt  at  the  time  that  Ari¬ 
zona  simply  could  not  afford  to  gamble 
any  longer  with  its  future. 

We  had  kept  the  faith  with  our  sister 
States  in  the  basin.  We  had  waited 
patiently  while  their  projects  were  au¬ 
thorized  and  constructed,  and  we  pitched 
in  to  help. 

We  had  done  everything  the  Congress 
asked  us  to  do  but  we  still  had  no  water. 

A  realistic  political  appraisal  of  our 
prospects  for  action  in  Congress  afforded 
us  little  if  any  encouragement. 

But  as  a  westerner  I  am  proud  to  say 
that  the  political  and  citizen  leadership 
of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  has 
proved  equal  to  the  challenge. 


We  faced  our  problems  and  our  dif¬ 
ferences  squarely.  We  spent  countless 
hours  in  exploratory  meetings  searching 
for  the  common  ground  we  realized  was 
mandatory. 

Throughout  this  tedious  and  often  dis¬ 
couraging  process  we  enjoyed  the  firm 
support  and  cooperation  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation. 

I  cannot  begin  to  mention  all  of  the 
individuals  and  organizations  in  the 
various  States  who  have  contributed  so 
much  to  this  continuing  joint  enterprise. 
All  of  them  deserve  credit  for  their  per¬ 
severance  and  courage. 

We  have  learned  it  is  possible  for  men 
of  good  will  to  transcend  old,  static  ways 
of  thinking  about  water  in  terms  only 
of  local  advantage  and  State  boundaries. 

In  the  time-tested  American  tradition 
we  have  hammered  out  a  unified  ap¬ 
proach  through  honorable  compromise — 
a  compromise  in  which  Arizona  has  made 
many  concessions. 

The  principles  and  objectives  re¬ 
mained  the  same — maximum  possible  de¬ 
velopment  of  all  resources  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  to  provide  the  greatest  good 
for  the  greatest  number. 

I  respectfully  urge  that  the  conference 
report  be  approved  as  amended  by  the 
conferees  and  that  S.  1004  be  enacted 
into  law. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  theN 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Arizona  yield  so  that  I  may  ask  two  or 
three  questions  with  respect”*  to  this 
matter? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  welcome 
the  questions  of  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Since  we  agree  that 
Wyoming’s  rights  to  Colorado  River 
water  are  left  intact  by  this  legislation — 
and  I  think  the  Senator  has  indicated 
that;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
The  bill  speaks  for  itself  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Then  I  wish  to  ask  the 
Senator  if  he  agrees  that  when — and  I 
think  it  will  be  soon — Wyoming  is  ready 
to  put  its  due  share  of  water  to  beneficial 
use,  that  the  Congress  and  its  committees 
should  and  will  give  every  consideration 
to  Wyoming’s  needs,  just  as  the  Congress 
is  now  giving  consideration  to  our  sister 
States  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  agree  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator.  I  am  sure  the  commit¬ 
tee  will  cooperate  and  certainly  I  know 
that  this  Senator  from  Arizona  will  be 
happy  to  cooperate. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
sponse  of  the  distinguished  Senator. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  a  further 
question.  It  has  always  been  Wyoming’s 
view  that  the  Colorado  River  Compact 
of  1922,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
of  1944  represent  the  supreme  law  of 
the  Colorado  River.  Does  the  Senator 
agree  with  Wyoming’s  view  in  this  re¬ 
gard? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  I  think  there  has  been 
considerable  controversy  as  far  as  some 
of  the  provisions  are  concerned.  As  far 
as  the  Colorado  River  Compact  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  agree.  As  far  as  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  is  concerned,  I  feel  the 
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interpretation  utilized  in  this  legislation 
is  proper. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  wish  to  ask  one  fur¬ 
ther  question.  Is  it  the  Senator’s  view 
that  the  legislation  before  us  today  abro¬ 
gates  or  diminishes  in  any  way  the 
rights  of  Wyoming  to  water  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  allocated  in  accordance  with 
these  instruments  I  have  just  men¬ 
tioned? 

Mr.  FANNIN.  As  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  I  did  not  consider  that  was  the 
intent. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  this  is  an 
historic  day  for  the  entire  West.  Forty 
years  ago,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  battled  in  this 
Chamber  with  my  illustrious  predecessor, 
the  late,  great  Senator  Hiram  W.  John¬ 
son,  over  legislation  to  create  the  first 
major  dam  and  reservoir  on  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River. 

Through  the  long,  intervening  years, 
the  vital  interests  of  California  and 
Arizona  and  other  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  have  been  the  subject  of  countless 
hours  of  negotiations  and  deliberations. 
I  am  honored  today  to  rise  in  comrade¬ 
ship  with  the  most  distinguished  mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body,  the  beloved  senior 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  to 
put  an  end  to  the  decades  of  strife  and 
turmoil  over  the  scarce  waters  of  the 
river  which  divides  our  great  States.  An 
historic  dispute  is  about  to  be  resolved 
in  what  surely  will  live  in  history  as  one 
of  the  fine  hours  of  the  Senate. 

I  pay  tribute  to  our  able  chairman,  my 
friend,  Senator  Henry  M.  Jackson,  for 
his  leadership  and  fairness  in  dealing 
with  a  legislative  proposal  in  which  his 
State  felt  a  keen  and  active  interest. 

The  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act 
will  be  a  sound  addition  to  the  “law  of 
the  river,”  the  45 -year  accumulation  of 
statutes,  compacts,  treaties,  and  court 
decrees  which  govern  the  uses  of  the 
waters  of  the  Colorado  River  system  in 
the  seven  States  of  Arizona,  California, 
Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and 
Wyoming — one-twelth  of  the  area  of  the 
first  48  States. 

It  balances,  fairly  and  equitably,  the 
interests  of  Arizona,  California  and 
Nevada,  and  the  four  Upper  Basin  States 
of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah  and 
Wyoming.  It  states  the  terms  on  which 
California  and  the  Upper  Basin  States 
could  agree  to  support  the  authorization 
of  the  central  Arizona  project,  which  will 
add  a  new  burden  upon  the  already 
scarce  flow  of  the  Colorado  River. 

This  bill  is  highly  satisfactory  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  it  resolves  most  of  the  past 
ambiguities  and  controversies  inherent 
in  the  “law  of  the  river,”  and  it  lays  the 
foundation  for  future  cooperation  in  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  region’s  water  re¬ 
sources. 

In  1963,  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
handed  down  its  opinion,  followed  by  its 
decree  in  1964,  in  Arizona’s  fourth  Colo¬ 
rado  River  suit  in  that  Court.  It  dealt 
with  two  issues:  first,  the  quantities  of 
water  to  be  apportioned  to  each  State. 
This  question  it  decided,  allocating,  of 
the  first  7.5  million,  2.8  million  to  Ari- 
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zona,  4.4  million  to  California — the  lim¬ 
itation  to  which  my  State  had  been  re¬ 
quired  to  agree  in  1928  in  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Act — and  300,000  acre- 
feet  to  Nevada.  The  second,  and  far 
more  serious  question,  was  how  short¬ 
ages  should  be  borne  if  the  supply  is 
less  than  7.5  million.  This  question  the 
Court  refused  to  decide  and  remitted  to 
the  Secretary  or  to  Congress. 

To  his  great  credit,  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  Udall  proposed  to  Congress,  in 
1963,  a  regional  plan  to  import  enough 
water  into  the  river  to  assure  against 
shortages.  No  one,  however,  introduced 
his  proposed  bill.  I  introduced  my  own 
regional  plan,  S.  2760,  in  the  88th  Con¬ 
gress,  and  I  followed  with  a  similar  bill 
in  the  89th  Congress,  S.  294.  The  seven 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  were 
stimulated  to  agree  on  a  joint  bill — the 
first  agreement  among  these  States  in 
several  decades — and  I  introduced  that 
bill  as  S.  1019,  in  the  89th  Congress. 
This  was  followed  by  introduction  of 
counterparts  to  my  bill  in  the  House,  in 
the  89th  Congress,  by  35  of  California’s 
Congressmen  and  all  three  of  Arizona’s. 
This  House  bill  was  favorably  reported 
out  of  committee,  but  did  not  reach  the 
House  floor. 

In  the  90th  Congress,  vastly  different 
bills  were  passed  by  the  Senate,  S.  1004, 
and  by  the  House,  H.R.  3300.  The  bill  now 
before  us  is  S.  1004,  amended,  however, 
to  contain  most  of  the  provisions  of  the 
House  bill.  These,  in  turn,  correspond 
generally  to  the  provisions  of  my  bill,  S. 
1019,  and  its  House  counterparts  in  the 
89th  Congress,  as  reported  out  of  the 
House  committee  in  that  Congress,  but 
there  are  important  changes. 

California’s  objectives  have  been 
threefold:  First,  priority  protection  of 
California’s  existing  projects  in  the  event 
of  shortage;  second,  investigating  water 
supply  and  requirements,  and  launching 
a  realistic  program  of  importing  new 
water  into  the  river  to  bring  the  water 
budget  into  balance,  with  adequate  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  areas  from  which  the  new 
water  is  imported;  and,  third,  provision 
for  financing  the  augmentation  program. 
These  three  objectives  were  all  addressed 
in  consideration  of  this  bill. 

PRIORITY  PROTECTION  OF  EXISTING  USES 

Mr.  President,  California  has  three 
Colorado  River  projects:  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Water  District’s  Colorado  River 
Aqueduct,  which  transports  water  from 
the  Colorado  to  the  coastal  plain,  sup¬ 
plying  water  to  more  than  12  million 
people,  over  half  of  California’s  popula¬ 
tion;  the  All-American  Canal,  which  sup¬ 
plies  water  to  the  Imperial  Irrigation 
District  and  Coachella  Valley  County 
Water  District,  two  of  the  richest  irri¬ 
gated  agricultural  areas  in  the  world; 
and  the  Palo  Verde  project,  having  the 
oldest  significant  water  rights  on  the 
river.  These  three  projects  cost  more 
than  $600  million,  secured  by  liens  on 
the  homes,  farms,  and  industries  of 
southern  California. 

These  projects  were  built  to  use  5.4 
million  acre-feet  annually  of  Colorado 
River  water,  and  they  have  put  more 
than  5.1  million  of  this  to  use.  Palo 
Verde  began  using  water  in  1877,  Im¬ 
perial  about  1903.  But,  in  1928,  when 


Arizona  opposed  the  Swing-Johnson  bill, 
which  became  the  Boulder  Canyon  Proj¬ 
ect  Act,  Congress  attempted  to  fashion 
a  compromise  which  restricted  Califor¬ 
nia  to  4.4  million  acre-feet  of  the  first 
7.5  million  available  to  the  three  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  plus 
one-half  of  any  excess  or  surplus  avail¬ 
able  above  7.5  million.  The  intent  was  to 
permit  these  three  projects  to  appropri¬ 
ate  and  put  to  use  4.4  million  acre-feet, 
protected  by  the  law  of  prior  appropria¬ 
tion  which  prevailed  in  all  seven  States 
and  which  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  had 
given  interstate,  effect  in  the  case  of 
Wyoming  v.  Colorado,  259  U.S.  419 
(1922).  But,  with  respect  to  California’s 
uses  of  water  above  4.4  million,  it  was 
clear  that  we  would  have  to  prorate  the 
available  supply  with  Arizona — one-half 
to  each. 

To  complete  the  equation,  Congress 
proposed  that  the  remaining  3.1  million 
of  the  first  7.5  million  be  divided  2.8  to 
Arizona,  300,000  to  Nevada. 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  in  the  cases 
of  Arizona  v.  California,  373  U.S.  546, 
in  1963,  adopted  these  quantities  as  the 
basis  of  its  decreed  apportionment — 
2.8  million  to  Arizona,  4.4  million  to  Cali¬ 
fornia,  300,000  to  Nevada.  There  had 
never  been  any  dispute  about  these  fig¬ 
ures,  but  there  had  been  serious  dispute 
for  nearly  40  years  on  two  points  which 
were  related  to  these  quantities:  First, 
whether  Arizona’s  2.8  million  included  or 
excluded  the  uses  she  has  made  in  the 
Phoenix  area  of  the  waters  of  the  Gila 
River,  a  tributary  of  the  Colorado, 
amounting  to  about  1.7  million  acre-feet 
annually.  If  so,  Arizona  could  claim  from 
the  main  stream  only  1.1  million  of  the 
first  7.5  million.  The  Supreme  Court  de¬ 
cided  this  issue  in  Arizona’s  favor,,  ex¬ 
cluding  the  Gila.  Second,  if  the  main 
stream  supply  should  be  less  than  7.5 
million,  how  should  the  shortages  be 
allocated?  The  Special  Master  whom 
the  Court  appointed  to  take  testimony 
in  Arizona  against  California  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  short  supply  should  be 
prorated  among  the  three  States,  even  if 
this  meant  that  existing  uses  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  should  be  cut  below  4.4  million 
acre-feet. 

The  Supreme  Court  unanimously  dis¬ 
agreed  with  that  recommendation,  and 
I  rejected  It,  holding  that  Congress  had 
enacted  no  shortage  formula,  and  that 
either  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or 
Congress  could  do  so  now,  reserving  to 
the  Court  the  jurisdiction  to  review  any 
formula  that  the  Secretary  might 
promulgate. 

The  bill  that  we  are  about  to  enact 
resolves  the  shortage  issue,  and  does  so 
in  a  way  completely  satisfactory  to 
California. 

Section  301(b),  in  substance,  directs 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  so  ad¬ 
minister  the  decree  in  Arizona  against 
California  that,  if  there  is  insufficient 
water  to  satisfy  7.5  million  acre-feet  of 
consumptive  use  from  the  main  stream 
in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada,  di¬ 
versions  for  the  central  Arizona  project 
shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  4.4  million  acre-feet  for  use  by 
existing  projects  in  California.  Section 
301(c)  directs  that  this  limitation  on  the 


central  Arizona  project  diversions  shall 
not  apply  so  long  as  the  Secretary  pro¬ 
claims  that  means  are  in  operation 
which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  in  sufficient  quantities 
to  make  7.5  million  acre-feet  of  main 
stream  water  available  for  use  in  the 
three  States. 

Section  606(g)  defines  “augmenta¬ 
tion”  as  meaning  to  increase  the  supply 
of  the  Colorado  River  or  its  tributaries 
by  introduction  of  water  into  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system  which  is  in  addition 
to  its  natural  supply.  The  intent  is  to 
negate  any  contention  that  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  water  to  the  metropolitan  water 
district  on  the  coastal  plain  of  south¬ 
ern  California,  or  to  any  other  user  by 
means  ether  than  the  introduction  of 
new  water  into  the  river,  will  qualify,  as 
a  contribution  to  the  7.5  million,  hence 
as  a  device  for  suspending  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  California’s  4.4  million. 

To  be  plain  about  it,  the  shortage  issue, 
which  the  Supreme  Court  refused  to  de¬ 
cide,  is  now  decided  in  California’s  favor 
by  Congress.  Fairness  dictates  that  it 
should  be.  And,  because  it  is  decided  in 
California’s  favor,  California  is  able  to 
support  authorization  of  the  central  Ari¬ 
zona  project.  Again,  to  be  plain  about  it, 
the  priority  protection  for  California’s  4.4 
million  acre-feet  is  permanent.  This  is 
because  under  the  terms  of  article  II  (B) 
(1)  of  the  Supreme  Court’s  decree,  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  apportioned  4.4  million  when¬ 
ever  7.5  million  is  available,  and  under 
the  terms  of  section  301(b)  of  the  new 
act  California  receives  4.4  million  when 
the  supply  is  less  than  7.5  million,  the 
central  Arizona  project  diversions  being 
reduced  to  the  extent  required  to  assure 
this,  and  the  priority  protection  assured 
by  section  301(b)  is  only  suspended  by 
section  301(c)  when  the  river  is  aug¬ 
mented  sufficiently  to  restore  the  supply 
to  7.5  million,  thus  making  the  4.4  milliori 
available  per  article  II (B)  (1)  of  the 
decree.  In  short,  the  priority  is  suspended 
only  when  it  is  not  needed. 

Mr.  President,  because  of  the  tremen¬ 
dous  importance  to  California  of  these 
protective  provisions,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  they  be  printed  in  full  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  provi¬ 
sions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Sec.  301.  (b)  Article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  de¬ 
cree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376 
U.S.  340)  shall  be  so  administered  that  in 
any  year  in  which,  as  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  there  is  insufficient  main  stream  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  available  for  release  to  sat¬ 
isfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  million 
five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona, 
California,  and  Nevada,  diversions  from  the 
main  stream  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project 
shall  be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  water  in  quantities  sufficient  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  aggregate  annual  consumptive 
use  by  holders  of  present  perfected  rights,  by 
other  users  in  the  State  of  California  served 
under  existing  contracts  with  the  United 
States  by  diversion  works  heretofore  con¬ 
structed,  and  by  other  existing  Federal  reser¬ 
vations  in  that  State,  of  four  million  four 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  of  mainstream 
water,  and  by  users  of  the  same  character  in 
Arizona  and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State 
of  Nevada  shall  not  be  required  to  bear 
shortages  in  any  proportion  greater  than 
would  have  been  imposed  in  the  absence 
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of  this  subsection  301(b).  This  subsection 
shall  not  affect  the  relative  priorities,  among 
themselves,  of  water  users  in  Arizona,  Nevada, 
and  California  which  are  senior  diversions 
for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  or  amend 
any  provisions  of  said  decree. 

(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection  (b) 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  so  long  as  the 
Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim 
that  means  are  available  and  in  operation 
which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to 
make  sufficient  mainstream  water  available 
for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use 
of  seven  million  five  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada. 
***** 

Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  is 
augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)  (1)  of  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376 
U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use 
of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre- 
feet  in  Arizona,  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  in  California,  and  three 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Nevada,  re¬ 
spectively,  the  Secretary  shall  make  such 
water  available  to  users  of  main  stream  water 
in  those  States  at  the  same  costs  (to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  such  costs  can  be  made  comparable 
through  the  nonreimbursable  allocation  to 
the  replenishment  of  the  deficiencies  occa¬ 
sioned  by  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican  Treaty 
burden  as  herein  provided  and  financial  as¬ 
sistance  from  the  development  fund  estab¬ 
lished  by  section  403  of  this  Act)  and  on  the 
same  terms  as  would  be  applicable  if  main 
stream  water  were  available  for  release  in  the 
quantities  required  to  supply  such  consump¬ 
tive  use. 

Sec.  606.  (g)  “Augment”  or  "augmenta¬ 
tion”,  when  used  herein  with  reference  to 
water,  means  to  increase  the  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  or  its  tributaries  by  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  water  into  the  Colorado  River  sys¬ 
tem,  which  is  in  addition  to  the  natural  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  system. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  final 
word  about  California’s  annual  uses  of 
the  Colorado  in  excess  of  4.4  million 
acre-feet  of  Colorado  River  water.  These 
were  put  in  jeopardy,  not  by  the  Supreme 
Court  opinion,  but  by  the  bargain  ex¬ 
acted  of  California  by  Congress  in  1928. 
Four  decades  of  comparative  drought 
since  that  date  have  demonstrated  that 
there  is  no  “excess  or  surplus,”  depend¬ 
able  on  a  long-term  basis,  no  matter 
whether  the  Gila  is  included  or  excluded 
in  the  calculation.  California’s  uses 
above  4.4  million,  being  dependent  on 
the  physical  availability  of  surplus,  were 
foredoomed  by  Congress  in  1928  if  the 
wet  years  of  the  early  quarter  of  the 
century  should  fail  to  return,  and  this 
has  happened.  Arizona  and  California 
both  suffer  the  consequences,  California 
in  the  pending  loss  of  use  of  some  700,000 
acre-feet  of  surplus  that  we  once  en¬ 
joyed,  Arizona  in  the  assumption  of  the 
risk  of  the  next  loss,  when  the  common 
supply  shrinks  below  7.5  million. 

It  is  this  common  problem  which  has 
drawn  us  together  in  a  bill  designed  to 
ultimately  add  enough  water  to  the 
river  to  assure  both  of  us  against  addi¬ 
tional  losses,  preserving  4.4  million  for 
California,  2.8  million  for  Arizona, 
300,000  for  Nevada. 

AUGMENTATION  INVESTIGATIONS 

The  report  of  the  House  conferees 
(H.  Rept.  No.  1861,  90th  Cong.,  second 


sess.)  sets  forth  very  candidly  the  bill’s 
provisions  for  investigations  of  new 
sources  of  water.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  portion  of  that  report  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  language  developed  by  the  committee 
of  conference  as  a  substitute  for  section  201 
of  the  House  amendment  directs  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct  full  and  com¬ 
plete  reconnaissance  investigations  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan  to  meet 
the  future  water  needs  of  the  Western  United 
States,  a  term  which  is  defined  in  title  VI  of 
the  conference  report  as  those  States  lying 
wholly  or  in  part  west  of  the  Continental 
Divide.  The  investigations  and  development 
of  the  plan  are  to  be  in  accordance  with 
reclamation  law,  and  the  studies,  investiga¬ 
tions,  and  assessments  of  water  availability 
must  be  coordinated  with  other  water  plan¬ 
ning  activities  being  conducted  under  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act.  The  purpose 
of  the  reference  to  the  Water  Resources  Plan¬ 
ning  Act  is  to  assure  cooperation  and  coordi¬ 
nation  among  all  Federal  agencies,  affected 
States,  and  study  commissions  established 
pursuant  to  the  Planning  Act  and  to  elimi¬ 
nate  possible  duplication  in  the  overall  water 
resources  planning  effort.  The  reference  to 
the  Planning  Act  does  not,  of  course,  subject 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  in  that  act  against  the  study  of  trans¬ 
basin  transfers  of  water. 

It  is  intended  that  the  Secretary  initiate 
this  westwide  planning  effort  by  determining 
the  water  supplies  available  and  the  long- 
range  water  requirements  in  each  water  re¬ 
source  region  of  the  Western  United  States. 
When  this  phase  of  the  study  is  completed, 
the  Secretary  can  then  proceed  with  investi¬ 
gations  to  determine  the  most  economical 
means  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  in  order  to  serve  the  most 
critical  water-short  area  of  our  Nation.  When 
the  water  needs  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
and  the  time  schedule  therefor  have  been 
established,  all  possible  sources  of  water  must 
be  considered,  including  water  conservation 
and  salvage,  weather  modification,  desalina¬ 
tion,  and  importation  from  areas  of  surplus. 
However,  for  a  period  of  10  years  from  the 
date  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  cannot  under¬ 
take  studies  of  any  plan  for  importation  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  from  any 
other  drainage  basin  lying  outside  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  those  portions  of  Nevada,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming  which  are  in  the  natural  drainage 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River.  As  the  studies 
proceed,  the  Secretary  is  required  to  submit 
progress  reports  every  2  years  and  to  submit, 
not  later  than  June  30,  1977,  a  completed 
reconnaissance  report  on  water  supplies  and 
water  requirements  for  the  entire  1 1  Western 
States  area  as  well  as  the  possibilities  of  aug¬ 
mentation  from  within  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States.  Both  the  progress  reports  and 
the  final  reconnaissance  report  are  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  President,  the  National  Water 
Commission  (while  it  is  in  existence),  the 
Water  Resources  Council,  and  the  Congress. 

The  investigations  and  studies  under  this 
title  do  not  end  with  submission  of  this  ini¬ 
tial  report  in  1977.  This  is  only  the  first 
phase.  It  is  intended  that,  following  the 
completion  of  this  phase  of  the  investiga¬ 
tions  and  studies,  the  Secretary  shall  con¬ 
tinue,  pursuant  to  existing  authority,  to 
pursue  vigorously  the  stated  objective  of 
section  201  which  is  to  develop  a  general 
plan  to  meet  the  future  water  needs  of  the 
entire  Western  United  States.  He  is  expected 
to  make  such  recommendations  with  re¬ 
spect  to  feasibility  studies  as  are  justified 
and  appropriate,  including  feasibility  studies 
of  augmentation  opportunities  within  the 
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Colorado  River  Basin  States.  Also,  it  is  in¬ 
tended  that  the  Secretary,  when  the  10-year 
moratorium  on  studies  of  importation  from 
outside  the  Colorado  Basin  States  comes  to  an 
end,  will  conduct  such  additional  reconais- 
sance  investigations  as  are  justified  of  im¬ 
portation  from  outside  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  States  and  make  such  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  feasibility  studies  as  are 
warranted.  He  will  do  this  pursuant  to  exist¬ 
ing  authority  and  in  the  light  of  the  investi¬ 
gations  and  studies  he  has  completed  up  to 
that  time. 

The  importance  to  the  central  Arizona 
project  and  to  the  entire  West  of  the  west¬ 
wide  water  planning  provided  for  in  this 
legislation  cannot  be  overemphasized.  While 
there  is  disagreement  with  respect  to  time, 
the  cold  fact  remains  that  eventually  the 
water  supply  for  the  central  Arizona  project 
from  mainstream  Colorado  River  water  will 
be  reduced  to  less  than  300,000  acre-feet  an¬ 
nually  unless  augmentation  becomes  a  real¬ 
ity. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  if  water 
is  imported  into  the  Colorado,  the  likely 
areas  of  origin  are  either  the  rivers  of 
northern  California  or  the  Columbia 
River  Basin.  California  has  as  much  in¬ 
terest  as  any  of  the  Columbia  Basin 
States  in  protecting  its  future.  For  this 
reason,  California  has  insisted  on  lan¬ 
guage  which  gives  about  as  complete  pro¬ 
tection  to  areas  and  States  of  origin  as 
could  be  devised. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  area  of  origin  language  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  language 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  pursuant  to  section  201,  plan 
works  to  import  water  into  the  Colorado  River 
system  from  sources  outside  the  natural 
drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he  shall  make 
provision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  interests  of  the  States  and  areas 
of  origin,  including  assistance  from  funds 
specified  in  this  Act,  to  the  end  that  water 
supplies  may  be  available  for  use  in  such 
States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate  to  satisfy 
their  ultimate  requirements  at  prices  to  users 
not  adversely  affected  by  the  exportation  of 
water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future, 
for  water  within  any  State  lying  wholly  or 
in  part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river 
basin  from  which  water  is  exported  by  works 
planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have  a 
priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of 
the  waters  of  that  river  basin,  for  all  pur¬ 
poses,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water  de¬ 
livered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  interstate 
agreement. 

FINANCING  AUGMENTATION  WORKS 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
contains  two  major  provisions  for  the 
financing  of  works  to  add  new  water  to 
the  river.  One  is  the  creation  of  a  devel¬ 
opment  fund;  the  other  is  a  direction 
that  the  cost  of  importing  water  to  offset 
the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  shall  be  non¬ 
reimbursable. 

The  development  fund  created  by  title 
IV  is  divided  into  two  parts.  One  part 
will  commit  power  revenues  from  the 
sale  of  power  for  use  in  California  and 
Nevada  after  payout  of  the  Hoover 
Parker  and  Davis  projects  to  the  cause 
of  bringing  more  water  into  the  river. 
The  other  part,  fed  by  the  revenues  from 
the  sale  of  Hoover-Parker-Davis  power 
for  use  in  Arizona,  from  the  Nevada- 
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Arizona  section  of  the  Pacific  Northwest 
power  intertie  after  payout,  from  water 
charges  paid  by  central  Arizona  project 
water  users  and  from  the  Secretary’s 
sale  of  surplus  steam  generated  electric 
power,  will  initially  finance  the  central 
Arizona  project.  The  remaining  surplus 
will  also  be  available  for  augmentation 
works. 

By  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  of  1944, 
the  United  States  promised  to  provide 
to  Mexico  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water  each  year.  But  no  steps 
were  taken  to  assure  that  the  water  would 
always  be  available  to  flow  into  Mexi¬ 
co.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
portion  of  the  House  conference  report 
summarizing  the  way  in  which  the  bur¬ 
den  of  this  treaty  is  placed  upon  the 
entire  Nation  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Section  202  wararnts  special  mention.  This 
section  is  a  congressional  declaration  that 
satisfaction  of  the  water  requirements  of 
the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  constitutes  a 
national  obligation  which  shall  be  the  first 
charge  against  any  augmentation  project.  It 
relieves  both  the  upper  basin  and  the  lower 
basin  from  the  Colorado  River  compact  re¬ 
quirement  covering  deliveries  of  water  to 
Mexico  at  such  time  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  determines  and  proclaims  that  means 
are  available  and  in  operation  for  delivering 
annually  into  the  Colorado  River  system 
sufficient  water  to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Treaty 
water  requirements  together  with  associated 
losses.  A  further  provision  in  the  House 
amendment  made  such  relief  to  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  States  contingent  upon  the 
authorization  of  a  plan  to  augment  the 
Colorado  River  water  supply  by  2  yz  million 
acre-feet  annually.  This  provision  is  retained 
in  the  conference  version  of  S.  1004  which, 
however,  adds  clarifying  language  to  indicate 
that  such  plan  has  not  only  to  be  authorized 
but  also  to  be  in  operation  to  the  extent 
of  providing  the  additional  water  necessary 
to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  require¬ 
ments. 

The  declaration  that  satisfaction  of  Mexi¬ 
can  Treaty  water  requirements  constitutes  a 
national  obligation  carries  with  it  a  nonre¬ 
imbursable  allocation  of  the  costs  of  provid¬ 
ing  the  necessary  water  or  replacement  for 
such  water.  The  authority  for  this  allocation 
on  a  nonreimbursable  basis  is  included  in 
title  IV  of  the  conference  report,  and  clarify¬ 
ing  language  adopted  by  the  committee  of 
conference  with  respect  to  it  is  explained  in 
this  statement  under  title  IV. 

***** 

Section  401  of  the  conference  report  pro¬ 
vides  for  allocation  among  the  project  pur¬ 
poses  of  project  costs,  including  the  costs 
of  future  units  and  augmentation  works.  It 
is  the  language  of  the  House  amendment 
with  additional  clarifying  language  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  nonreimbursable  allocation 
to  the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of 
Colorado  River  flows  available  for  use  in 
the  United  States  occasioned  by  compliance 
with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty.  The  new 
language  adopted  by  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  provides  that  this  nonreimbursable 
allocation  shall  be  made  on  a  pro  rata  basis 
to  be  determined  by  the  ratio  between  the 
amount  of  water  required  to  comply  with  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  the  total  amount 
of  water  by  which  the  Colorado  River  is 
augmented  pursuant  to  the  investigations 
authorized  by  title  II  of  the  act  and  any 
future  congressional  authorization.  This 
language  is  intended  to  prevent  a  dispro¬ 
portionate  share  of  the  cost  of  any  augmen¬ 


tation  program  from  having  to  be  borne  by 
the  taxpayers  of  the  Nation.  Under  this  new 
language,  if  a  plan  is  authorized  for  aug¬ 
menting  the  water  supply  available  in  the 
Colorado  River  by  2)4  million  acre-feet  (the 
estimated  amount  necessary  to  satisfy  an¬ 
nual  consumptive  use  of  7,500,000  acre-feet 
of  main  stream  Colorado  River  Water  in 
Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada  and,  thus, 
the  amount  most  urgently  needed  and  the 
amount  contemplated  for  the  initial  aug¬ 
mentation  program  throughout  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  legislation)  and  if  it  is  as¬ 
sumed  that  1.8  million  acre-feet  are  required 
to  comply  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty, 
then  eighteen  twenty-fifths  of  the  cost  of 
such  a  plan  would  be  nonreimbursable  and 
seven-twenty-fifths  of  the  cost  would  have 
to  be  repaid.  However,  should  augmentation 
works  be  authorized  to  make  available  only 
increments  of  water  within  the  amount  re¬ 
quired  to  comply  with  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty,  as  would  likely  be-  the  case  should 
desalination  be  found  to  be  the  most  econo¬ 
mical  means  of  augmentation,  the  total  cost 
of  such  works  would  be  nonreimbursable.  On 
the  other  hand,  should  the  investigations 
authorized  by  title  II  lead  to  authorization 
of  a  plan  for  augmenting  the  water  avail¬ 
able  in  the  Colorado  River  by,  say  8  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  through  importation  from  an 
area  of  surplus,  the  nonreimbursable  allo¬ 
cation  would  be  limited  to  eighteen-eight¬ 
ieths  of  the  total  cost  of  the  plan. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 
Mexican  Treaty  issue  has  now  come  full 
circle  in  the  U.S.  Senate.  In  1945,  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Nevada  stood  alone  among 
the  seven  States  of  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  in  opposing  that  treaty.  The  two 
States  agreed  that  the  guaranty  of  1.5 
million  acre-feet  of  water  annually  to 
Mexico — more  than  twice  her  maximum 
use  before  Hoover  Dam  stored  and  con¬ 
served  the  floodwaters  that  previously 
wrecked  the  Mexican  projects — was  a 
burden  which,  this  river  could  not  bear, 
that  it  would  create  shortages  disastrous 
to  American  projects.  Those  arguments 
went  unheeded.  The  treaty  was  ratified, 
although  with  11  reservations.  Today, 
Congress  declares  this  burden  to  be  a 
national  obligation,  and  pledges  Federal 
funds  to  the  relief  of  this  burden. 

THE  UPPER- BASIN’  COMPROMISE 

I  said  at  the  beginning  that  this  bill 
represented  an  equilibrium  between  the 
forces  of  the  Lower  and  Upper  Basin 
States.  Its  enactment  is  made  possible  by 
the  recognition  of  the  necessity  of  pro¬ 
tecting  existing  interests  in  the  Upper 
Basin  as  well  as  in  California.  To  that 
end,  we  authorize  five  projects  in  Colo¬ 
rado,  extend  financial  assistance  to  one 
in  Utah,  and  enact  guidelines  for  balanc¬ 
ing  the  operation  of  Lake  Mead  and  Lake 
Powell.  This  is  contained  in  section  602. 
It  is  necessarily  quite  complicated  in 
statement,  but  its  intended  effect  is  sim¬ 
ple  enough:  the  two  reservoirs  shall  rise 
and  fall  together,  in  reasonable  but  not 
exact  coordination,  so  that  neither  will 
bear  the  full  burden  of  drought,  and 
neither  will  fill  while  the  other  is  being 
drawn  out. 

CONCLUSION 

As  a  U.S.  Senator,  I  have  represented 
California’s  interests  in  the  waters  of 
the  Colorado  River,  to  the  best  of  my 
ability,  for  16  years.  It  gives  me  great 
satisfaction  to  know  that  the  Colorado 
River  bill  we  are  about  to  adopt  fully 
protects  California’s  interests.  It  con¬ 
tains  the  features  for  which  I  have 


fought  from  the  beginning:  the  com¬ 
plete  protection  of  California’s  decreed 
4.4  million  acre-feet  against  shortages; 
the  launching  of  a  realistic  augmenta¬ 
tion  program,  which  will,  of  course,  take 
many  years  to  fruition;  the  complete 
protection  of  the  areas  of  origin,  wheth¬ 
er  in  the  Columbia  Basin  or  in  north¬ 
ern  California,  from  which  water  may 
be  imported  into  the  Colorado;  the 
creation  of  a  development  fund  to  fi¬ 
nance  these  importations;  the  recogni¬ 
tion  of  the  Mexican  Treaty  burden  as 
the  prime  cause  of  shortages,  and  as¬ 
sumption  of  a  national  obligation  to  al¬ 
leviate  the  effect  of  the  treaty;  and, 
finally,  the  settlement  of  the  points  of 
difference  between  the  Upper  and  Lower 
Basins  which  might  have  occasioned  an¬ 
other  lawsuit. 

I  am  glad  to  be  able  to  say  that  5 
years-  ago  I  introduced  the  first  regional 
bill,  S.  2760,  in  the  88th  Congress,  to 
achieve  the  goals  that  the  bill  now  be¬ 
fore  us  finally  will  put  into  law.  Let  me 
say  now,  as  I  said  3  years  ago  in  intro¬ 
ducing  a  very  similar  bill,  S.  294,  in  the 
89  th  Congress: 

I  again  hold  out  the  hand  of  friendship 
to  Arizona.  I  am  willing  now,  not  only  to 
acquiesce  in  the  construction  of  the  central 
Arizona  project,  but  also  to  join  in  sponsor¬ 
ing  a  bill  authorizing  its  construction,  on 
two  reasonable  conditions.  The  first  is  that 
the  central  Arizona  project  be  part  of  a 
broader  plan,  simultaneously  authorized,  for 
the  relief  of  the  water  shortages  in  the  whole 
Colorado  River  Basin,  not  just  Arizona.  The 
second  is,  that  if  construction  of  the  central 
Arizona  project  is  to  begin  before  imported 
water  actually  arrives  in  sufficient  quantity 
to  assure  both  States  the  survival  of  their 
economies  that  are  now  dependent  upon  the 
Colorado  River,  the  central  Arizona  project 
bear  the  risk  of  the  shortages  that  its  con¬ 
struction  would  bring  about.  If  Arizona  will 
agree  to  these  conditions,  let  us  join  hands 
in  a  single  bill  that  will  not  only  authorize 
construction  of  the  central  Arizona  project, 
but  which  will  also  meet  two  other  needs, 
which  are  just  as  urgent  as  Arizona’s:  the 
survival  of  the  lower  basin  projects  which  al¬ 
ready  exist,  and  the  filling  of  the  upper  basin 
reservoirs.  The  future  life  of  the  whole  Col¬ 
orado  River  Basin  is  at  stake. 

Arizona  has  agreed  to  these  conditions 
in  the  bill  we  are  about  to  enact.  The 
Senate  is  about  to  do  so.  This  is  a  his¬ 
toric  moment.  The  hand  of  friendship 
which  California  offered  has  been  ac¬ 
cepted  by  Arizona.  What  I  said  then 
bears  repeating  now: 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat,  this  Congress  can 
go  down  in  history  as  the  savior  of  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Southwest  region  of  the  United  States. 
There  is  a  rapidly  burgeoning  economy  and 
a  rising  population  in  Arizona.  The  amazing 
progress  in  population  and  in  wealth  in  my 
State  of  California  continues.  Their  econom¬ 
ics  are  intertwined.  Their  people  are  friendly 
neighbors.  They  need — as  I  am  sure  my 
friends  in  Arizona  will  agree — to  think  and 
plan  together  so  that  Congress  can  success¬ 
fully  enact  legislation  which  will  help  both 
States,  and  which  will  also  help  Nevada  and 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  States  without  do¬ 
ing  damage  to  any  other  State. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  my  able  friend 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  has  al¬ 
ways  been  Wyoming’s  view  that  the 
Colorado  River  compact  of  1922,  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact, 
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and  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  of  1944 
represent  the  supreme  law  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River.  I  wish  to  ask  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  California  whether 
he  agrees  with  Wyoming’s  view  in  this 
regard. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
Wyoming  is  correct.  He  has  enunciated 
the  law  of  the  river.  The  only  reason 
why  I  described  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  in  the  fashion  I  did  is  that,  as 
my  able  friend  knows,  by  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  treaties  are  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land;  but  to  the  extent  that  we  talk 
about  the  law  of  the  river,  my  able 
friend  from  Wyoming  is  completely  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  included  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  in  my  question. 

I  have  another  question  which  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  for  the 
Record.  Is  it  the  Senator’s  view  that 
the  legislation  before  us  today  abro¬ 
gates  or  diminishes  in  any  way  the  rights 
of  Wyoming  to  water  of  the  Colorado 
River  allocated  in  accordance  with  the 
instruments  I  have  just  mentioned? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No;  it  does  not.  There 
can  be  no  question  about  that.  My  an¬ 
swer  to  the  Senator’s  question  is  no, 
without  equivocation  or  doubt.  I  call  the 
Senator’s  attention  to  section  601(2)  of 
the  bill,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
it  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  section 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows :  . 

Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  modify, 
or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Colorado  River  compact  (45  Stat.  1057) ,  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  compact  (63 
Stat.  31) ,  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the 
United  Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994), 
the  decree  entered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  ex¬ 
cept  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057) , 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act 
(54  Stat.  774) ,  or  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105) . 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Since  we  agree  that 
Wyoming’s  rights  to  waters  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  are  left  intact  by  this  legis¬ 
lation,  does  the  Senator  agree  that  when 
and  if  Wyoming  is  ready  to  put  its  due 
share  of  water  to  beneficial  use,  Congress 
and  its  committees  should  and  will  give 
every  consideration  to  Wyoming’s  needs 
just  as  the  Congress  is  now  giving  con¬ 
sideration  to  her  sister  States  in  the 
Colorado  River  Basin? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Of  course  I  do,  because, 
in  my  judgment,  in  greater  or  less  degree, 
every  Colorado  River  Basin  State,  Upper 
or  Lower,  is  related  in  its  water  problems 
with  all  the  others.  They  must  go  for¬ 
ward  together.  I  can  anticipate  very 
easily  the  day  when  Wyoming  will  come 
forward  with  additional  water  projects 
which  will  utilize  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  for  its  own  growth  and  for  its  own 
additional  water  needs,  with  exactly,  I 
hope,  the  same  sympathetic  considera¬ 
tion  that  it  has  given  to  California,  and 
which,  at  long  last,  has  been  given  today 
to  the  central  Arizona  project. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  I  thank  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  and  wish  to  express,  at 
the  same  time,  my  genuine  appreciation 


for  the  great  leadership  he  has  given  all 
of  us  as  we  have  worked  so  hard  on  this 
most  difficult  and  complex  problem. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  my  esteemed  colleague 
for  the  most  excellent  presentation  given 
here  today,  and  I  would  like  my  con¬ 
gratulations  to  stretch  back  over  the 
long  years  of  leadership  he  has  given  to 
this  project,  which  has  been  so  im¬ 
portant,  so  vital,  and  so  necessary  to  our 
State,  and  which  has  come  finally  to 
what  I  think  is  a  most  equitable,  most 
fair,  and  most  sensible  solution  of  a 
problem  that,  had  it  not  been  for  the  fine 
leadership  of  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league,  might  very  well  have  caused  end¬ 
less  trouble  for  all  of  the  States  that 
border  on  the  river.  I  congratulate  him 
most  highly  for  the  job  he  has  done,  and 
I  support  the  compromise  reached  by 
the  conference  committee. 

I  do  so  because  it  accomplishes  the 
basic  objectives  of  the  bills  in  whose  in¬ 
troduction  I  have  had  the  privilege  of 
joining  with  my  esteemed  colleague, 
Senator  Kuchel. 

These  are  the  objectives  upon  which 
the  Colorado  River  Board  of  California 
and  the  water  users  of  California  have 
insisted.  We  have  said  that  we  could  and 
would  support  the  authorization  of  the 
central  Arizona  project  if,  and  only  if, 
the  bill  did  these  things;  First,  protected 
existing  uses  in  California  against  short¬ 
ages  to  the  full  extent  of  the  4.4  million 
acre  foot  limitation  to  which  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  legislature  agreed  with  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  1928;  second,  authorized  a 
realistic  investigation  of  means  to  add 
enough  water  to  the  river  to  avoid  short¬ 
ages  in  the  future;  third,  protected  the 
areas  of  origin  from  which  water  is  ex¬ 
ported  to  the  Colorado;  and,  fourth,  pro¬ 
vided  means  of  financing  the  augmenta¬ 
tion  works. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  this  bill  meets  all  these 
conditions,  and  I  respectfully  ask  that 
the  Record  show  what  the  bill  accom¬ 
plishes  in  these  and  other  respects  im¬ 
portant  to  my  State  of  California. 

Consequently,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  my  analysis  of  the  bill,  which 
I  herewith  submit,  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

1.  PROTECTION  OP  EXISTING  USES 

Existing  uses  in  California  must  have 
priority  protection  against  the  Central  Ari¬ 
zona  Project,  to  the  extent  of  4.4  million 
acre-feet,  if  the  supply  is  less  than  7.5  mil¬ 
lion.  The  bill  does  this.  The  language  is  in 
Section  301  (b)  and  (c) ,  as  follows: 

“(b)  Article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Ari¬ 
zona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall 
be  so  administered  that  in  any  year  in 
which,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  there 
is  insufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River 
water  available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual 
consumptive  use  of  seven  million  five  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada,  diversion  from  the  main 
stream  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall 
be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of 
water  in  quantities  sufficient  to  provide  for 
the  aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  by 
holders  of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other 
users  in  the  State  of  California  served  under 
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existing  contracts  with  the  United  States  by 
diversion  works  heretofore  constructed,  and 
by  other  existing  Federal  reservations  in 
that  State,  of  four  million  four  hundred 
thousand  acre-feet  of  mainstream  water,  and 
by  users  of  the  same  character  in  Arizona 
and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State  of 
Nevada  shall  not  be  required  to  bear  short¬ 
ages  in  any  proportion  greater  than  would 
have  been  imposed  in  the  absence  of  this 
subsection  301(b).  This  subsection  shall  not 
affect  the  relative  priorities,  among  them¬ 
selves,  of  water  users  in  Arizona,  Nevada,  and 
California  which  are  senior  to  diversions  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any 
provisions  of  said  decree. 

(c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  so  long 
as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  that  means  are  available  and  in  opera¬ 
tion  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  suGh  quantity  as  to 
make  sufficient  mainstream  water  available 
for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive 
use  of  seven  million  five  hundred  thousand 
acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada.” 

“Augmentation”  is  defined  in  section  604 
(g)  so  as  to  exclude  the  concept  of  exchanges 
on  the  coastal  plain  of  California  as  a  device 
to  reduce  California’s  right  to  4.4  million 
acre-feet  from  the  river.  We  say: 

“(g)  ‘Augment’  or  ‘augmentation’,  when 
used  herein  with  reference  to  water,  means 
to  increase  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
or  its  tributaries  by  the  introduction  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  system,  which 
is  in  addition  to  the  natural  supply  of  the 
system.” 

Moreover,  to  protect  existing  uses  not  only 
against  reductions  in  quantity,  but  against 
increases  in  costs,  Section  305  provides: 

“Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  is 
augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water 
available  for  release,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)  (1)  of 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California 
(376  U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual  consump¬ 
tive  use  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  four  million  four 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  California, 
and  three  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in 
Nevada,  respectively,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  such  water  available  to  users  of  main 
stream  water  in  those  States  at  the  same 
costs  (to  the  extent  that  such  costs  can  be 
made  comparable  through  the  nonreimbursa¬ 
ble  allocation  to  the  replenishment  of  the  de¬ 
ficiencies  occasioned  by  satisfaction  of  the 
Mexican  Treaty  burden  as  herein  provided 
and  financial  assistance  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  fund  established  by  section  403  of  this 
Act)  and  on  the  same  terms  as  would  be 
applicable  if  main  stream  water  were  avail¬ 
able  for  release  in  the  quantities  required 
to  supply  such  consumptive  use.” 

2.  INVESTIGATIONS 

The  bill  launches  a  long-range  investiga¬ 
tion  of  water  supply  and  requirements  in  the 
11  western  states.  Section  201  provides: 

“Sec.  201.  Pursuant  to  the  authority  set 
out  in  the  Reclamation  Act  of  June  17,  1902, 
32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or 
supplementary  thereto,  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  of  July 
22,  1965,  79  Stat.  244,  as  amended,  with 
respect  to  the  coordination  of  studies,  in¬ 
vestigations  and  assessments,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  conduct  full  and  com¬ 
plete  reconnaissance  investigations  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan  to  meet 
the  future  water  needs  of  the  Western  United 
States.  Such  investigations  shall  include  the 
long-range  water  supply  available  and  the 
long-range  water  requirements  in  each  water 
resource  region  of  the  Western  United  States. 
Progress  reports  in  connection  with  these 
investigations  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
President,  the  National  Water  Commission 
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(while  it  is  in  existence) ,  the  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Council,  and  to  the  Congress  every 
two  years.  The  first  of  such  reports  shall 
be  submitted  on  or  before  June  30,  1971,  and 
a  final  reconnaissance  report  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  not  later  than  June  30,  1977:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from 
the  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  not 
undertake  reconnaissance  studies  of  any  plan 
for  the  importation  of  water  into  the  Col¬ 
orado  River  Basin  from  any  other  natural 
river  drainage  basin  lying  outside  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  those  portions  of  Nevada,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming  which  are  in  the  natural  drainage 
basin  of  the  Colorado  River.” 

3 .  PROTECTION  OP  AREAS  OP  ORIGIN 

If  water  is  imported  into  the  Colorado 
River,  it  must  come  from  an  area  which  can 
yield  it  without  occasioning  any  present  or 
foreseeable  hardship  to  that  area  and  state 
of  origin.  To  assure  this,  the  bill  provides: 

“Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall,  pursuant  to  section  201,  plan 
works  to  import  water  into  the  Colorado 
River  system  from  sources  outside  the  nat¬ 
ural  drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he  shall 
make  provision  for  adequate  and  equitable 
protection  of  the  interests  of  the  States  and 
areas  of  origin,  including  assistance  from 
funds  specified  in  this  Act,  to  the  end  that 
water  supplies  may  be  available  for  use  in 
such  States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate 
to  satisfy  their  ultimate  requirements  at 
prices  to  users  not  adversely  affected  by  the 
exportation  of  water  to  the  Colorado  River 
system. 

“(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future, 
for  water  within  any  State  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river 
basin  from  which  water  is  exported  by  works 
planned  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  have  a 
priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of 
the  waters  of  that  river  basin,  for  all  pur¬ 
poses,  as  against  the  rises  of  the  water  deliv¬ 
ered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  interstate 
agreement.” 

4.  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

The  bill  creates  a  development  fund  to 
finance  augmentation  works.  These  provi¬ 
sions  appear  in  Title  IV.  They  are  too  long 
and  complicated  to  reproduce  here.  But,  in 
general,  the  development  fund  is  to  be  fed 
by  revenues  from  Hoover,  Davis,  and  Parker 
Dams,  and  the  Nevada-Arizona  portion  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest  intertie,  after  those 
projects  have  paid  for  themselves,  and  by  re¬ 
payments  by  Central  Arizona  water  users,  as 
well  as  some  miscellaneous  revenues.  The 
fund  is  dedicated  to  assistance  to  the-  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project,  the  Dixie  Project  in 
Utah,  and,  most  important,  to  financing  aug¬ 
mentation  works.  To  this  end,  the  Hoover, 
Davis  and  Parker  revenues  derived  from  pay¬ 
ments  by  California  and  Nevada  powers 
users  are  not  to  be  applied  to  subsidize  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  but  to  fianance  aug¬ 
mentation  works. 

5.  MEXICAN  TREATY  WRITE-OFF 

Twenty-three  years  ago.  the  Senators  from 
California  and  Nevada  alone,  among  the 
delegations  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
States,  opposed  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
and  warned  of  the  catastrophic  water  short¬ 
ages  that  would  be  occasioned  in  this  desert 
portion  of  our  country  by  the  perpetual 
guaranty  of  the  fixed  quantity  of  1.5  million 
acre-feet  annually  to  Mexico,  a  first  mort¬ 
gage  on  a  short  supply. 

Today,  the  Senate  has  before  it  a  bill  which 
says  this: 

“Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the 
satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River 
constitutes  a  national  obligation  which  shall 
be  the  first  obligation  of  any  water  augmen¬ 
tation  project  planned  pursuant  to  section 
201  of  this  Act  and  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the  Upper 


Division  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming)  and  the  States  of  the  Lower  Divi¬ 
sion  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada)  shall 
be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which  may 
have  been  imposed  upon  them  by  article 
III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so  long 
as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  pro¬ 
claim  that  means  are  available  and  in  opera¬ 
tion  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican 
Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses  of 
water  associated  with  the  performance  of 
that  treaty:  Provided,  That  the  satisfaction 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  (Treaty  Series  994,  59  Stat.  1219), 
shall  be  from  the  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  pursuant  to  the  treaties,  laws,  and 
compacts  presently  relating  thereto,  until 
such  time  as  a  feasibility  plan  showing  the 
most  economical  means  of  augmenting  the 
water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River 
below  Lee  Perry  by  two  and  one-half  million 
acre-feet  shall  be  authorized  by  the  Congress 
and  is  in  operation  as  provided  in  this  Act.” 

And  the  bill  directs  that  the  cost  of  im¬ 
porting  water  to  satisfy  the  treaty  burden 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.  This  is  what  it 
provides: 

“Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower 
basin  unit  of  the  project  herein  or  hereafter 
authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the 
Secretary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  con¬ 
structing  said  unit  or  features  to  (1)  com¬ 
mercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply,  (4)  flood  con¬ 
trol,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  con¬ 
trol,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9) 
the  replenishment  of  the  depletion  of  Colo¬ 
rado  River  flows  available  for  use  in  the 
United  States  occasioned  by  performance  of 
the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994;  59  Stat. 
1219),  and  (10)  any  other  purposes  author¬ 
ized  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws. 
Costs  of  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  allocated  to  the  replenishment  of  the 
depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available 
for  use  in  the  United  States  occasioned  by 
compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
(including  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from 
regulatory  reservoirs,  and  regulatory  losses 
at  the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred  in  the 
transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water 
in  discharge  of  the  obligations  of  that  treaty) 
shall  be  nonreimbursable:  Provided,  That 
the  nonreimbursable  allocation  shall  be  made 
on  a  pro  rata  basis  to  be  determined  by  the 
ratio  between  the  amount  of  water  required 
to  comply  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty 
and  the  total  amount  of  water  by  which  the 
Colorado  River  is  augmented  pursuant  to 
the  investigations  authorized  by  title  II 
of  this  Act  and  any  future  Congressional 
authorization.” 

6.  SETTLEMENT  OF  CONTROVERSIES  WITH  THE 
UPPER  BASIN 

The  bill,  beside  authorizing  five  projects  in 
Colorado  and  giving  financial  assistance  to 
the  Dixie  Project  in  Utah,  provides  in  Section 
502  for  reimbursement  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  for  outlays  made  necessary 
for  the  purchase  of  power  to  perform  the 
Government’s  Hoover  Dam  contracts  during 
the  time  that  water  is  withheld  from  Lake 
Mead  to  fill  Lake  Powell.  It  also  contains,  in 
Section  602,  an  agreed  formula  to  coordinate 
the  operations  of  Lake  Powell  and  Lake  Mead, 
so  that,  speaking  in  very  general  terms,  the 
levels  rise  and  fall  together. 

7.  CONSENT  TO  SUIT 

Finally,  Section  601(c)  directs  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  conform  to  the  “law  of  the  river,”  in¬ 
cluding  this  new  act,  and  authorizes  the 
States  to  sue  in  the  Supreme  Court  if  he  does 
not.  This  is  the  language: 

“(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are 
directed  to  comply  with  the  applicable  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty, 
compacts,  and  decree  referred  to  in  subsec- 
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tion  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and 
release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in 
the  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  facil¬ 
ities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the 
jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary, 
and  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
all  works  which  may  be  authorized  hereafter 
for  the  augmentation  of  the  water  supply  of 
the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the  event  of 
failure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency  to  so 
comply,  any  affected  State  may  maintain 
an  action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this 
section  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  and  consent  is  given  to  the  joinder 
of  the  United  States  as  a  party  in  such  suit 
or  suits,  as  a  defendant  or  otherwise.” 

CONCLUSION 

This  is  an  occasion  of  which  all  seven 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  can  be 
proud.  It  is  a  statesmanlike  compromise. 
The  Central  Arizona  Project  is  authorized. 
But  Congress  keeps  the  bargain  that  it  re¬ 
quired  of  California  in  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act,  exactly  40  years  ago.  This  re¬ 
quired  California  to  limit  herself  to  4.4 
million  acre-feet  of  the  first  7.5  million  avail¬ 
able,  and  required  California  to  take  her 
chances  on  the  climate,  with  respect  to  uses 
in  excess  of  4.4  million.  We  could  have  half 
of  any  excess  or  surplus  above  7.5  million. 
Forty  years  of  drought  have  shown  that 
there  is  no  much  excess  or  surplus,  except 
during  the  temporary  period  before  the  Up¬ 
per  Basin  puts  its  apportioned  share  to  use. 
But  the  great,  the  important  thing,  is  that 
Congress  now  recognizes  in  this  bill  that  the 
$600,000,000  of  investments  which  California 
citizens  have  made  to  put  that  basic  4.4  mil¬ 
lion  acre-feet  to  use  are  to  be  respected  and 
given  priority  protection.  This  was  the  issue 
that  the  Supreme  Court  refused  to  decide. 
California’s  three  projects — the  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Water  District’s  Colorado  River  Aque¬ 
duct,  the  Palo  Verde  project,  and  the  All- 
American  Canal — are  safe  to  the  full  ex¬ 
tent  permitted  by  the  1928  agreement  be¬ 
tween  California’s  legislature  and  the  Con¬ 
gress,  exacted  of  us  by  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Act. 

The  water  supply  from  the  Colorado  River 
on  which  12  million  people  of  Southern 
California  are  dependent  has  been  secured. 
This  is  a  great  day  for  California.  It  has 
been  made  possible  by  the  resolute  defense 
of  our  interests  in  the  Supreme  Court  and 
in  the  Congress,  by  the  bipartisan  efforts  of 
our  water  leaders,  the  unanimous  support  of 
the  press  in  our  State,  and,  above  all,  by  the 
continuing  efforts  and  unfailing  resolution 
of  our  people. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  take 
a  moment  simply  to  thank  my  friend 
and  colleague  from  California  [Mr. 
Murphy]  for  the  very  generous  words 
he  has  just  used,  which  touched  me,  and 
to  state  that  I  am  glad  that  he  and  I 
can  look  forward  to  a  happier  Arizona- 
California  relationship  and  a  happier 
southwest  basin  relationship  as  a  result 
of  the  legislation  we  are  about  to  pass. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senate  works  its  will  on  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  project  bill  conference 
report,  I  wish  to  make  a  short  restate¬ 
ment  for  the  record  of  the  position  taken 
by  the  State  of  Wyoming  on  this  legisla¬ 
tion  and  on  the  legislative  attempts 
which  have  preceded  it. 

For  the  benefit  of  Senators  who  may 
not  be  totally  familiar  with  the  geog¬ 
raphy  of  the  West,  let  me  explain  that 
of  the  seven  so-called  Colorado  River 
Basin  States,  Wyoming  stands  at  the 
head  of  the  creek.  The  Colorado  River 
is  born  in  the  graciers  and  snowfields  of 
Wyoming’s  Wind  River  Mountains. 
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The  water  which  originates  in  these 
mountains  is  the  lifeblood  of  our  State, 
and  throughout  the  years  Wyomingites 
have  worked  long  and  hard  to  define  and 
formalize  the  rights  of  our  State  to  a 
fair  share  of  the  Colorado  River  flows. 

This  process  has  taken  many  forms. 
First,  we  have  physically  appropriated 
the  water  by  building  dams  and  irriga¬ 
tion  facilities.  Ranchers  and  farmers 
have  put  the  water  on  the  land  for  the 
production  of  hay  and  crops.  Industrial 
facilities  have  been  built  and  this  very 
day  new  facilities  are  being  planned  and 
built  which  depend  entirely  on  this  Colo¬ 
rado  River  water.  Petroleum,  uranium, 
coal,  trona,  pentonite,  sulfur,  taconite, 
and  oil  shale,  all  are  being  developed 
or  will  soon  be  developed  and  all  depend 
on  this  Colorado  River  water.  And  finally, 
of  course,  the  cities  and  towns  of  the 
entire  southwestern  part  of  our  great 
State  depend  on  Colorado  River  water 
for  their  daily  life. 

The  second  way  in  which  Wyoming 
has  laid  claim  to  its  share  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  is  by  its  participation  in  agree¬ 
ments  and  compacts  between  its  sister 
States  in  the  basin  and  the  United  States. 
Wyoming  looks  with  considerable  pride 
upon  the  large  body  of  law  which  now 
constitutes  the  “law  of  the  river.”  Wy¬ 
oming  citizens  acted  as  true  statesmen 
in  the  past.  They  played  a  major  role 
in  negotiating  the  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
pact  of  1922  and  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  compact  of  1948.  It  was  al¬ 
ways  been  our  view  that  these  two  com¬ 
pacts  and  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944 
with  the  United  Mexican  States  repre¬ 
sent  the  supreme  law  of  the  Colorado 
River. 

As  I  stated  in  my  individual  views  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Senate  report  on  S.  1004 
(Rept.  No.  408,  80th  Cong.,  first  sess.,  p. 
160) : 

AH  Colorado  River  legislation  considered  by 
the  Congress  must  recognize  the  supremacy 
of  these  agreements.  Congress  should  pass  no 
laws  which  would  be  inconsistent  in  word  or 
in  fact  with  the  terms  of  these  agreements. 

On  May  15  of  this  year  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  House  Interior 
Committee,  the  Honorable  Wayne  Aspin- 
all,  gave  very  emphatic  assurance  that 
the  legislation  before  us  today  was  not 
“intended  to  directly  or  indirectly  change 
the  apportionment  of  water  to  the  State 
of  Wyoming  in  any  way  from  that  which 
has  been  set  out  by  these  instruments.” 
See  the  Congressional  Record,  May  15, 
1968,  at  H3821.  This  is  an  extremely  im¬ 
portant  part  of  the  legislative  history 
surrounding  this  complex  subject. 

If  I  may  be  permitted  a  personal  aside, 
I  cannot  help  but  remark  that  I  am 
deeply  grateful  both  as  an  individual  and 
as  an  official  of  the  State  of  Wyoming  to 
the  magnificent  statesmanship,  leader¬ 
ship,  and  understanding  which  Chair¬ 
man  Aspinall  has  brought  to  this  subject 
in  the  many  years  that  it  has  been 
pending  before  the  Congress.  He  has 
shown  great  concern  and  consideration 
for  the  State  of  Wyoming  just  as  he  has 
for  all  of  the  other  Western  States  and 
this  concern  has  been  marked  by  honesty 
and  patience. 

After  stating  for  the  Record  on  May 
15,  1968,  the  very  important  protection 


which  Wyoming  will  rely  on  in  the  future. 
Chairman  Aspinall  addressed  himself  to 
Wyoming’s  particular  situation  with  re¬ 
spect  to  this  legislation.  He  said : 

The  only  reason  that  the  State  of  Wyoming 
does  not  have  any  projects  in  this  legislation 
for  authorization,  admitting  its  entitlement 
has  gone  unusued  and  will  be  unused  for  a 
few  years  to  come,  is  the  fact  that  they  have 
no  projects  ready  for  the  Subcommittee  on 
Reclamation  of  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  to  take  notice  of  or  to 
work  upon  at  this  time.  .  .  .  Yet  I  do  not 
believe  that  there  will  be  any  Congress  of 
the  United  States  in  the  future  that  will 
deny  the  burdens  or  the  responsibilities,  as 
well  as  the  benefits  of  the  Colorado  River 
Compact.  To  me  this  is  a  binding  agreement, 
binding  as  it  can  possibly  be,  and  as  far  as 
that  is  concerned  I  believe  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  will  always  be  considerate 
as  soon  as  the  projects  for  the  Upper  Basin 
can  be  properly  placed  before  the  Congress, 
so  that  the  Upper  Basin  will  get  to  use  its 
water. 

Chairman  Aspinall  has  stated  better 
than  I  ever  could  the  real  “gut”  issue 
which  confronts  Wyoming  and  other 
States  involved  in  the  legislation  before 
us  today. 

The  bill  which  Chairman  Aspinall 
successfully  guided  through  the  House 
of  Representatives  this  year,  H.R.  3300, 
was  much  more  acceptable  to  the  State  of 
Wyoming  than  was  the  bill  which  passed 
the  Senate,  S.  1004,  last  year.  Further, 
the  House  passed  bill  H.R.  3300,  was 
preferable  to  the  conference  report  which 
we  now  have  pending  before  us.  The 
recognition  by  the  Congress  that  the 
Mexican  treaty  burden  is  a  national  ob¬ 
ligation  was  contained  in  the  House- 
passed  bill  and  has  been  retained  in 
this  conference  report.  That  is  a  proper 
recognition  and  one  which  all  of  the 
States  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin 
should  be  thankful  for.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  10 -year  moratorium  on  water 
importation  studies  is  an  extremely 
regrettable  feature,  particularly  after 
such  an  exhaustive  record  has  been  com¬ 
piled  which  indicates  the  great  need  for 
augmentation  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin  in  the  immediate  future.  Problems 
will  not  disappear  even  though  some  are 
persuaded  to  put  their  heads  in  the  sand, 
ostrich-like,  for  10  years.  Those  problems 
are  with  us  now  and  they  will  be  with  us 
10  years  from  now  and  it  seems  absurd 
to  me  that  we  do  not  get  on  with  the 
business  of  studying  for  proper  solutions 
to  them. 

This  brings  me  to  discuss  very  briefly 
the  future.  Wyoming  is  stepping  up  the 
pace  in  its  effort  to  utilize  fully  and  ben¬ 
eficially  the  water  assets  which  it  is  en¬ 
titled  to  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
The  last  State  legislature  approved  and 
appropriated  money  for  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  State  water  plan  which  is  about 
midway  toward  completion  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time.  We  are  proceeding  with  private 
projects  on  the  Green  River  and  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  develop  larger  projects  as 
financing  becomes  available.  We  are 
moving  plans  for  Federal  projects  along 
as  rapidly  as  budget  limitations  and  the 
bureaucratic  machinery  allows.  Studies 
have  been  begun  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  on  the  Upper  Green  River 
and  Sublette  project,  and  I  am  hopeful 
that  the  Bureau  will  continue  to  work  at 
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the  greatest  possible  speed  on  that  study 
project. 

Looking  a  bit  further  down  the  road, 
I  would  hope  that  with  a  new  adminis¬ 
tration  in  Washington  next  year,  legis¬ 
lation  could  be  proposed  and  enacted 
which  would  bring  certain  basic  reforms 
to  the  reclamation  program.  I  speak 
specifically  of  the  concept  of  federally 
guaranteed  financing  for  projects  which 
would  be  built  on  a  State  or  local  level 
instead  of  through  the  costly  and  politi¬ 
cally  entangled  process  of  federally  au¬ 
thorized  construction.  This  approach 
would  offer  a  new  lease  on  life  to  States 
such  as  Wyoming  and  I  personally  pledge 
that  I  will  be  working  to  bring  about 
such  reform. 

This,  then,  outlines  where  I  think 
Wyoming  is  at  the  present  time  with 
respect  to  the  legislation  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  where  I  think  we  must  go  in  the 
future.  I  will  vote  against  the  conference 
report  because  of  the  particularly  ob¬ 
noxious  provisions  which  it  contains  and 
which  I  have  already  discussed. 

I  yield  the  floor. . 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  today  has  the  opportunity  to 
make  history  by  giving  its  approval  to 
the  conference  report  on  the  central 
Arizona  project.  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
report  although  I  recognize  that  it  is  not 
a  perfect  measure — that  there  are  areas 
that  we  must  continue  to  improve  upon. 
Nonetheless,  it  is  a  giant  step  forward 
in  helping  to  meet  the  greatest  crisis 
faced  by  the  Southwest:  the  shortage  of 
water. 

Since  1948  Congress  has  been  consider¬ 
ing  proposals  to  divert  Colorado  River 
waters  to  areas  in  the  Southwest  to  pre¬ 
vent  them  from  becoming  desertland. 
Many  problems  have  been  encountered 
in  previous  proposals,  just  as  there  were 
problems  encountered  in  the  measure 
which  we  have  before  us.  We  have  re¬ 
solved  many  of  our  differences,  however, 
for  the  benefit  of  all.  The  problem  areas 
that  remain  hopefully  can  still  be  worked 
out  as  quickly  as  possible.  The  im¬ 
portant  thing  is  that  we  have  taken  a 
giant  step,  an  important  step,  a  positive 
step  forward  in  meeting  our  water 
problems. 

This  measure  combined  with  other 
actions  which  Congress  has  taken — in¬ 
cluding  a  measure  to  create  a  National 
Water  Commission  to  review  our  national 
water  resource  problems — will  give  new 
hope  to  the  vast  water-short  regions  of 
our  Nation. 

Briefly,  Mr.  President,  years  of  work 
in  the  Western  States  have  now  culmi¬ 
nated  in  an  agreement  on  the  future  de¬ 
velopment  of  water  resources  in  the  lower 
Colorado  basin.  This  has  been  one  of 
the  most  controversial  river  basin  ques¬ 
tions  before  the  Congress  in  many  years. 
The  long  fight  has  been  waged  on  a 
number  of  principal  issues,  including: 

The  disparity  between  legal  allocations 
of  Colorado  water  among  the  States 
and  the  actual  river  flow  ; 

The  problem  of  meeting  the  water  re¬ 
quirements  set  out  in  the  Mexico  Treaty, 
which  provides  that  1.5  million  acre- 
feet  of  Colorado  water  is  to  be  delivered 
to  Mexico  each  year; 
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The  best  means  of  augmenting  low 
river  flows  to  meet  present  and  future 
uses;  and, 

The  contention  of  some  that  further 
construction  of  dams  on  the  lower  stretch 
of  the  river  would  destroy  the  natural 
beauty  and  amenity  of  the  Grand  Can¬ 
yon. 

Out  of  the  long  dialogue  has  evolved 
a  positive,  far-reaching  proposal.  This 
legislation  acknowledges  the  time  hon¬ 
ored  doctrine  of  water  law,  “first  in  time, 
first  in  right.”  California  has  long  con¬ 
tended  that  all  existing  water  uses  by  the 
States  involved  must  be  protected  and 
given  priority  over  the  uses  created  by 
any  new  projects  in  the  event  of  water 
shortage.  The  bill  protects  California's  al¬ 
location  of  4.4  million  acre-feet,  Ari¬ 
zona’s  2.8  million  acre-feet,  and  Ne¬ 
vada’s  .3  million  acre-feet.  These  alloca¬ 
tions  were  legally  derived  from  a  Su¬ 
preme  Court  ruling,  handed  down  in 
1963. 

Second,  this  measure  authorizes  the 
construction,  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  central  Arizona  project,  includ¬ 
ing  Hooker  Dam  in  New  Mexico — or  a 
suitable  alternative — and  other  dams, 
reservoirs,  canals,  pumping  plants,  hy¬ 
droelectric  powerplants,  and  electrical 
transmission  facilities  to  furnish  water 
to  water-deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and 
western  New  Mexico. 

The  Hooker  Dam  site  in  New  Mexico 
had  been  proposed  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  as  an  important  adjunct  of 
the  central  Arizona  project.  However,  be¬ 
cause  of  opposition  from  some,  the  lan¬ 
guage  “a  Hooker  Dam  or  suitable  alter¬ 
native”  was  proposed  to  enable  the  In¬ 
terior  Secretary  to  make  another  study 
of  the  situation  to  see  if  there  is,  in  fact, 
a  better  site  that  would  be  more  suitable 
than  the  Hooker  Dam  site.  The  study  is 
to  determine  the  best  suitable  site  for 
the  dam  that  would  provide  New  Mexico 
with  water  and  also  preserve  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  wilderness  area. 

Regardless  of  what  site  is  chosen  for 
storage  of  water  in  New  Mexico,  New 
Mexico  stands  to  benefit  by  this  legisla¬ 
tion  before  us  to  the  amount  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  18,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually. 

This  bill  before  us  also  declares  that 
future  satisfaction  of  the  Mexico  Water 
Treaty  requirements  is  a  national  obliga¬ 
tion,  Under  present  conditions,  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  of  the  Basin  must  supply  the 
assured  flow  to  Mexico  out  of  their  own 
allocations  in  times  of  low  flow.  This  re¬ 
quirement  is  to  be  waived  as  soon  as  wa¬ 
ter  augmentation  can  be  satisfied.  The 
bill  provides  for  exhaustive  studies  of 
methods  by  which  new  water  may  be 
brought  into  the  Colorado  River.  How¬ 
ever,  to  overcome  the  objections  of  the 
Columbia  River  States  who  feared  that 
these  studies  might  establish  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  interbasin  water  transfers  from 
the  Columbia  to  the  Colorado  River — the 
bill  provides  for  a  10-year  moratrium  be¬ 
fore  such  transbasin  diversion  works  can 
be  studied. 

Instead  of  an  earlier  provision  that  two 
Federal  hydroelectric  dams  be  built  at 
locations  near  the  Grand  Canyon  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  the  present  bill  includes  a 
provision  for  purchasing  electric  power 
from  a  coal-fueled  generating  plant 


whose  construction  has  been  planned  by 
a  combine  of  private  utilities  and  public 
power  agencies. 

The  bill  provides  for  a  separate  lower 
development  fund  and  authorizes  ap¬ 
proximately  $832  million  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  central  Arizona  project 
and  an  additional  $100  million  for  the 
construction  of  distribution  and  drainage 
facilities. 

Into  the  lower  Colorado  development 
fund  will  be  paid  all  appropriations  for 
the  central  Arizona  project;  all  revenues 
from  the  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker- 
Davis  projects  after  they  are  paid  for; 
and  all  revenues  from  the  Arizona- 
Nevada  portion  of  the  Pacific  Northwest- 
Pacific  Southwest  power  intertie,  after 
other  repayment  obligations  have  been 
met. 

Another  praiseworthy  feature  is  the  di¬ 
rection  to  the  Secretary  of,  the  Interior 
to  continue  inventory  the  Colorado  Ba¬ 
sin’s  water  resources  and  to  study  the 
long  range  needs  of  all  Basin  States,  with 
a  view  toward  recommending  the  most 
feasible  plans  for  meeting  the  projected 
needs.  Here,  too,  New  Mexico  stands  to 
benefit  by  the  acquisition  of  additional 
waters  in  the  future. 

In  short,  Mr.  President,  this  measure, 
while  perhaps  not  perfect  in  every  re¬ 
spect,  is  a  commendable  effort  and  should 
be  adopted  by  this  body. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

The  PRESDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Washington. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

HOSTILE-FIRE  PA^S,  FOR  CREW  OF 
THE  “PUEBLO” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr\President,  on 
yesterday,  September  1 l\  the  Senate 
passed  H.R.  17780,  which  wdifid  author¬ 
ize  hostile-fire  pay  for  the  crew  of  the 
Pueblo.  Senator  Dominick,  who\s  in  his 
State  and  temporarily  away  from  the 
Senate,  is  very  interested  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  cosponsored  a  similar  Senate 
bill.  He  had  asked  earlier  in  the  we^l 
that  I  insert,  on  his  behalf,  his  state¬ 
ment  and  through  an  inadvertence  the 
statement  did  not  appear  in  the  Record. 

I  have  Senator  Dominick’s  statement 
in  support  of  this  bill  and  request  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  insert  it  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  and,  in  addition,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  this  statement  appear  in  the 
permanent  Congressional  Record  of 
September  11,  1968,  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  the  discussion  of  this  legislation  on 
page  S10505. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  by  Senator  Dominick  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  Dominick.  Mr.  President,  although 
we  have  heard  many  rumors  that  our  Pueblo 
crew  is  to  be  released  in  the  near  future,  we 
have  not  seen  any  firm  indications  which 
might  give  us  cause  for  optimism.  Already 
our  men  have  been  in  North  Korean  captiv¬ 
ity  for  almost  eight  months,  constantly  in 
extreme  danger  from  the  cruel  treatment  so 
often  afforded  by  the  communists  to  their 
prisoners.  The  families  of  our  Pueblo  crew 
have  suffered  terrible  strain,  not  knowing 
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what  fate  will  finally  come  to  their  lo^ 
ones. 

The  legislation  we  approve  in  no  wa^  al¬ 
leviates  the  strain  and  worry  facing  oya  men 
and  their  families.  It  simply  recognjees  that 
the  services  rendered  by  the  Piufblo  crew 
was  just  as  hazardous  as  service /n  Vietnam 
for  purposes  of  receiving  hostilg  fire  pay.  By 
extending  this  special  pay  to  o*£r  Pueblo  crew 
we  stress  to  the  world  the  fact  that  our  men 
are  in  danger,  every  hour  />t  every  day.  We 
can  do  no  less,  and  I  am  pleased  to  have 
the  support  of  my  colleagues  in  the  approval 
of  this  House  bill  identical  to  my  bill,  S.  3750. 

THE  INTERNATIONAL  ANTIDUMP¬ 
ING  CODE 

Mr.  TYDZNGS.  Mr.  President,  I  feel 
obliged  to/make  clear  the  serious  doubts 
I  have  atfout  the  wisdom  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  Which  was  adopted  last  Monday 
concerning  the  International  Antidump- 
ingjCode. 

in  purely  procedural  terms,  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  manner  in  which  the 
'amendment  was  brought  to  and  consid¬ 
ered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  In  the 
first  place,  a  full  year  passed  between  the 
time  the  Antidumping  Code  was  signed 
and  the  time  it  entered  into  force — July 
1,  1968.  Yet,  the  Committee  on  Finance 
saw  fit  to  hold  its  hearing  only  a  few  days 
before  July  1.  Is  this  the  proper  way  to 
deal  with  international  agreements  to 
which  the  United  States  is  a  party? 

In  the  second  place,  I  have  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  amendment  was 
adopted  last  Monday  in  a  rather  hasty 
fashion,  with  no  time  afforded  for  any 
debate  with  respect  to  the  consequences 
of  its  enactment.  It  is,  after  all,  a  fairly 
serious  matter  for  the  United  States  to 
withdraw  from  an  agreement  after  it  has 
taken  effect.  Yet  Monday’s  proceeding, 
with  only  a  handful  of  Senators  in  the 
Chamber,  would  suggest  a  rather  cavalier 
approach  to  international  agreements. 

On  substantive  grounds,  I  find  the 
amendment  objectionable  in  several  re¬ 
spects. 

First,  the  amendment  will  in  all  likeli¬ 
hood  lead  the  other  signatories  to  give  up 
the  code.  There  is  no  possibility  of  our 
benefiting  from  the  code  while  not  ap¬ 
plying  it  ourselves. 

Second,  the  amendment  will  deprive 
VS.  exporters  of  decided  advantages, 
code  will  insure — for  the  first  time — 
Canada’s  use  of  an  injury  standard.  The 
code  \ill  also  avoid  arbitrary  antidump¬ 
ing  acvinns  taken  without  giving  notice 
to  the  exporter  or  affording  him  an  op¬ 
portunity  Iso  defend  himself. 

Third,  tma  amendment  will  force  the 
United  Statesrto  violate  its  international 
obligations.  Tms  is  bound  to  weaken  con¬ 
fidence  in  our  N?rd  and  in  our  foreign 
trade  policy — at  \  time  when  we  badly 
need  to  improve  ourrtade  balance. 

Fourth,  if  an  action  is  taken  by  the 
Treasury  Department  Or  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  which  is  felt  tNj>e  inconsistent 
with  the  Antidumping  Ac\  recourse  may 
be  had  to  the  Customs  Court.  The  judi¬ 
cial — and  not  the  legislative—^ prm  would 
seem  to  be  the  more  appropriate  and 
effective  in  such  a  case. 

Fifth,  the  amendment  goes  T^eyond 
repudiating  the  antidumping  code.  It 
freezes  the  administration  of  the  Anti¬ 
dumping  Act,  making  new  regulations\f 
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toe  Treasury  Department  or  the  Tariff 
Commission  impossible  without  a  new  act 
of  Congress.  It  a'lso  overturns  two  prac- 
tices\f  the  Treasury  Department  which 
are  consistent  with  the  basic  premise  of 
the  Antidumping  Act — once  there  is  no 
chance  oi\  dumped  imports  injuring  a 
domestic  industry,  a  dumping  case  may 
properly  be  erased  out. 

My  basic  objection  to  the  amendment, 
however,  is  that,  it  is  completely  pre¬ 
mature.  It  assumes  and  decides— before 
a  single  dumping  cfcyse  has  been  decided 
in  light  of  the  provisions  of  the  anti¬ 
dumping  code — that  u\e  code  is  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  Antidumping  Act.  What¬ 
ever  abstract  arguments  may  be  made  on 
either  side  of  this  issue,  it  would  seem  to 
me  to  be  only  prudent  and  reasonable  to 
await  some  decisions  of  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  and  the  Tariff  Commission  in 
specific  cases. 

Surely,  we  would  run  no  great  risjk  in 
doing  so,  especially  since,  as  I  undersomd 
it,  any  action  allegedly  inconsistent  wit 
the  Antidumping  Act  may  be  tested  in  thJ 
Customs  Court.  On  the  other  hand,  to 
prejudge  the  issue  of  consistency  now  is 
virtually  certain  to  bring  about  the  col¬ 
lapse  of  the  antidumping  code  and  the 
loss  of  its  benefits  to  U.S.  industries. 

In  short,  I  very  much  hope  that,  when 
the  bill  emerges  from  conference,  it  will 
not  force  the  United  States  to  repudiate 
the  antidumping  code.  Instead,  it  should 
allow  time  in  which  the  relationship  of 
the  code  to  the  Antidumping  Act  can  be 
objectively  reviewed  in  terms  of  specific 
decisions  dealing  with  concrete  cases. 


VINDICTIVENESS  OF  INTERNAL 
REVENUE  SERVICE 

Mr.  LONG  of  Missouri.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  cor¬ 
respondence  from  and  concerning  Mr. 
Donald  H.  Ganser,  Director,  program 
field  service  division,  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  region 
IV,  Chicago,  Ill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  corre¬ 
spondence  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in, 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Department  op  Housing  and 

Urban  Development, 
Chicago,  III.,  January  31,  68 . 

Subject:  Internal  Revenue  Service, 

Senate  Judiciary  Subcommittee  on  Admin¬ 
istrative  Practice  and  Proij/dure, 

New  Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Gentlemen:  At  present  I  Am  employed  as 
Director  of  the  Program  Bfeld  Service  Divi¬ 
sion,  Metropolitan  Development  Office,  De¬ 
partment  of  Housing  zmd  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  Region  IV,  Chicago,  Illinois.  I  am  in 
my  sixth  year  with  /he  Department  and  its 
predecessor  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency,  / 

Prior  to  my  employment  with  the  Federal 
Government  y  was  connected  with  a  con¬ 
struction  fi rtn  in  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin 
which  wenjr  defunct  six  years  ago.  Being  an 
officer  otAhe  firm  I  was  held  responsible 
(contingent  liability  on  performance  and 
payment  bonds)  for  thousands  of  dollars  of 
debt^/incurred  by  the  company. 

i  insurance  company  who  had  issued  the 
performance  and  payment  bonds  on  the  con¬ 
struction  projects  and  who  was  the  major 
creditor  advised  me  to  file  bankruptcy.  They 


pointed  out  that  their  judgment  against  me 
was  good  for  twenty  years  and  that  should 
I  accumulate  or  inherit  any  funds  during 
that  period  they  could  attach  it. 

Before  filing  bankruptcy,  however,  the 
creditors  of  the  defunct  firm  had  cleaned 
me  out— my  home,  life  insurance,  savings, 
etc.  Such  are  the  hazards  of  the  business 
world.  In  addition,  even  though  I  was  duly 
adjudged  a  bankrupt,  approximately  $5000 
in  accounts  payable  was  not  discharged  in 
the  bankruptcy.  These  were  personal  debts 
which  I  felt  morally  responsible  to  pay.  These 
accounts  together  with  the  attorney’s  fee  for 
filing  the  bankruptcy  I  have  been  diligently 
trying  to  pay. 

As  a  result  of  the  personal  loss  suffered  by 
reason  of  being  an  officer  of  the  defunct  cor¬ 
poration,  I  listed  a  loss  of  $9500  on  my  1964 
income  tax  return.  It  was  subsequently  au¬ 
dited  and  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
claimed  that  I  could  not  take  this  entire  loss 
in  one  year,  but  could  only  take  a  loss  not  to 
exceed  $1000  in  any  one  year  with  balance 
of  the  loss  carried  forward  to  future  years. 
At  the  time  I  disputed  their  ruling  but  not 
having  any  resources  to  engage  an  attorney 
or  tax  consultant  demand  was  made  upon 
me  to  pay  an  additional  tax  in  the  amount 
of  $1658  which  with  interest  added  amounted , 
S£o  approximately  $2000  as  of  November,  196^ 
pt  having  the  funds  to  pay  this  tax  I 
subsequently  requested  to  report  to  therin- 
teraal  Revenue  Office  at  5817  West  Manison 
StreeSv  Chicago,  Illinois,  at  which  timj?  I  was 
requested  to  file  a  Statement  of  Emaneial 
Condition,  Form  433-AB,  which  A  did  on 
August  3&,  1967,  copy  of  which  is  enclosed. 
Subsequent  to  this  I  was  called  into  their 
office  and  interrogated  by  Messrs.  Keckeisen 
and  George  Suzuki.  I  wish  tp  state  here  and 
now  that  theyNwere  threatening,  arrogant, 
insulting  and  obnoxious  In  their  treatment 
of  me.  If  I  had  notVone/through  this  experi¬ 
ence  myself,  I  wouldVover  have  believed  that 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government  would 
be  allowed  to  treat'  ferkow  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  employees  in  this  planner,  much  less 
citizens  of  this  country. 

The  result  of  this  conference  was  that  I 
was  to  pay  them  $200  per  mWith  and  they 
requested  that  I  sign  a  “Payment  Agree¬ 
ment’’,  Foym  433-D,  copy  enclosed.  I  showed 
them  a  U§t  of  my  monthly  expenses  and  in¬ 
come  which  proved  beyond  a  douwt  that  I 
could /not  pay  more  than  $50  per\nonth 
towafds  this  reassessment  of  taxes  dueNrhey 
we/e  unable  to  find  5<t  that  I  could  eliminate 
fyom  my  monthly  expenses,  but  neverthe¬ 
less  insisted  that  I  was  to  pay  the  sum 
$200  per  month.  They  further  informed  me' 
that  if  I  did  not  they  would  levy  against  my 
salary  and  my  wife’s,  which  they  did.  The 
“Payment  Agreement”  that  they  tried  to 
coerce  me  into  signing  has  the  statement  “I, 
therefore,  request  the  privilege  of  paying 
such  taxes  as  follows:”.  This  was  not  my  re¬ 
quest  but  the  demand  of  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Service. 

At  no  time  did  I  dispute  the  tax  due.  In 
fact,  I  wish  I  could  pay  it  off  at  once  to  get 
them  off  my  back.  I  offered  to  pay  $50  per 
month  until  June  of  1968  when  the  expense 
of  two  sons  in  college  would  cease  for  a 
couple  of  months  and  I  could  pay  more  on 
the  account.  In  addition  this  would  have 
given  me  additional  time  to  clean  up  some 
previous  incurred  obligations. 

Based  on  the  audit  of  my  1964  tax  return 
and  the  subsequent  decision  by  Internal 
Service  that  $1000  was  the  maximum  allow¬ 
able  loss  in  any  one  year,  I  filed  an  amend¬ 
ment  of  my  1965  income  tax  return  claiming 
the  $1000  annual  loss  that  Internal  Revenue 
Service  had  approved.  This  amendment  re¬ 
sults  in  a  credit  of  $250.94  against  my  tax 
deficiency.  Acknowledgment  of  this  claim 
was  made  by  internal  Revenue  on  July  21, 
1967,  copy  enclosed. 

To  date,  after  two  additional  letters,  I 
have  not  received  this  refund  nor  will  the 


Chicago  office  of  Internal  Revenue  admit  re 
ceiving  the  refund,  nor  will  they  credit  jny 
account  with  this  sum  due  me.  In  the  me 
time.  Internal  Revenue  Services  consumes 
to  harass  me. 

Also  enclosed  is  a  letter  from  m€  to  my 
superior,  Mr.  Francis  D.  Fisher/  Regional 
Administrator  of  the  Department  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development,  Explaining  to 
him  the  circumstances  after /Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  had  levied  against  my /alary.  Upon  re¬ 
ceipt  of  my  letter,  Mr.  Fisher  wrote  to  Mr. 
E.  C.  Coyle,  Jr.,  District/Director  of  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Service/ and  received  an  in¬ 
nocuous  reply,  copy  of  which  is  enclosed. 

As  a  result  of  tide  letter  I  again  went  to 
see  Internal  Revenue,  especially  the  Area 
Manager,  Charley/ A.  Parks.  At  this  meeting 
they  agreed  tha/ 1  could  pay  $100  per  month 
for  November/and  December.  Mind  you,  this 
was  after  taxing  my  payroll  check  of  $460 
in  Octob ejr  This  results  in  their  receiving 
$660  for  knree  months  or  $60  over  their  orig¬ 
inal  dei/and  of  $200  per  month.  I  was  forced, 
as  a  nesult  of  this,  to  borrow  $400  from  my 
fellow  employees  which  I  know  is  not  good 
practice  but  I  had  no  other  choice.  Because 
my  recent  bankruptcy  I  was  not  able  to 
Drrow  any  money  from  banks  or  credit 
companies. 

I  was  requested  to  report  to  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service  again  in  January  at  which 
time  they  stated  they  would  again  analyze 
my  expenditures  and  determine  what  month¬ 
ly  payment  I  should  make.  I  again  met  with 
the  following:  Mr.  John  Keckeisen,  Revenue 
Officer;  Mr.  George  Suzuki,  Revenue  Officer; 
Mr.  Charles  A.  Parks,  Area  Manager;  and  the 
Deputy  Area  Manager  whose  name  I  do  not 
recall  at  this  moment. 

Once  again  I  was  bullied,  insulted,  de¬ 
graded  and  generally  treated  like  a  com¬ 
munist  spy  and  criminal.  Upon  review  of  my 
case  they  again  demanded  that  I  sign  a 
“Payment  Agreement”  stating  that  I  re¬ 
quest  the  privilege  of  paying  $300  per  month. 
Due  to  a  pay  increase  I  was  willing  to  pay 
them  the  entire  amount  of  the  increase 
which  amounted  to  $72  per  month,  plus  the 
original  $50  per  month.  I  also  felt  I  could 
afford  an  additional  $78  for  a  total  of  $200 
per  month.  This  was  their  original  demand 
and  in  December  I  was  informed  that  this 
would  be  the  most  they  would  demand  in 
January,  1968. 

Was  I  ever  in  for  a  surprise.  Without  any 
consideration  whatsoever  to  my  obligations 
for  shelter,  food,  clothing,  education  ex¬ 
penses,  etc.,  they  demanded  that  I  pay  $300 
in  J anuary  and  the  subsequent  months  until 
ytheir  claim  was  paid.  When  I  stated  that  I 
lply  could  not  pay  $300  per  month,  they 
stated  that  this  was  my  problem  and  if  not 
pai\  they  would  levy  against  my  salary  and 
my  wife's. 

I  agSin  borrowed  $150  and  together  with 
$150  I  saved  (thanks  to  three  pay  periods 
in  DecenNer)  paid  them  $300  in  January.  I 
simply  cannot  go  on  paying  $300  per  month 
to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  When  I 
inquired  as  t\  when  I  would  receive  credit 
of  $250  for  myNamended  1965  return,  they 
stated  that  they  nave  nothing  to  do  with  this 
matter,  that  it  is  smother  office  involved  and 
when  I  asked  therrk  to  intercede  they  re¬ 
fused  and  stated  it  was  up  to  me  to  see  to 
it  that  I  get  the  refund.' 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  underhand  how  a  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  is  allowed  to 
harass  me  for  money  due  Them  and  is  un¬ 
willing  to  pay  or  credit  monies  due  me. 

■  I  urgently  request  that  you  tlse  your  good 
offices  to  obtain  some  time  for  me  in  which 
to  pay  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  I  hope  that  you  will  put  a  stSp  to  the 
harassment  and  abuses  inflicted  on  Ve  and 
no  doubt  other  citizens  by  the  Imfcfrnal 
Revenue  Service. 

This  is  an  election  year,  as  you  well  kn^ 
and  unless  I  see  some  action  on  your  part  & 
my  behalf  and  on  the  behalf  of  other  citizen^ 
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an  act 

To  authorize  the  construction,  oi>eration,  and  maintenance  of  the  Colorado 
River  Basin  project,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

TITLE  I— COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT: 
OBJECTIVES 

Sf.c.  101.  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Colorado  River  Basin 

Project  Act”. _ s _ _ _ _ _ t _ _ 

Sec.  102.  (a)  It  is  the  object  of  this  Act  to  provide  a  program  for 
the  further  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  and  for  the  provision  of  additional  and  adequate 
■suiter  supplies  for  use  in  the  upper  as  well  as  in  the  lower  Colorado 
Uver  Basin.  This  program  is  declared  to  be  for  the  purposes,  among 
others,  of  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River;  controlling 
floods;  improving  navigation;  providing  for  the  storage  and  delivery 
of  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  for  reclamation  of  lands,  including 
supplemental  water  supplies,  and  for  municipal,  industrial,  and  other 
beneficial  purposes;  improving  water  quality ;  providing  for  basic  pub¬ 
lic  outdoor  recreation  facilities;  improving  conditions  for  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  the  generation  and  sale  of  electrical  power  as  an  incident 
of  the  foregoing  purposes. 

(b)  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  shall  continue  to  develop, 
after  consultation  with  affected  States  and  appropriate  Federal 
agencies,  a  regional  water  plan,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  and  with  future  authorizations,  to  serve  as  the  framework  under 
which  projects  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  may  be  coordinated  and 
constructed  with  proper  timing  to  the  end  that  an  adequate  supply  of 
water  may  be  made  available  for  such  projects,  whether  heretofore, 
herein,  or  hereafter  authorized. 

TITLE  II— INVESTIGATIONS  AND  PLANNING 

)Sec.  201.  Pursuant  to  the  authority  set  out  in  the  Reclamation  Act 
June  17, 1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning 
Act  of  July  22,  1965,  79  Stat.  244,  as  amended,  with  respect  to  the 
coordination  of  studies,  investigations  and  assessments,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  shall  conduct  full  and  complete  reconnaissance  investi¬ 
gations  for  the  purpose  of  developing  a  general  plan  to  meet  the 
future  water  needs  of  the  Western  United  States.  Such  investigations 
shall  include  the  long-range  water  supply  available  and  the  long-range 
water  requirements  in  each  water  resource  region  of  the  Western 
United  States.  Progress  reports  in  connection  with  these  investiga¬ 
tions  shall  be  submitted  to  the  President,  the  National  Water  Commis¬ 
sion  (while  it  is  in  existence),  the  Water  Resources  Council,  and  to 
the  Congress  every  two  years.  The  first  of  such  reports  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  on  or  before  June  30,  1971,  and  a  final  reconnaissance  report 
shall  be  submitted  not  later  than  June  30,  1977  :  Provided ,  That  for  a 
period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  shall  not 
undertake  reconnaissance  studies  of  any  plan  for  the  importation  of 
water  into  the  Colorado  River  Basin  from  any  other  natural  river 
drainage  basin  lying  outside  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colo- 
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ratio,  New  Mexico,  and  those  portions  of  Nevada,  Utah,  and  Wyoming 
which  are  in  the  natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Sec.  202.  The  Congress  declares  that  the  satisfaction  of  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  from  the  Colorado  River  consti¬ 
tutes  a  national  obligation  which  shall  be  the  first  obligation  of  any 
water  augmentation  project  planned  pursuant  to  section  201  of  this 
Act  and  authorized  by  the  Congress.  Accordingly,  the  States  of  the 
Tapper  Division  (Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming)  and 
the  States  of  the  Lower  Division  (Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada) 
shall  be  relieved  from  all  obligations  which  may  have  been  imposed 
upon  them  by  article  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact  so  long 
as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  that  means  are  avail¬ 
able  and  in  operation  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado 
River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
Mexican  Water  Treaty  together  with  any  losses  of  water  associated 
with  the  performance  of  that  treaty :  Provided ,  That  the  satisfaction 
of  the  requirements  of  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  (Treaty  Series  994, 
59  Stat.  1219),  shall  be  from  the  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  treaties,  laws,  and  compacts  presently  relating  thereto,  until 
such  time  as  a  feasibility  plan  showing  the  most  economical  means  oG 
augmenting  the  water  supply  available  in  the  Colorado  River  belo(j 
Lee  Ferry  by  two  and  one-half  million  acre-feet  shall  be  authorized  byJ 
the  Congress  and  is  in  operation  as  provided  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  203.  (a)  In  the  event  that  the  Secretary  shall,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  201,  plan  works  to  import  water  into  the  Colorado  River  system 
from  sources  outside  the  natural  drainage  areas  of  the  system,  he  shall 
make  provision  for  adequate  and  equitable  protection  of  the  interests 
of  the  States  and  areas  of  origin,  including  assistance  from  funds  speci¬ 
fied  in  this  Act,  to  the  end  that  water  supplies  may  be  available  for  use 
in  such  States  and  areas  of  origin  adequate  to  satisfy  their  ultimate  re¬ 
quirements  at  prices  to  users  not  adversely  affected'by  the  exportation 
of  water  to  the  Colorado  River  system. 

(b)  All  requirements,  present  or  future,  for  water  within  any  State 
lying  wholly  or  in  part  within  the  drainage  area  of  any  river  basin 
from  which  water  is  exported  by  works  planned  pursuant  to  this  Act 
shall  have  a  priority  of  right  in  perpetuity  to  the  use  of  the  waters 
of  that  river  basin,  for  all  purposes,  as  against  the  uses  of  the  water 
delivered  by  means  of  such  exportation  works,  unless  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  interstate  agreement. 

Sec.  204.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  are  required  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

TITLE  III— AUTHORIZED  UNITS :  PROTECTION  OF  (J 
EXISTING  USES 


Sec.  301.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  furnishing  irrigation  water  and 
municipal  water  supplies  to  the  water-deficient  areas  of  Arizona  and 
western  New  Mexico  through  direct  diversion  or  exchange  of  water, 
control  of  floods,  conservation  and  development  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Secretary  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  Central 
Arizona  Project,  consisting  of  the  following  principal  works:  (1)  a 
system  of  main  conduits  and  canals,  including  a  main  canal  and  pump¬ 
ing  plants  (Granite  Reef  aqueduct  and  pumping  plants) ,  for  diverting 
and  carrying  water  from  Lake  Havasu  to  Orme  Dam  or  suitable  alter¬ 
native,  which  system  may  have  a  capacity  of  3,000  cubic  feet  per  second 
or  whatever  lesser  capacity  is  found  to  be  feasible :  Provided ,  That  any 
capacity  in  the  Granite  Reef  aqueduct  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per 
second  shall  be  utilized  for  the  conveyance  of  Colorado  River  water 
only  when  Lake  Powell  is  full  or  releases  of  water  are  made  from  Lake 
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Powell  to  prevent  the  reservoir  from  exceeding  elevation  3,700  feet 
above  mean  sea  level  or  when  releases  are  made  pursuant  to  the  proviso 
in  section  602(a)  (3)  of  this  Act:  Provided  further ,  That  the  costs  of 
providing  any  capacity  in  excess  of  2,500  cubic  feet  per  second  shall  be 
repaid  by  those  funds  available  to  Arizona  pursuant  to  the  provision  of 
subsection  403(f)  of  this  Act,  or  by  funds  from  sources  other  than  the 
development  fund;  (2)  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  power-pumpin**- 
plant  or  suitable  alternative;  (3)  Buttes  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which 
shall  be  so  operated  as  not  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  user  in  and  to 
the  waters  of  the  Gila  River  as  those  rights  are  set  forth  in  the  decree 
entered  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona 
on  June  29,  1935,  in  United  States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  Dis¬ 
trict  and  others  (Globe  Equity  Numbered  59)  ;  (4)  Hooker  Dam  and 
Reservoir  or  suitable  alternative,  which  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a 
i  manner  as  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  of  section 
304;  (5)  Charleston  Dam  and  Reservoir;  (6)  Tucson  aqueducts  and 
pumping  plants;  (7)  Salt-Gila  aqueducts;  (8)  related  canals,  regulat¬ 
ing  facilities,  hydroelectric  powerplants,  and  electrical  transmission 
facilities  required  for  the  operation  of  said  principal  works;  (9)  related 
Niter  distribution  and  drainage  works;  and  (10)  appurtenant  works. 

V(b)  Article  11(B)  (3)  of  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  (376  U.S.  340)  shall  be 
so  administered  that  in  any  year  in  which,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  there  is  insufficient  main  stream  Colorado  River  water  available 
for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use  of  seven  million  five 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  California,  and  Nevada, 
diversions  from  the  main  stream  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall 
be  so  limited  as  to  assure  the  availability  of  water  in  quantities  suffi¬ 
cient  to  provide  for  the  aggregate  annual  consumptive  use  by  holders 
of  present  perfected  rights,  by  other  users  in  the  State  of  California 
served  under  existing  contracts  with  the  United  States  by  diversion 
works  heretofore  constructed,  and  by  other  existing  Federal  reserva¬ 
tions  in  that  State,  of  four  million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet 
of  mainstream  water,  and  by  users  of  the  same  character  in  Arizona 
and  Nevada.  Water  users  in  the  State  of  Nevada  shall  not  be  required 
to  bear  shortages  in  any  proportion  greater  than  would  have  been 
imposed  in  the  absence  of  this  subsection  301  (b) .  This  subsection  shall 
not.  affect  the  relative  priorities,  among  themselves,  of  water  users  in 
Arizona,  Nevada,  and  California  which  are  senior  to  diversions  for  the 
Central  Arizona  Project,  or  amend  any  provisions  of  said  decree. 
n\ (c)  The  limitation  stated  in  subsection  _(b)  of  this  section  shall  not 
i  J>ply  so  long  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine  and  proclaim  that  means 
'are  available  and  in  operation  which  augment  the  water  supply  of  the 
.Colorado  River  system  in  such  quantity  as  to  make  sufficient  main- 
■stream  water  available  for  release  to  satisfy  annual  consumptive  use 
of  seven  million  five  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Nevada. 

"i  Sec.  302.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  the  lands  of  the  Salt 
River  Pima-Maricopa  Indian  Community,  Arizona,  and  the  Fort 
McDowell-Apache  Indian  Community,  Arizona,  or  interests  therein, 
md  any  allotted  lands  or  interests  therein  within  said  communities 
which  he  determines  are  necessary  for  use  and  occupancy  by  the  United 
■States  for  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  Orme  Dam 
md  Reservoir,  or  alternative.  The  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  lands  and  interests  designated,  inclusive  of  im¬ 
provements.  In  addition,  the  Secretary  shall  offer  to  pay  toward  the 
’ost  of  relocating  or  replacing  such  improvements  not  to  exceed  $500,- 
100  in  the  aggregate,  and  the  amount  offered  for  the  actual  relocation 
>r  replacement  of  a  residence  shall  not  exceed  the  difference  between 
he  fair  market  value  of  the  residence  and  $8,000.  Each  community  and 
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each  affected  allottee  shall  have  six  months  in  which  to  accept  or  reject 
the  Secretary's  offer.  If  the  Secretary’s  offer  is  rejected,  the  United 
States  may  proceed  to  acquire  the  property  interests  involved  through 
eminent  domain  proceedings  in  the  United  States  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Arizona  under  40  U.S.C.,  sections  257  and  258a.  Upon 
acceptance  in  writing  of  the  Secretary’s  offer,  or  upon  the  filing  of  a 
declaration  of  taking  in  eminent  domain  proceedings,  title  to  the  lands 
or  interests  involved,  and  the  right  to  possession  thereof,  shall  vest  in 
the  United  States.  Upon  a  determination  by  the  Secretary  that  all  or 
any  part  of  such  lands  or  interests  are  no  longer  necessary  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  acquired,  title  to  such  lands  or  interests  shall  be 
restored  to  the  appropriate  community  upon  repayment  to  the  Federal 
Government  of  the  amounts  paid  by  it  for  such  lands. 

(b)  Title  to  any  land  or  easement  acquired  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  former  owner  to  use  or  lease  the  land 
for  purposes  not  inconsistent  with  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project,  as  determined  by,  and  under  terms  and 
conditions  prescribed  by,  the  Secretary.  Such  right  shall  include  the 
right  to  extract  and  dispose  of  minerals.  The  determination  of  fair 
market  value  under  subsection  (a)  shall  reflect  the  right  to  extract  an/jf 
dispose  of  minerals  and  all  other  uses  permitted  by  this  section. 

(c)  In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  lands  of  the 
Fort  McDowell  Mohave- Apache  Indian  Community  will  be  required 
for  Orme  Dam  and  Reservoir,  or  alternative,  the  Secretary  shall,  in 
addition  to  the  compensation  provided  for  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  designate  and  add  to  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Reservation 
twenty -five  hundred  acres  of  suitable  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  the  reser¬ 
vation  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
in  township  4  north,  range  7  east;  township  5  north,  range  7  east;  and 
township  3  north,  range  7  east,  Gila  and  Salt  River  base  meridian, 
Arizona.  Title  to  lands  so  added  to  the  reservation  shall  be  held  by  the 
United  States  in  trust  for  the  Fort  McDowell  Mohave- Apache  Indian 
Community. 

(d)  Each  community  shall  have  a  right,  in  accordance  with  plans 
approved  by  the  Secretary,  to  develop  and  operate  recreational  facili¬ 
ties  along  the  part  of  the  shoreline  of  the  Orme  Reservoir  located  on 
or  adjapent  to  its  reservation,  including  land  added  to  the  Fort 
McDowell  Reservation  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section, 
subject  to  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  governing 
the  recreation  development  of  the  reservoir.  Recreation  development 
of  the  entire  reservoir  and  federally  owned  lands  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  adjacent  thereto  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
master  recreation  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary.  The  members  ol* 
each  community  shall  have  nonexclusive  personal  rights  to  hunt  and 
fish  on  or  in  the  reservoir  without  charge  to  the  same  extent  they  are 
now  authorized  to  hunt  and  fish,  but  no  community  shall  have  the 
right  to  exclude  others  from  the  reservoir  except  by  control  of  access 
through  its  reservation  or  any  right  to  require  payment  by  members 
of  the  public  except  for  the  use  of  community  lands  or  facilities. 

(e)  All  funds  paid  pursuant  to  this  section,  and  any  per  capita 
distribution  thereof,  shall  be  exempt  from  all  forms  of  State  and 
Federal  income  taxes. 

Sec.  303.  (a)  The  Secretaiy  is  authorized  and  directed  to  continue 
to  a  conclusion  appropriate  engineering  and  economic  studies  and  to 
recommend  the  most  feasible  plan  for  the  construction  and  operation 
of  hydroelectric  generating  and  transmission  facilities,  the  purchase 
of  electrical  energy,  the  purchase  of  entitlement  to  electrical  plant 
capacity,  or  any  combination  thereof,  including  participation,  opera¬ 
tion,  or  construction  by  non-Federal  entities,  for  the  purpose  of  supply¬ 
ing  the  power  requirements  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  and 
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augmenting  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund: 
Provided ,  That  nothing  in  this  section  or  in  this  Act  contained  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  the  study  or  construction  of  any  dams  on  the 
main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen 
Canyon  Dam. 

(b)  If  included  as  a  part  of  the  recommended  plan,  the  Secretary 
may  enter  into  agreements  with  non-Federal  interests  proposing  to 
construct  thermal  generating  powerplants  whereby  the  United  States 
shall  acquire  the  right  to  such  portions  of  their  capacity,  including 
delivery  of  power  and  energy  over  appurtenant  transmission  facilities 
to  mutually  agreed  upon  delivery  points,  as  he  determines  is  required  in 
connection  with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project.  When 
not  required  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  power  and  energy 
acquired  by  such  agreements  may  be  disposed  of  intermittently  by  the 
Secretary  for  other  purposes  at  such  prices  as  he  may  determine,  in¬ 
cluding  its  marketing  in  conjunction  with  the  sale  of  power  and  energy 
from  Federal  powerplants  in  the  Colorado  River  system  so  as  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  greatest  practicable  amount  of  power  and  energy  that  can 
be  sold  at  firm  power  and  energy  rates.  The  agreements  shall  provide, 
'  vnong  other  things,  that — 

?  )  (1)  the  United  States  shall  pay  not  more  than  that  portion  of 

the  total  construction  cost,  exclusive  of  interest  during  construc¬ 
tion,  of  the  powerplants,  and  of  any  switchyards  and  transmission 
facilities  serving  the  United  States,  as  is  represented  by  the  ratios 
of  the  respective  capacities  to  be  provided  for  the  United  States 
therein  to  the  total  capacities  of  such  facilities.  The  Secretary 
shall  make  the  Federal  portion  of  such  costs  available  to  the  non- 
Federal  interests  during  the  construction  period,  including  the 
period  of  preparation  of  designs  and  specifications,  in  such  in¬ 
stallments  as  will  facilitate  a  timely  construction  schedule,  but 
no  funds  other  than  for  preconstruction  activities  shall  be  made 
available  by  the  Secretary  until  he  determines  that  adequate  con¬ 
tractual  arrangements  have  been  entered  into  between  all  the 
affected  parties  covering  land,  water,  fuel  supplies,  power  (its 
availablity  and  use),  rights-of-way,  transmission  facilities  and 
all  other  necessary  matters  for  the  thermal  generating  power- 
plants; 

(2)  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  between  the  United  States  and  the  non-Federal  interests 
on  an  equitable  basis  taking  into  account  the  ratios  determined  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  clause  (1)  :  Provided ,  however , 

~\  That  the  United  States  shall  share  on  the  foregoing  basis  in  the 
J  depreciation  component  of  such  costs  only  to  the  extent  of  pro¬ 
vision  for  depreciation  on  replacements  financed  by  the  non- 
F  ederal  interests ; 

(3)  the  United  States  shall  be  given  appropriate  credit  for 
any  interests  in  Federal  lands  administered  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  that  are  made  available  for  the  powerplants  and 
appurtenances ; 

(4)  co9ts  to  be  borne  by  the  United  States  under  clauses  (1) 
and  (2)  shall  not  include  (a)  interest  and  interest  during  con¬ 
struction,  (b)  financing  charges,  (c)  franchise  fees,  and  (d) 
such  other  costs  as  shall  be  specified  in  the  agreement. 

(c)  No  later  than  one  year  from  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  shall  submit  his  recommended  plan  to  the  Congress.  Except 
as  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  such  plan  shall  not 
become  effective  until  approved  by  the  Congress. 

(d)  If  any  thermal  generating  plant  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section  is  located  in  Arizona,  and  if  it  is  served  by  water  diverted 
from  the  drainage  area  of  the  Colorado  River  system  above  Lee  Ferry, 
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other  provisions  of  existing  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  such 
consumptive  use  of  water  shall  he  a  part  of  the  fifty  thousand  acre- 
feet  per  annum  apportioned  to  the  State  of  Arizona  by  article  III  (a) 
of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31 ) . 

Sec.  304.  (a)  Unless  and  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress, 
water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  shall  not  be  made  avadable 
directly  or  indirectly  for  the  irrigation  of  lands  not  having  a  recent 
irrigation  history  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  except  in  the  case  of 
Indian  lands,  national  wildlife  refuges,  and,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  State-administered  wildlife  management  areas. 

(b)  (1)  Irrigation  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  under 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  within  the  State  of  Arizona  may,  in  the 
event  the  Secretary  determines  that  it  is  necessary  to  effect  repayment, 
be  pursuant  to  master  contracts  with  organizations  which  have  power 
to  levy  assessments  against  all  taxable  real  property  within  their 
boundaries.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  contracts  or  other  arrange¬ 
ments  whereby  each  such  organization  makes  water  from  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  available  to  users  within  its  boundaries  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  Secretary's  approval,  and  the  United  States  shall,  if  the 
Secretary  determines  such  action  is  desirable  to  facilitate  carrying  o/m 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  have  the  right  to  require  that  it  be  a  parrel 
to  such  contracts  or  that  contracts  subsidiary  to  the  master  contracts 
be  entered  into  between  the  United  States  and  any  user.  The  provisions 
of  this  clause  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  the  supplying  of  water  to  an 
Indian  tribe  for  use  within  the  boundaries  of  an  Indian  reservation. 

(2)  Any  obligation  assumed  pursuant  to  section  9(d)  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(d) )  with  respect  to  any 
project  contract  unit  or  irrigation  block  shall  be  repaid  over  a  basic 
period  of  not  more  than  fifty  years;  any  water  service  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  9(e)  of  the  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C. 
485h(e) )  may  be  on  the  basis  of  delivery  of  water  for  a  period  of  fifty 
years  and  for  the  delivery  of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre- 
foot  for  water  of  the  same  class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from 
the  main  canals  and  conduits  and  from  such  other  points  of  delivery 
as  the  Secretary  may  designate;  and  long-term  contracts  relating  to 
irrigation  water  supply  shall  provide  that  water  made  available  there¬ 
under  may  be  made  available  by  the  Secretary  for  municipal  or  indus¬ 
trial  purposes  if  and  to  the  extent  that  such  water  is  not  required  by  the 
contractor  for  irrigation  purposes. 

(3)  Contracts  relating  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
under  the  Central  Arizona  Project  may  be  made  without  regard  to  th«| 
limitations  of  the  last  sentence  of  section  9(c)  of  the  Reclamatifl 
Project  Act  of  1939  (43  U.S.C.  485h(c) )  ;  may  provide  for  the  delivery 
of  such  water  at  an  identical  price  per  acre- foot  for  water  of  the  same 
class  at  the  several  points  of  delivery  from  the  main  canals  and  con¬ 
duits;  and  may  provide  for  repayment  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if 
made  pursuant  to  clause  (1)  of  said  section  and  for  the  delivery  of 
water  over  a  period  of  fifty  years  if  made  pursuant  to  clause  (2) 
thereof. 

(c)  Each  contract  under  which  water  is  provided  under  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  shall  require  that  (1)  there  be  in  effect  measures,  ade¬ 
quate  in  the  judgment  of  the  Secretary,  to  control  expansion  of  irriga¬ 
tion  from  aquifers  affected  by  irrigation  in  the  contract  service  area; 
(2)  the  canals  and  distribution  systems  through  which  wTater  is  con¬ 
veyed  after  its  delivery  by  the  United  States  to  the  contractors  shall 
be  provided  and  maintained  with  linings  adequate  in  his  judgment  to 
prevent  excessive  conveyance  losses;  and  (3)  neither  the  contractor  nor 
the  Secretary  shall  pump  or  permit  others  to  pump  ground  water 
from  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  service  area  of  a  contractor 
receiving  water  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  for  any  use  outside 
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said  contractor's  service  area  unless  the  Secretary  and  such  contractor 
shall  agree,  or  shall  have  previously  agreed,  that  a  surplus  of  ground 
water  exists  and  that  drainage  is  or  was  required.  Such  contracts  shall 
be  subordinate  at  all  times  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  existing  contracts 
between  the  Secretary  and  users  in  Arizona  heretofore  made  pursuant 
to  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057). 

(d)  The  Secretary  may  require  in  any  contract  under  which  water 
is  provided  from  the  Central  Arizona  Project  that  the  contractor  agree 
to  accept  main  stream  water  in  exchange  for  or  in  replacement  of  exist¬ 
ing  supplies  from  sources  other  than  the  main  stream.  The  Secretary 
shall  so  require  in  the  case  of  users  in  Arizona  who  also  use  water  from 
the  Gila  River  system  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  to 
users  of  water  from  the  Gila  River  system  in  New  Mexico  additional 
quantities  of  water  as  provided  in  and  under  the  conditions  specified 
in  subsection  (f)  of  this  section:  Provided ,  That  such  exchanges  and 
replacements  shall  be  accomplished  without  economic  injury  or  cost 
to  such  Arizona  contractors. 

(e)  In  times  of  shortage  or  reduction  of  main  stream  Colorado  River 

nter  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary, 
rs  which  have  yielded  water  from  other  sources  in  exchange  for 
in  stream  water  supplied  by  that  project  shall  have  a  first  priority 
to  receive  main  stream  water,  as  against  other  users  supplied  by  that 
project  which  have  not  so  yielded  water  from  other  sources,  but  only 
in  quantities  adequate  to  replace  the  water  so  yielded. 

(f)  (1)  In  the  operation  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in  New  Mexico  for  water 
from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources  in 
amounts  that  will  permit  consumptive  use  of  water  in  NewT  Mexico  of 
not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any  period  of  ten  consecutive  years 
of  eighteen  thousand  acre-feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation,  over 
and  above  the  consumptive  uses  provided  for  by  article  IV  of  the  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  Cali¬ 
fornia  (376  U.S.  340) .  Such  increased  consumptive  uses  shall  not  begin 
until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as,  delivery  of  Colorado  River 
<•  water  to  downstream  Gila  River  users  in  Arizona  is  being  accom¬ 
plished  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  in  quantities  sufficient  to  replace 
any  diminution  of  their  supply  resulting  from  such  diversion  from  the 
Gila  River,  its  tributaries  and  underground  water  sources.  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration  shall 
be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

I  -  (2)  The  Secretary  shall  further  offer  to  contract  with  water  users  in 
)w  Mexico  for  water  from  the  Gila  River,  its  tributaries,  and  under- 
i*j  ground  water  sources  in  amounts  that  will  permit  consumptive  uses 
,  of  water  in  New  Mexico  of  not  to  exceed  an  annual  average  in  any 
y  period  of  ten  consecutive  years  of  an  additional  thirty  thousand  acre- 
. ;  feet,  including  reservoir  evaporation.  Such  further  increases  in  eon- 
>  sumptive  use  shall  not  begin  until,  and  shall  continue  only  so  long  as, 

'  works  capable  of  augmenting  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River 
i  system  have  been  completed  and  water  sufficiently  in  excess  of  two 
million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  per  annum  is  available  from 
the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  River  for  consumptive  use  in  Arizona 
to  provide  water  for  the  exchanges  herein  authorized  and  provided. 
In  determining  the  amount  required  for  this  purpose  full  consideration 
shall  be  given  to  any  differences  in  the  quality  of  the  waters  involved. 

(3)  All  additional  consumptive  uses  provided  for  in  clauses  (1) 
and  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  all  rights  in  New  Mexico 
and  Arizona  as  established  by  the  decree  entered  by  the  United  States 
*<  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Arizona  on  June  29,  1935,  in  United 
States  against  Gila  Valley  Irrigation  District  and  others  (Globe 
Equity  Numbered  59)  and  to  all  other  rights  existing  on  the  effective 
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date  of  this  Act  in  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  to  water  from  the  Gila 
River,  its  tributaries,  and  underground  water  sources,  and  shall  be 
junior  thereto  and  shall  be  made  only  to  the  extent  possible  without 
economic  injury  or  cost  to  the  holders  of  such  rights. 

(g)  For  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  no  water  from  the  projects  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  l>e 
delivered  to  any  water  user  for  the  production  on  newly  irrigated  lands 
of  any  basic  agricultural  commodity,  as  defined  in  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  or  any  amendment  thereof,  if  the  total  supply  of  such 
commodity  for  the  marketing  year  in  which  the  bulk  of  the  crop 
would  normally  be  marketed  is  in  excess  of  the  normal  supply  as 
defined  in  section  301(b)  (10)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938  (52  Stat.  38),  as  amended  (7  TJ.S.C.  1301),  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  calls  for  an  increase  in  production  of  such  commodity 
in  the  interest  of  national  security. 

Sec.  305.  To  the  extent  that  the  flow  of  the  main  stream  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  River  is  augmented  in  order  to  make  sufficient  water  available  for 
release,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  article  11(b)  (1)  of 
the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona^ 
against  California  (376  U.S.  340),  to  satisfy  annual  consumptivfl 
use  of  two  million  eight  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Arizona,  four* 
million  four  hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  California,  and  three 
hundred  thousand  acre-feet  in  Nevada,  respectively,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  such  water  available  to  users  of  main  stream  water  in  those 
States  at  the  same  costs  (to  the  extent  that  such  costs  can  be  made 
comparable  through  the  nonreimbursable  allocation  to  the  replenish¬ 
ment  of  the  deficiencies  occasioned  by  satisfaction  of  the  Mexican 
Treaty  burden  as  herein  provided  and  financial  assistance  from  the 
development  fund  established  by  section  403  of  this  Act)  and  on  the 
same  terms  as  would  be  applicable  if  main  stream  water  were  available 
for  release  in  the  quantities  required  to  supply  such  consumptive  use. 

Sec.  306.  The  Secretary  shall  undertake  programs  for  water  salvage 
and  ground  water  recovery  along  and  adjacent  to  the  main  stream 
of  the  Colorado  River.  Such  programs  shall  be  consistent  with  mainte¬ 
nance  of  a  reasonable  degree  of  undisturbed  habitat  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  in  the  area,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

Sec.  307.  The  Dixie  Project,  heretofore  authorized  in  the  State  of 
Utah,  is  hereby  reauthorized  for  construction  at  the  site  determined 
feasible  by  the  Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  integrate  such  project 
into  the  repayment  arrangement  and  participation  in  the  Lower  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  established  by  title  IV  of  thisg 
Act  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act :  Provided.  That  section  ™ 
of  Public  Law  88-565  (78  Stat.  848)  is  hereby  amended  by  deleting 
the  figure  “$42,700,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure 
“$58,000,000”. 

Sec.  308.  The  conservation  and  development  of  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  the  enhancement  of  recreation  opportunities  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  project  works  authorized  pursuant  to  this  title  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recrea¬ 
tion  Act  (79  Stat.  213),  except  as  provided  in  section  302  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  309.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  including  prepayment  for 
power  generation  and  transmission  facilities  but  exclusive  of  distribu¬ 
tion  and  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands,  $832,180,000  plus 
or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as  may  be  justified  by  reason  of  ordi- 
nary  fluctuations  in  construction  costs  as  indicated  by  engineering  cost 
indices  applicable  to  the  types  of  construction  involved  therein  and, 


in  addition  thereto,  such  sums  as  may  be  required  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  project. 
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(b)  There  is  also  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $100,000,000  for  con¬ 
struction  of  distribution  and  drainage  facilities  for  non-Indian  lands. 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  403  of  this  Act.  neither  ap¬ 
propriations  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  this 
subsection  (b)  nor  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  such  facilities  shall  lie  credited  to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
Development  Fund  and  payments  shall  not  be  made  from  that  fund 
to  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return  any  part  of  the  costs  of 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  such  facilities. 

TITLE  IV— LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  FUND:  ALLOCATION  AND  REPAYMENT  OF 
COSTS :  CONTRACTS 

Sec.  401.  Upon  completion  of  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the  project 
herein  or  hereafter  authorized,  or  separate  feature  thereof,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  allocate  the  total  costs  of  constructing  said  unit  or  features 
to  (1)  commercial  power,  (2)  irrigation,  (3)  municipal  and  industrial 
prater  supply,  (4)  flood  control,  (5)  navigation,  (6)  water  quality  con¬ 
trol,  (7)  recreation,  (8)  fish  and  wildlife,  (9)  the  replenishment  of  the 
depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available  for  use  in  the  United  States 
occasioned  by  performance  of  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United 
Mexican  States  (Treaty  Series  994;  59  Stat.  1219),  and  (10)  any  other 
purposes  authorized  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws.  Costs  of 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  allocated  to  the  replenish¬ 
ment  of  the  depletion  of  Colorado  River  flows  available  for  use  in 
the  United  States  occasioned  by  compliance  with  the  Mexican  Water 
Treaty  (including  losses  in  transit,  evaporation  from  regulatory  res¬ 
ervoirs,  and  regulatory  losses  at  the  Mexican  boundary,  incurred  in 
the  transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of  water  in  discharge  of  the 
obligations  of  that  treaty)  shall  be  nonreimbursable:  Provided ,  That 
the  nonreimbursable  allocation  shall  be  made  on  a  pro  rata  basis  to  be 
determined  by  the  ratio  between  the  amount  of  water  required  to 
comply  with  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty  and  the  total  amount  of  water 
by  which  the  Colorado  River  is  augmented  pursuant  to  the  investiga¬ 
tions  authorized  by  title  II  of  this  Act  and  any  future  Congressional 
authorization.  The  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (79  Stat.  213) :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  all  of  the  separable  and  joint  costs  allocated  to  recreation 
/and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  as  a  part  of  the  Dixie  project,  Utah, 
shall  be  nonreimbursable.  Costs  allocated  to  nonreimbursable  purposes 
shall  be  nonreturnable  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  repayment  capability 
of  Indian  lands  within,  under,  or  served  by  any  unit  of  the  project. 
Construction  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  of  Indian  lands  (including 
provision  of  water  for  incidental  domestic  and  stock  water  uses)  and 
within  the  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be  subject  to  the 
Act  of  July  1,  1932  (47  Stat.  564;  25  U.S.C.  386a),  and  such  costs 
that  are  beyond  repayment  capability  of  such  lands  shall  be 
nonreimbursable. 

Sec.  403.  (a)  There  is  hereby  established  a  separate  fund  in  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  to  be  known  as  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  (hereafter  called  the  “development 
fund”),  which  shall  remain  available  until  expended  as  hereafter 
provided. 

(b)  All  appropriations  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  title  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  credited  to  the  development 
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fund  as  advances  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  shall  he 
available  for  such  purpose. 

(c)  1  here  shall  also  be  credited  to  the  development  fund — 

(1)  all  revenues  collected  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
facilities  authorized  in  title  III  in  furtherance  of  the  purposes  of 
this  Act  (except  entrance,  admission,  and  other  recreation  fees  or 
charges  and  proceeds  received  from  recreation  concessionaires), 
including  revenues  which,  after  completion  of  payout  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Arizona  Project  as  required  herein  are  surplus,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
requirements  of  said  project ; 

(2)  any  Federal  revenues  from  the  Boulder  Canyon  and 

Parker-Davis  projects  which,  after  completion  of  repayment 
requirements  of  the  said  Boulder  Canyon  and  Parker-Davis  proj¬ 
ects,  are  surplus,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  requirements  of  those  projects: 
Provided ,  hoioever,  That  the  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  continue  the  in-lieu-of-tax  payments  to  the  States  of  Arizona 
and  Nevada  provided  for  in  section  2(c)  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  so  long  as  revenues  accrue  from  the  opera-  4| 
tion  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  project;  and  " 

(3)  any  Federal  revenues  from  that  portion  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada 
and  Arizona  which,  after  completion  of  repayment  requirements 
of  the  said  part  of  the  Pacific  Northwest-Pacific  Southwest  inter- 
tie  located  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona,  are  surplus,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  to  the  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  requirements  of  said  portion  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west-Pacific  Southwest  intertie  and  related  facilities. 

(d)  All  moneys  collected  and  credited  to  the  development  fund  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (b)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c) 
of  this  section  and  the  portion  of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section  shall  be  available,  without  further  appro¬ 
priation,  for — 

(1)  defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ments  of,  and  emergency  expenditures  for,  all  facilities  of  the 
projects,  within  such  separate  limitations  as  may  be  included  in 
amiual  appropriation  Acts ;  and 

(2)  payments  to  reimburse  water  users  in  the  State  of  Arizona 
for  losses  sustained  as  a  result  of  diminution  of  the  production 
of  hydroelectric  power  at  Coolidge  Dam,  Arizona,  resulting  from  i 
exchanges  of  water  between  users  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  ^ 
New  Mexico  as  set  forth  in  section  304(f)  of  this  Act. 

(e)  Revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  shall  not  be  available 
for  construction  of  the  works  comprised  within  any  unit  of  the  project 
herein  or  hereafter  authorized  except  upon  appropriation  by  the 
Congress. 

(f )  Moneys  credited  to  the  development  fund  pursuant  to  subsection 
(b)  and  clauses  (1)  and  (3)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  and  the 
portion  of  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use 
in  Arizona  pursuant  to  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section  in 
excess  of  the  amount  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  clauses  (1) 
and  (2)  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  return — 

(1)  the  costs  of  each  unit  of  the  projects  or  separable  feature 
thereof  authorized  pursuant  to  title  III  of  this  Act  which  are 
allocated  to  irrigation,  commercial  power,  or  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  water  supply,  pursuant  to  this  Act  within  a  period  not 
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exceeding  fifty  vears  from  the  date  of  completion  of  each  such 
unit  or  separable  feature,  exclusive  of  any  development  period 
authorized  by  law :  Provided ,  That  return  of  the  cost,  if  any, 
required  by  section  307  shall  not  be  made  until  after  the  payout 
period  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized  herein;  and 
(2)  interest  (including  interest  during  construction)  on  the 
unamortized  balance  of  the  investment  in  the  commercial  power 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  features  of  the  project 
at  a  rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (h)  of  this  section,  and 
interest  due  shall  be  a  first  charge. 

(g)  All  revenues  credited  to  the  development  fund  in  accordance 
with  clause  (c)  (2)  of  this  section  (excluding  only  those  revenues 
derived  from  the  sale  of  power  and  energy  for  use  in  Arizona  during 
the  payout  period  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project  as  authorized  here¬ 
in)  and  such  other  revenues  as  remain  in  the  development  fund  after 
making  the  payments  required  by  subsections  (d)  and  (f)  of  this 
section  shall  oe  available  (1)  to  make  payments,  if  any,  as  required 
by  sections  307  and  502  of  this  Act,  and  (2)  upon  appropriation  by  the 
Congress,  to  assist  in  the  repayment  of  reimbursable  costs  incurred  in 
Connection  with  units  hereafter  constructed  to  provide  for  the  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  water  supplies  of  the  Colorado  River  for  use  below 
Lee  Ferry  as  may  be  authorized  as  a  result  of  the  investigations  and 
recommendations jnade  pursuant  to  section  201  and  subsection  203(a) 
of  this  Act. 

(h)  The  interest  rate  applicable  to  those  portions  of  the  reimbursable 
costs  of  each  unit  of  the  project  which  are  properly  allocated  to  com¬ 
mercial  power  development  and  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  as  of  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  first  advance  is  made  for  initiating 
construction  of  such  unit,  on  the  basis  of  the  computed  average  interest 
rate  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  outstanding  marketable  public 
obligations  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for 
fifteen  years  from  the  date  of  issue. 

(i)  Business- type  budgets  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Congress 
annually  for  all  operations  financed  by  the  development  fund. 

Sec.  404.  On  January  1  of  each  year  the  Secretary  shall  report  to 
the  Congress,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969, 
upon  the  status  of  the  revenues  from  and  the  cost  of  constructing, 
operating,  and  maintaining  each  lower  basin  unit  of  the  project  for 
the  preceding  fiscal  year.  The  report  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  prepared 
do  reflect  accurately  the  Federal  investment  allocated  at  that  time  to 
/power,  to  irrigation,  and  to  other  purposes,  the  progress  of  return 
and  repayment  thereon,  and  the  estimated  rate  of  progress,  year  by 
year,  in  accomplishing  full  repayment. 
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TITLE  V— UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN :  AUTHORI¬ 
ZATIONS  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

Sec.  501.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project, 
Colorado-New  Mexico;  the  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide,  and 
San  Miguel  Federal  reclamation  projects,  Colorado;  and  the  Central 
Utah  project  (Uintah  unit),  Utah,  as  participating  projects  under  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105 ;  43  U.S.C.  620) ,  and 
to  provide  for  the  completion  of  planning  reports  on  other  participat¬ 
ing  projects,  clause  (2)  of  section  1  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further 
amended  by  (i)  inserting  the  words  “and  the  Uintah  unit”  after  the 
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word  “phase”  within  the  parenthesis  following  “Central  Utah”,  (ii) 
deleting  the  words  “Pine  River  Extension”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  “Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West 
Divide,  San  Miguel”,  (iii)  adding  after  the  words  “Smith  Fork:”  the 
proviso  “ Provided ,  That  construction  of  the  Uintah  unit  of  the  Central 
Utah  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  until  he  has 
completed  a  feasibility  report  on  such  unit  and  submitted  such  report 
to  the  Congress  along  with  his  certification  that,  in  his  judgment,  the 
benefits  of  such  unit  or  segment  will  exceed  the  costs  and  that  such 
unit  is  physically  and  financially  feasible,  and  the  Congress  has  au¬ 
thorized  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  the  construction  thereof:”. 
Section  2  of  said  Act  is  hereby  further  amended  by  (i)  deleting  the 
words  “Parshall,  Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide, 
Tomichi  Creek,  East  River,  Ohio  Creek,  Dallas  Creek,  Dolores,  Fruit 
Growers  Extension,  Animas-La  Plata”,  and  inserting  after  the  words 
“Yellow  Jacket”  the  words  “Basalt  Middle  Park  (including  the 
Troublesome,  Rabbit  Ear,  and  Azure  units) ,  Upper  Gunnison  (includ¬ 
ing  the  East,  River,  Ohio  Creek,  and  Tomichi  Creek  units),  Lower 
Yampa  (including  the  Juniper  and  Great  Northern  units),  Upper 
Yampa  (including  the  Hayden  Mesa,  Wessels,  and  Toponas  units)”;  a 
(ii)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “Sublette”  the  words  “(including  a| 
diversion  of  water  from  the  Green  River  to  the  North  Platte  River 
Basin  in  Wyoming) ,  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah  Project,  San 
Juan  County  (Utah),  Price  River,  Grand  County  (Utah),  Gray 
Canyon,  and  Juniper  (Utah)”;  and  (iii)  changing  the  period  after 
“projects”  to  a  colon  and  adding  the  following  proviso:  “ Provided , 
That  the  planning  report  for  the  Ute  Indian  unit  of  the  Central  Utah 
participating  project  shall  be  completed  on  or  before  December  31, 
1974,  to  enable  the  United  States  of  America  to  meet  the  commitments 
heretofore  made  to  the  Ute  Indian  Tribe  of  the  Uintah  and  Ouray 
Indian  Reservation  under  the  agreement  dated  September  20,  1965 
(Contract  Numbered  14-06-W-194) .”.  The  amount  which  section  12 
of  said  Act  authorizes  to  be  appropriated  is  hereby  further  increased 
by  the  sum  of  $392,000,000,  plus  or  minus  such  amounts,  if  any,  as 
may  be  required,  by  reason  of  changes  in  construction  costs  as  indicated 
by  engineering  cost  indices  applicable  to  the  type  of  construction 
involved.  This  additional  sum  shall  be  available  solely  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek,  West  Divide, 
and  San  Miguel  projects  herein  authorized. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  proceed  as  nearly  as  practicable 
with  the  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas  Creek, 
West  Divide,  and  San  Miguel  participating  Federal  reclamation  proj-  4 
ects  concurrently  with  the  construction  of  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  " 
to  the  end  that  such  projects  shall  be  completed  not  later  than  the  date 
of  the  first  delivery  of  water  from  said  Central  Arizona  Project:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  an  appropriate  repayment  contract  for  each  of  said  par¬ 
ticipating  projects  shall  have  been  executed  as  provided  in  section  4 
of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  107)  before  con¬ 
struction  shall  start  on  that  particular  project. 

(c)  The  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  reclamation  project  shall  be 
constructed  and  operated  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  engineer¬ 
ing  plans  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  transmitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  on  May  4,  1966,  and  printed  as  House  Document  436,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress:  Provided ,  That  construction  of  the  Animas-La  Plata 
Federal  reclamation  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  and  unless 
the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  shall  have  ratified  the  follow¬ 
ing  compact  to  which  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given : 
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“Animas-La  Plata  Project  Compact 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  in  order  to 
implement  the  operation  of  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation 
Project,  Colorado-New  Mexico,  a  proposed  participating  project  under 
the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat,  105;  43  U.S.C.  620) 
and  being  moved  by  considerations  of  interstate  comity,  have  resolved 
to  conclude  a  compact  for  these  purposes  and  have  agreed  upon  the 
following  articles: 

“Article  I 

“A.  The  right  to  store  and  divert  water  in  Colorado  and  New  Mexico 
from  the  La  Plata  and  Animas  River  systems,  including  return  flow  to 
the  La  Plata  River  from  Animas  River  diversions,  for  uses  in  New 
Mexico  under  the  Animas-La  Plata  Federal  Reclamation  Project  shall 
be  valid  and  of  equal  priority  with  those  rights  granted  by  decree  of 
the  Colorado  state  courts  for  the  uses  of  wTater  in  Colorado  for  that 
project,  providing  such  uses  in  New  Mexico  are  within  the  allocation 
of  water  made  to  that  state  by  articles  III  and  XIV  of  the  Upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  Basin  Compact  (63  Stat.  31 ) . 

)  “B.  The  restrictions  of  the  last  sentence  of  Section  (a)  of  Article  IX 
of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Compact  shall  not  be  construed  to 
vitiate  paragraph  A  of  this  article. 

“Article  II 

“This  Compact  shall  become  binding  and  obligatory  when  it  shall 
have  been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  signatory  States.” 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall,  for  the  Animas-La  Plata,  Dolores,  Dallas 
Creek,  San  Miguel,  West  Divide,  and  Seedskadee  participating  proj¬ 
ects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project,  establish  the  nonexcess  irri¬ 
gable  acreage  for  which  any  single  ownership  may  receive  project 
water  at  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  class  1  land  or  the  equivalent 
thereof,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  in  other  land  classes. 

(e)  In  the  diversion  and  storage  of  water  for  any  project  or  any  parts 
thereof  constructed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  or  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  within  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  State  of 
Colorado  only,  the  Secretary  is  directed  to  comply  with  the  constitu¬ 
tion  and  statutes  of  the  State  of  Colorado  relating  to  priority  of  appro¬ 
priation  ;  with  State  and  Federal  court  decrees  entered  pursuant  there¬ 
to  ;  and  with  operating  principles,  if  any,  adopted  by  the  Secretary  and 

)pproved  by  the  State  of  Colorado. 

(f)  The  words  “any  western  slope  appropriations”  contained  in 
paragraph  (i)  of  that  section  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  80, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled  “Manner  of  Operation 
of  Project  Facilities  and  Auxiliary  Features”,  shall  mean  and  refer 
to  the  appropriation  heretofore  made  for  the  storage  of  water  in 
Green  Mountain  Reservoir,  a  unit  of  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Federal  reclamation  project,  Colorado;  and  the  Secretary  is  directed 
to  act  in  accordance  with  such  meaning  and  reference.  It  is  the  sense 
of  Congress  that  this  directive  defines  and  observes  the  purpose  of 
said  paragraph  (i) ,  and  does  not  in  any  way  affect  or  alter  any  rights 
or  obligations  arising  under  said  Senate  Document  Numbered  80 
or  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Sec.  502.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  established  under 
section  5  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  ( 7 0.  Stat.  107 ;  43 
U.S.C.  620d)  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  Colorado  River  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  established  by  section  2  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project 
Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774;  43  U.S.C.  618a)  for  the  money  ex¬ 
pended  heretofore  or  hereafter  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
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Fund  to  meet  deficiencies  in  generation  at  Hoover  Dam  during  the 
filling  period  of  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project 
pursuant  to  the  criteria  for  the  filling  of  Glen  Canyon  Reservoir  (27 
Fed.  Reg.  6851,  July  19,  1962).  For  this  purpose,  $500,000  for  each 
year  of  operation  of  Hoover  Dam  and  powerplant,  commencing  with 
fiscal  year  1970,  shall  be  transferred  from  the  Colorado  River  Devel¬ 
opment  Fund  to  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  in  lieu  of 
application  of  said  amounts  to  the  purposes  stated  in  section  2(d) 
of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act,  until  such  reim¬ 
bursement  is  accomplished.  To  the  extent  that  any  deficiency  in  such 
reimbursement  remains  as  of  June  1,  1987,  the  amount  of  the  re¬ 
maining  deficiency  shall  then  be  transferred  to  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  from  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund,  as  provided  in  subsection  (g)  of  section  403. 


TITLE  VI— GENERAL  PROVISIONS:  DEFINITIONS: 

CONDITIONS 


43  USC  617t. 


Reports  to  the 
President,  Con¬ 
gress,  eto. 


Sec.  601.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend- 
repeal,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  ColoradJ 
River  Compact  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Com¬ 
pact  (63  Stat.  31),  the  Water  Treaty  of  1944  with  the  United  Mexican 
States  (Treaty  Series  994;  59  Stat.  1219),  the  decree  entered  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Arizona  against  California  and 
others  (376  U.S.  340),  or,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  the 
Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act  (45  Stat.  1057),  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project  Adjustment  Act  (54  Stat.  774 ;  43  U.S.C.  618a)  or  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  Act  (70  Stat.  105;  43  U.S.C.  620). 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to — 

(1)  make  reports  as  to  the  annual  consumptive  uses  and  losses 
of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after  each  successive  five- 


year  period,  beginning  with  the  five-year  period  starting  on  Octo¬ 
ber  1, 1970.  Such  reports  shall  include  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the 


beneficial  consumptive  use  of  water  on  a  State-by-State  basis. 
Specific  figures  on  quantities  consumptively  used  from  the  major 
tributary  streams  flowing  into  the  Colorado  River  shall  also  be 
included  on  a  State-by-State  basis.  Such  reports  shall  be  pre¬ 
pared  in  consultation  with  the  States  of  the  lower  basin  individ¬ 
ually  and  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Commission,  and  shall 
be  transmitted  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  each  State  signatory  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact^ 
and  \ 

(2)  condition  all  contracts  for  the  delivery  of  water  originating 
in  the  drainage  basin  of  the  Colorado  River  system  upon  the 
availability  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact. 

(c)  All  Federal  officers  and  agencies  are  directed  to  comply  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  of  the  laws,  treaty,  compacts,  and 
oies,  compliance. decree  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  in  the  storage  and 
release  of  water  from  all  reservoirs  and  in  the  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  all  facilities  in  the  Colorado  River  system  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  and  supervision  of  the  Secretary,  and  in  the  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  all  works  which  may  be  authorized  hereafter  for  the  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  water  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  system.  In  the 
event  of  failure  of  any  such  officer  or  agency  to  so  comply,  any  affected 
State  may  maintain  an  action  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  and  consent  is  given 
to  the  joinder  of  the  United  States  as  a  party  in  such  suit  or  suits,  as 
a  defendant  or  otherwise. 
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Sec.  602.  (a)  In  order  to  comply  with  and  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
Compact,  and  the  Mexican  Water  Treaty,  the  Secretary  shall  propose 
criteria  for  the  coordinated  long-range  operation  of  the  reservoirs  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  under  the  authority  of  the  Colorado  River  Stor¬ 
age  Project  Act,  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  and  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act.  To  effect  in  part  the  purposes  ex¬ 
pressed  in  this  paragraph,  the  criteria  shall  make  provision  for  the 
storage  of  water  in  storage  units  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project 
and  releases  of  water  from  Lake  Powell  in  the  following  listed  order 
of  priority : 

(1)  releases  to  supply  one-half  the  deficiency  described  in  ar¬ 
ticle  III(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Compact,  if  any  such  defi¬ 
ciency  exists  and  is  chargeable  to  the  States  of  the  Upper  Division, 
but  in  any  event  such  releases,  if  any,  shall  not  be  required  in  any 
year  that  the  Secret  ary  makes  the  determination  and  issues  the 
proclamation  specified  in  section  202  of  this  Act; 

(2)  releases  to  comply  with  article  111(d)  of  the  Colorado 
River  Compact,  less  such  quantities  of  water  delivered  into  the 

I  Colorado  River  below  Lee  Ferry  to  the  credit  of  the  States  of  the 
)  U pper  Division  from  other  sources ;  and 

(3)  storage  of  water  not  required  for  the  releases  specified  in 
clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection  to  the  extent  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  after  consultation  with  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Com¬ 
mission  and  representatives  of  the  three  Lower  Division  States 
and  taking  into  consideration  all  relevant  factors  (including,  but 
not  limited  to,  historic  stream-flows,  the  most  critical  period  of 
record,  and  probabilities  of  water  supply),  shall  find  this  to  be 
reasonably  necessary  to  nssure  deliveries  under  clauses  (1)  and 
(2)  without  impairment  of  annual  consumptive  uses  in  the  upper 
basin  pursuant  to  the  Colorado  River  Compact :  Provided.  That 
water  not  so  required  to  be  stored  shall  be  released  from  Lake 
Powell :  (i)  to  the  extent  it  can  be  reasonably  applied  in  the  States 
of  the  Lower  Division  to  the  uses  specified  in  article  111(e)  of 
the  Colorado  River  Compact,  but  no  such  releases  shall-  be  made 
when  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell  is  less  than  the  active  stor¬ 
age  in  Lake  Mead,  (ii)  to  maintain,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  active 
storage  in  Lake  Mead  equal  to  the  active  storage  in  Lake  Powell, 
and  (iii)  to  avoid  anticipated  spills  from  Lake  Powell. 

(b)  Not  later  than  January  1,  1970,  the  criteria  proposed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  foregoing  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  sub- 

{  fitted  to  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin  States  and 
to  such  other  parties  and  agencies  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appro¬ 
priate  for  their  review  and  comment.  After  receipt  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  criteria,  but  not  later  than  July  1,  1970,  the  Secretary  shall 
adopt  appropriate  criteria  in  accordance  with  this  section  and  publish 
the  same  in  the  Federal  Register.  Beginning  January  1,  1972,  and 
yearly  thereafter,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  the  Congress  and 
to  the  Governors  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  States  a  report  describ¬ 
ing  the  actual  operation  under  the  adopted  criteria  for  the  preceding 
compact  water  year  and  the  projected  operation  for  the  current  year. 
As  a  result  of  actual  operating  experience  or  unforeseen  circumstances, 
the  Secretary  may  thereafter  modify  the  criteria  to  better  achieve  the 
purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  but  only  after  cor¬ 
respondence  with  the  Governors  of  the  seven  Colorado  River  Basin 
States  and  appropriate  consultation  with  such  State  representatives  as 
each  Governor  may  designate. 

(c)  Section  7  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  shall  be 
administered  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  criteria. 
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Sec.  603.  (a)  Rights  of  the  upper  basin  to  the  consumptive  use  of 
Abater  available  to  that  basin  from  the  Colorado  River  system  under 
the  Colorado  River  Compact  shall  not  be  reduced  or  prejudiced  by  any 
use  of  such  water  in  the  lower  basin. 

(b)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  impair,  conflict 
with,  or  otherwise  change  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Commission. 

Sec.  604.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Act,  in  construct¬ 
ing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  units  of  the  projects  herein 
and  hereafter  authorized,  the  Secretary  shall  be  governed  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902;  32  Stat.  388,  and  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto)  to  which  laws  this  Act 
shall  be  deemed  a  supplement. 

_  Sec.  605.  Part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat.  1063 ;  16  U.S.C. 
791a-823)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  reaches  of  the  main  stream  of 
the  Colorado  River  between  Hoover  Dam  and  Glen  Canyon  Dam  until 
and  unless  otherwise  provided  by  Congress. 

^  Sec.  606.  As  used  in  this  Act,  (a)  all  terms  which  are  defined  in  the 
Colorado  River  Compact  shall  have  the  meanings  therein  defined ; 

(b)  “Main  stream'5  means  the  main  stream  of  the  Colorado  Rivea 
downstream  from  Lee  Ferry  within  the  United  States,  including  thl 
reservoirs  thereon ; 

(c)  “User55  or  “water  user”  in  relation  to  main  stream  water  in  the 
•lower  basin  means  the  United  States  or  any  person  or  legal  entity  en¬ 
titled  under  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Arizona  against  California,  and  others  (376  U.S.  340),  to  use  main 
stream  water  when  available  thereunder; 

(d)  “Active  storage”  means  that  amount  of  water  in  reservoir  stor¬ 
age,  exclusive  of  bank  storage,  which  can  be  released  through  the  exist¬ 
ing  reservoir  outlet  works ; 

(e)  “Colorado  River  Basin  States”  means  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  and  Wyoming ; 

(f)  “Western  United  States”  means  those  States  lying  wholly  or  in 
part  west  of  the  Continental  Divide;  and 

(g)  “Augment”  or  “augmentation”,  when  used  herein  with  reference 
to  water,  means  to  increase  the  supply  of  the  Colorado  River  or  its 
tributaries  by  the  introduction  of  water  into  the  Colorado  River  sys¬ 
tem,  which  is  in  addition  to  the  natural  supply  of  the  system. 

Approved  September  30,  1968. 
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